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Searches for neutrino magnetic moments/transitions in low energy neutrino scattering ex-

periments are sensitive to effective couplings which are an intricate function of the Hamil-

tonian parameters. We study the parameter space dependence of these couplings in the

Majorana (transitions) and Dirac (moments) cases, as well as the impact of the current most

stringent experimental upper limits on the fundamental parameters. In the Majorana case

we find that for reactor, short-baseline and solar neutrinos, CP violation can be understood

as a measurement of parameter space vectors misalignments. The presence of nonvanishing

CP phases opens a blind spot region where—regardless of how large the parameters are—

no signal can be observed in either reactor or short-baseline experiments. Identification of

these regions requires a combination of different data sets and allows for the determination

of those CP phases. We point out that stringent bounds not necessarily imply suppressed

Hamiltonian couplings, thus allowing for regions where disparate upper limits can be si-

multaneously satisfied. In contrast, in the Dirac case stringent experimental upper limits

necessarily translate into tight bounds on the fundamental couplings. In terms of parame-

ter space vectors, we provide a straightforward mapping of experimental information into

parameter space.
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I. INTRODUCTION

For decades, experimental signals of magnetic and electric dipole moments have been searched

for in a large variety of environments (for a review see Ref. [1]). Their distinctive feature—

regardless of neutrino flavor—is that of spectral distortions at low recoil energies, thus making

detectors with low recoil energy resolutions an ideal tool for such searches. Rather than being

controlled by a single parameter, the size of the distortion is instead governed by an effective

coupling, µeff
να

, with flavor dependence α determined by the incoming neutrino flux. In the absence

of such signal and using neutrino-electron elastic scattering as well as coherent elastic neutrino-

nucleus scattering (CEνNS), short-baseline accelerator facilities have placed competitive bounds

on the electron and muon effective couplings [2–5]. Solar neutrino experiments, in particular

BOREXINO, have placed even more stringent limits on the electron effective coupling, which

along with the GEMMA reactor experiment and XENON1T set the most tight bounds on this

coupling at the laboratory level [6–8].

Forthcoming low threshold reactor experiments [9–18], short-baseline neutrino detectors [19],

multi-ton dark matter (DM) direct detection experiments [20–22] and possibly even decay-in-

flight neutrino facilities [23] will further scrutinize these regions. Indeed, searches for neutrino

magnetic couplings along with searches for other novel interactions in the neutrino sector includ-

ing nonstandard interactions (NSI), neutrino generalized interactions (NGI) as well as long range

scalar and vector interactions, are among the experimental phenomenological targets of these type

of experiments (see e.g. [24–33]). As pointed out recently, the presence of these interactions may

actually have deep implications for DM direct detection searches [34].

Motivated by these experiments, in this paper we study the implications of measurements (or

upper bounds, resulting from the absence of a signal) of neutrino magnetic and electric dipole

moments/transitions [35–40] on parameter space. Focusing on both the Majorana and full diagonal

Dirac cases we: (i) Study possible basis invariants that enable a basis-independent mapping of

experimental information into parameter space, (ii) derive general matricial expressions for the

effective couplings in short-baseline, reactor and solar neutrino experiments (in the mass and flavor

eigenstate bases), (iii) introduce a parameter space vector notation that allows a straightforward

mapping of data into parameter space and allows as well the identification of the role played

by CP phases in opening blind spots in the Majorana case1, (iv) perform a general mapping of

1 Here with blind spots we mean regions in parameter space where an effective coupling vanishes despite the funda-
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LSND [2], GEMMA [7] and XENON1T [8] experimental data into parameter space, that enables

demonstrating the viability of reconciling the LSND bound with the more stringent GEMMA limit.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II we introduce the couplings

involved in our analysis, along with the notation employed throughout the paper. In Sec. III we

present a general analysis, valid for any value of the Dirac CP phase, of the effective couplings

in short-baseline and reactor experiments, as well as in solar neutrino experiments, in both mass

and flavor eigenstate bases. In Sec. IV, we specialize the discussion to the Majorana case and

introduce a vector notation that allows for a straightforward mapping of experimental data to

parameter space. In Sec. V, we discuss neutrino magnetic moments in the Dirac case, while in

Sec. VI we summarize and present our conclusions. In Appendices A and B we calculate the phase

average for solar neutrinos and demonstrate the connection between blind spots and the unitarity

of the lepton mixing matrix for the Majorana case.

II. NEUTRINO MAGNETIC AND ELECTRIC DIPOLE MOMENT INTERACTIONS

The structure of the interactions we are interested in, depends on whether neutrinos are Dirac

or Majorana particles. For the Dirac case—in the flavor eigenstate basis—they are described by

the effective Lagrangian [41]

HD =−1
2

νσµν (µ+ iεγ5)νFµν =−1
2

νRσµν λνL Fµν +H.c. , (1)

where νT = (νe,νµ,ντ,νs · · ·) with νs denoting possible sterile neutrino states, and ν = νL + νR

being the Dirac neutrino fields. The matrices µ and ε are N×N Hermitian matrices in flavor space

that satisfy µ† = µ and ε† = ε, as required by the Hermiticity of the Hamiltonian. Their entries

correspond to neutrino magnetic and electric dipole moments (i = j) and transitions (i 6= j), which

follow from the zero momentum transfer limit of the magnetic and electric dipole form factors,

FM(q2) and FE(q2) [1]. The following combination of µ and ε matrices defines

λ = µ− iε , (2)

a matrix that proves to be rather useful when describing neutrino scattering induced by these

interactions. In the Majorana case the effective Hamiltonian, written as well in the flavor eigenstate

mental parameters being different from zero. For a given experiment this translates in the absence of a signal.
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basis reads [36]

HM =−1
4

ν
TC−1

σµν (µ+ iεγ5)νFµν =−1
4

ν
T
LC−1

σµν λνL Fµν +H.c. . (3)

Here the massive Majorana fields are given by ν = νL +νC
L and the matrices µ and ε, in addition

to being Hermitian, are as well complex antisymmetric: µT =−µ and εT =−ε. An implication of

their antisymmetric character is that in the Majorana case the neutrino and electric dipole moments

vanish and transitions are purely imaginary numbers.

Relations between the flavor and mass eigenstate bases follow from the diagonalization of the

neutrino mass matrices (mD for Dirac and mM for Majorana). In the Dirac case it proceeds as in

the charged fermion sector through bi-unitary transformations. In the Majorana case, instead, the

symmetric character of the neutrino mass matrix enables diagonalization solely through the lepton

mixing matrix. Quantitatively one has

νL =U ·ν′L and νR =V ·ν′R ⇒ V † ·mD ·U = m̂D and UT ·mM ·U = m̂M . (4)

Here primed fields refer to mass eigenstates. Note that the unitary matrix V enters only in the

Dirac mass term, and has no effect in any other coupling nor in neutral or charged currents. This

means that it has no physical character and so any choice for its parametrization should be as good

as any other. The most “extreme” choice would be rotating it away, which is equivalent to V = I.

If one does so, the diagonalization in the Dirac case in Eq. (4) reduces to mD ·U = m̂D, from which

one can see that the Dirac mass matrix mD = m̂D ·U† is constrained. It involves one CP-violating

phase and six independent real parameters, rather than six CP phases and nine real parameters as

it should. Following this argument we then fix V = U∗, a choice that enables the relation for the

transformation from the flavor to the mass eigenstate basis for λ to have the same structure in the

Dirac and Majorana cases (see discussion below).

The coupling matrices in Eqs. (1) and (3) involve a particular number of physical CP-violating

phases. Its counting is as follows. In the Dirac case, the magnetic and electric dipole N ×N

matrices—being Hermitian—involve N(N + 1)/2 moduli and N(N− 1)/2 CP-violating phases.

Since only diagonal phases can be removed by phase rotations of the neutrino fields, all the phases

are physical. The general Majorana case, instead, involves N(N − 1)/2 moduli and the same

number of physical CP-violating phases. Despite the properties of Hermiticity of the magnetic and

electric dipole matrices, in the Dirac case λ is a complex N×N matrix. Accordingly, it involves

2N2 parameters, N2 moduli and N2 phases, of which N can be removed by phase rotations of
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Dirac Majorana

Matrix Type Moduli CP phases Matrix Type Moduli CP phases

λ C N2 N(N−1) λ C antisymmetric N(N−1)/2 N(N−1)/2−1

µ Hermitian N(N +1)/2 N(N +1)/2 µ C antisymmetric N(N−1)/2 N(N−1)/2

ε Hermitian N(N +1)/2 N(N +1)/2 ε C antisymmetric N(N−1)/2 N(N−1)/2

TABLE I. Number of physical parameters, including CP-violating phases, that define the neutrino magnetic

and electric dipole matrices as well as the λ = µ− iε matrix. Results are shown for a general N×N (N

active and N sterile) neutrino scenario in both the Dirac and Majorana neutrino cases.

the neutrino fields, resulting in N(N− 1) physical phases. In the Majorana case the combination

keeps being antisymmetric, but one CP phase can be removed by a single field redefinition. In

the Majorana case then λ involves N(N− 1)/2 moduli and N(N− 1)/2− 1 physical phases. A

summary of the physical parameters, including the CP-violating phases that define each matrix in

each case, is shown in Tab. I. Taking into account this parameter counting, the coupling matrix (in

the 3×3 case) for Dirac and Majorana neutrinos in the mass eigenstate basis can be parametrized

as follows:

λ
′
D =


λ11eiϕ11 |λ12|eiϕ12 |λ13|eiϕ13

|λ21|eiϕ21 λ22eiϕ22 |λ23|eiϕ23

|λ31|eiϕ31 |λ32|eiϕ32 λ33eiϕ33

 , λ
′
M =


0 |Λ3|eiϕ3 −|Λ2|

−|Λ3|eiϕ3 0 |Λ1|eiϕ1

|Λ2| −|Λ1|eiϕ1 0

 , (5)

where the notation Λi = εi jkλ jk has been adopted in the Majorana case2. With the aid of the

transformation bases in Eqs. (4), bearing in mind that we have chosen V = U∗, the relations

between the coupling matrix in the mass and flavor bases read 3:

λ
′
D =UT ·λD ·U , λ

′
M =UT ·λM ·U . (6)

One can see that if rather V is rotated away the relation between the flavor and mass eigenstate

bases in the Dirac case reduces to λ̃′D = λD ·U . This, however, does not mean that results involv-

ing scattering processes are affected by this choice, something expected due to the nonphysical

character of V (see discussion in Sec. III).

2 For the Majorana phases a different notation has been previously used in Refs. [5, 42]. The translation is straight-

forward: ϕ1 = ξ3 = ζ1−ζ2 and ϕ3 = ξ1 = ζ3−ζ2.
3 We will see that the choice of V does not affect the form of the effective magnetic moment.
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III. SCATTERING PROCESSES INDUCED BY MAGNETIC AND ELECTRIC DIPOLE

MOMENTS

Weak processes produce neutrinos as flavor eigenstates. As they propagate towards a detector

located at a distance L, they may be subject to flavor oscillations, depending on L and on their

average energy. As they reach the detector, the interactions in Eqs. (1) and (3) induce (electro-

magnetic (EM)) scatterings with the target material. Depending on the neutrino energy spectrum,

the scatterers can involve electrons, nuclei, nucleons, or even quarks. For neutrino energies rele-

vant for CEνNS (Eν . 100MeV), as those coming from reactors, or pion decay-at-rest (π-DAR)

neutrino sources, scattering is dominated by neutrino-nucleus and neutrino-electron processes.

For energies as those in decay-in-flight neutrino beams, e.g., NuMI or DUNE, the EM scattering

is—instead—driven by neutrino-nucleon processes or quarks.

EM t-channel scattering processes να +X → να +X (X = N,e,n,q) involve chirality flip, in

contrast to those induced by electroweak (EW) interactions. Thus, they do not interfere with

the SM contribution. In the presence of the new EM interactions the differential scattering cross

section is then a sum of two terms: dσ/dEr = dσEW/dEr + dσEM/dEr, where dσEW/dEr and

dσEM/dEr refer to the SM and EM components, respectively. The second contribution, being

of EM origin, exhibits a Coulomb divergence which becomes particularly pronounced at small

momentum transfer, q. For this reason is that the most suitable targets for EM neutrino interac-

tion searches are neutrino-electron elastic scattering and CEνNS. Experiments with sensitivities to

these processes operate at rather low thresholds and so are able—in principle—to identify possi-

ble spectral distortions generated by the new interactions. In contrast, experimental setups involv-

ing neutrino-nucleon or neutrino-quark interactions operate at higher thresholds. Identification of

spectral distortions require then λ couplings whose values have been already ruled out, implying

that decay-in-flight neutrino beams are not suitable for neutrino EM interaction searches. In what

follows we then focus our discussion on neutrino-electron elastic scattering and CEνNS.

The EM neutrino-electron elastic scattering differential cross section was first calculated by

Vogel and Engel in Ref. [43], without taking into account flavor oscillation effects. However, for

a neutrino flavor (weak) eigenstate να (α = e,µ,τ) produced at t ′ = 0 and further detected at L

at a time t ′ = t these effects are unavoidable. References [44, 45] have taken them into account

by considering propagation in the mass eigenstate basis and neutrino-electron elastic scattering.
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Doing so, they have found the following differential cross section:

dσEM

dEr
=

πα2

m2
e

(
1
Er
− 1

Eν

)
µ2

να
(L,Eν)

µ2
B

, (7)

where the dimensionful coupling µνα
(L,Eν) = µνα

(L,Eν)µB has been normalized to the Bohr mag-

neton µB = 1/2/me. After rescaling the previous equation by Z2F2
W (q2), with FW (q2) being the

nuclear form factor, this result applies as well to CEνNS [46].

In the context of an “agnostic” phenomenological analysis, Eq. (7) can be used without speci-

fying the parameter space coupling function µ2
να
≡ 〈µ2

να
(L,Eν)〉4. Such an approach allows placing

constraints on µ2
να

, which can then be mapped into the λi j parameter space [5, 42, 48, 49]. How-

ever, this second step is rarely done, and results obtained for µ2
να

are directly presented instead.

This can lead to misleading interpretations of results derived from different data sets. It can po-

tentially imply that a limit derived from, say, reactor data is taken to be universal regardless of

the experimental context to which one is comparing to. To avoid confusion, and to make sure

that a certain limit is properly applied, the mapping into the λi j parameter space should then be

understood as mandatory.

To begin with, we then write µ2
να
(L,Eν) for incoming neutrinos in the most general way in

terms of the couplings in the mass eigenstate basis [44, 45]

µ2
να
(L,Eν) =

3

∑
j=1

∣∣U∗ ·Pj(L,Eν) ·λ′T
∣∣2 , (8)

where, in contrast to Refs. [1, 44, 45], we have employed matrix notation since this allows for

an easier identification of basis transformation effects. The leptonic mixing matrix in this expres-

sion accounts for the fact that flavor eigenstates are a superposition of mass eigenstates. Thus,

depending on the environment at which neutrinos have been produced and further propagated,

this matrix can be either that in vacuum or in matter. The 3× 3 matrices Pj in Eq. (8) are diag-

onal matrices defined as Pj = diag(P1 j,P2 j,P3 j), where Pi j = e−i∆i j and the phases are given by

∆i j = ∆m2
i jL/2/Eν. Since neutrino oscillation data provide information on ∆m2

21 and on |∆m2
31|

[50], the Pi j entries should be expressed in terms of just two phases ∆21 and ∆31. Taking into

account that ∆m2
21 � |∆m2

31| one finds for the normal spectrum case P21 = e−i∆21 , P31 = e−i∆31

and the following relations: Pii = 1, P12 = P∗21, P13 = P23 = P∗31 and P32 = P31. For the inverted

4 For the cases in which the effective coupling has a L/Eν dependence an average over this variable has to be done, in

the same vein one does with oscillation probabilities (see e.g. [47]). A normalized Gaussian function can be used

for that aim.
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spectrum case, instead, P31 = ei∆31 , P13 = P32 = P∗31 and P23 = P31 with all the other relations as in

the normal case. By shifting ∆i j→−∆i j, Eq. (8) is valid for antineutrinos as well [1].

From Eq. (8) it is clear that different experimental setups imply different effective coupling

functions. There are two variables which are key to this statement: (i) the oscillation phases ∆21

and ∆31, and (ii) the incoming neutrino flavor state index α. These two variables are independent

of the basis one chooses for the description of the scattering process. Focusing first on (i), we then

write the oscillation phases according to

∆21 =
∆m2

21
2Eν

L = 3.8×10−4
(

∆m2
21

7.50×10−5 eV2

)(
10MeV

2Eν

)(
L

10m

)
, (9)

∆31 =
∆m2

31
2Eν

L = 1.3×10−2
(

∆m2
31

2.55×10−3 eV2

)(
10MeV

2Eν

)(
L

10m

)
, (10)

where best-fit point values for ∆m2
21 and ∆m2

31 (normal ordering case) have been used [50] along

with typical values for L and Eν. For the processes we are interested in, the experimental en-

vironments that matter are short-baseline reactors, π-DAR neutrino facilities, and solar neutrino

detectors. For reactors and π-DAR neutrino sources, the numbers quoted in Eqs. (9) and (10) ap-

ply, and one can fairly assume ∆i j→ 0 and so Pj→ diag(1,1,1) for all j. Moreover, since matter

effects are absent in these cases, U matches the leptonic mixing matrix in vacuum. Equation (8)

specialized to these two cases can then be written according to:

Reactor and π-DAR (mass basis): µ2
να,(L→ 0) =

3

∑
j=1

∣∣∣(U∗ ·λ′T)
α j

∣∣∣2 = (U ·λ′† ·λ′ ·U†
)

αα

.

(11)

From now on, we will use the notation µ2
να, to denote this no-oscillation case. Notice that as

a consequence, in these cases the expression of the effective coupling for neutrinos and anti-

neutrinos is the same. For solar neutrinos the discussion is more subtle. Interference terms in Eq.

(8) involve the propagation phases ∆21 and ∆31, which cannot be dropped as in the previous cases

(L is fixed by the Sun-Earth distance and so L/Eν � 1). In this case then µ2
ν(L,Eν) should be

averaged over L/Eν. As already mentioned, this can be done by assuming the smearing function

to be a normalized Gaussian function with median µ = 〈L/Eν〉 and variance σ. Doing so one gets

for the average values of the propagation phases the following result (for completeness, we present

the details in Appendix A)

〈e±∆m2
i jL/2/Eν〉= e±∆m2

i jL/2/Eνe−∆m4
i j〈L/E〉2/8 , (12)

which implies that interference terms in the solar case are (strongly) exponentially suppressed and
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so can be ignored. With this simplification, Eq. (8) thus reads:

Solar neutrinos (mass basis): 〈µ2
ν,sol〉 ≡ µ2

ν,sol =
3

∑
k=1

∣∣UM
αk
∣∣2(λ

′† ·λ′
)

kk
, (13)

where the leptonic mixing matrix UM involves mixing angles in matter which implies that the

coupling is still energy dependent.

A relevant point—already mentioned at the end of Sec. II—has to do with the impact of the

change of basis in Eqs. (11) and (13). Or, in other words, on whether µ2
ν as defined by these

equations is basis independent or not. This question is actually crucial for two reasons. First of all

because the nonphysical character of V , enables parametrizing it arbitrarily. Secondly, because it

tells us how robust results derived in a particular basis are. Let us first consider the Dirac case and

the most general transformation between the mass and flavor eigenstate bases: λ′ =V ·λ ·U . One

can see that Eqs. (11) and (13) become

Reactor and π-DAR (flavor basis): µ2
να

=
(

λ
† ·λ
)

αα

, (14)

Solar neutrinos (flavor basis): µ2
να

=
3

∑
k=1
|UM

αk|2
(

U† ·λ† ·λ ·U
)

kk
. (15)

These results do not depend on V and therefore imply that any choice for this matrix is as good

as any another. They are valid as well in the Majorana case, thus demonstrating that the flavor

effective neutrino magnetic moment coupling is not basis independent. Interesting, however, is

the fact that for the reactor and π-DAR cases, the sum of these quantities over flavor is a basis

invariant

∑
α=e,µ,τ

µ2
να

= Tr
(

λ
′† ·λ′

)
= Tr

(
λ

† ·λ
)
. (16)

This implies that if one can access data sets which involve the three flavors (e.g. GEMMA, CO-

HERENT and DONUT), the mapping from these measurements to the fundamental parameters

can be done in a basis-independent way. One can also see that in the mass eigenstate basis, CP-

violating effects are present in the reactor and π-DAR effective coupling (Eq. (11)), while they

are absent in the solar effective coupling (see Eq. (13)). Conversely, in the flavor eigenstate basis

they play a role in the solar coupling, while they have no effect in the reactor and π-DAR effective

parameter. This is somehow expected given the physical nature of the phases. A basis choice

hides these phases from a certain effective coupling but at the same time exposes them in the

other. In an analysis including reactor, π-DAR, and solar data, one chooses a basis and thus if the
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physics responsible for electric and magnetic dipole moments is CP-violating, then the effects of

the CP-violating phases will necessarily show up (provided the phases are large enough).

Regarding (ii), for the reactor case we have α = e (νe), while for π-DAR neutrinos α = µ and

α = e for the prompt (νµ) and delayed (νµ,νe) incoming neutrino states, respectively. For solar

α = e (νe). In what follows, using Eqs. (11), (13), (14) and (15), we then detemine the impact of

current more stringent bounds on the fundamental parameters for the Majorana and Dirac neutrino

cases according to Eq. (5), differentiating beween the CP-conserving and CP-violating scenarios.

IV. MAJORANA NEUTRINO TRANSITION MAGNETIC AND ELECTRIC DIPOLE

MOMENTS

A. Effective couplings in reactor and short baseline accelerator experiments

We begin with the Majorana case for short distance sources in the mass basis. To simplify the

notation, we see that Eq. (11), combined with the Majorana coupling matrix in Eq. (5) can be

recast in terms of parameter space vectors, namely:

µ2
να

=
3

∑
i=1
|Λi|2−

∣∣∣∣∣ 3

∑
i=1

~Λiα

∣∣∣∣∣
2

=
∣∣∣~Λ∣∣∣2− ∣∣∣∣∣ 3

∑
i=1

~Λiα

∣∣∣∣∣
2

. (17)

We denote ~Λ = Λiêi, and we define the flavor-dependent vectors, which are in general not orthog-

onal, as:

~Λiα = |Uαi| |Λi| êiα , (18)

with êiα being unit vectors. Within this formalism, the misalignment between these vectors is

determined by the phases of the magnetic moment couplings, and can be interpreted as a measure

of the amount of CP violation the new physics comes along with. They are weighted according

to the entries of the lepton mixing matrix Uαi, which together with the misalignment products,

êiα · ê jα, determine their size (for details see Appendix B). Writing the effective neutrino magnetic

moments in terms of these vectors has one clear advantage. Maximization (and minimization) of

the effective couplings (with respect to the phases for fixed moduli) can be understood as a conse-

quence of vector misalignments in parameter space, thus allowing a quantitative determination of

the role played by the CP-violating phases ϕ1 and ϕ3.

Using Eqs. (17) and (18) a general analysis, valid for any value of the δ Dirac CP phase, can

be done. Here instead we fix its value to π as suggested by global fits to neutrino oscillation
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data 5. In doing so, the entries of the lepton mixing matrix do not depend anymore on δ and so we

adopt the notation Uαi→ fαi. The misalignment as well gets simplified and involves only the new

sources of CP violation. Both the coefficients and misalignments for this case are shown in Tab.

II. Note that combined analyses of future DUNE [51], T2HKK [52] and MOMENT [53] data will

achieve at most a ∼ 10% resolution [54]. Furthermore, from the practical point of view, such a

value facilitates the presentation and analytical treatment of the various parameter space features

we now discuss. It is worth emphasizing that our results, in particular their qualitative features,

are independent upon our choice.

Let us consider first the parameter space maximization of the effective couplings, for which

given a data set the more stringent bounds (consistent with an upper limit) on the Lagrangian

couplings are obtained. From Eq. (17) it is clear that this happens whenever the second term

acquires its minimum value. For this to be the case, the flavor vectors, ~Λiα, have to be aligned in

certain directions in parameter space. Such configurations can be determined through the condi-

tions:
∂

∂ϕa

∣∣∣∣∣ 3

∑
i=1

~Λiα

∣∣∣∣∣
2

= 0 , (a = 1,3) , (19)

that result in relations between the phases and the flavor vectors. For reactors and one of the

delayed components in π-DAR (α = e) we find

cos(ϕ1) =
−Λ2

1e−Λ2
2e +Λ2

3e
2Λ1eΛ2e

,

cos(ϕ3) =
−Λ2

1e +Λ2
2e +Λ2

3e
2Λ2eΛ3e

. (20)

For the prompt and delayed muon neutrino components in π-DAR, the relation follows from Eq.

(20) by trading Λie→Λiµ for i= 1,3 and Λ2e→−Λ2µ. For the tau neutrino case the same relations

hold. This can be understood as follows. The interference terms in the muon neutrino case differ

from those in the electron neutrino case by minus signs in the terms involving the Λ2µ coupling,

while in the tau neutrino effective coupling they differ by a global minus sign. Of course relations

in Eq. (20) along with those for the other flavors should be combined with the obvious constraint

|cos(ϕa)| ≤ 1, which in turn fixes the regions in parameter space where minimization of the flavor

vector in (17) is achieved.

We have found that in those parameter space regions, it holds that
∣∣∣∑3

i=1
~Λiα

∣∣∣2
min

= 0. This

means that although the effective neutrino transition magnetic moment depends upon five param-

5 This value differs by about 7% with respect to the actual best fit point value for the normal ordering δ = 1.08π [50].
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Electron Muon Tau

f1e c12c13 f1µ c23s12− s23c12s13 f1τ s23s12 + c23c12s13

f2e s12c13 f2µ c23c12 + s23s12s13 f2τ −s23c12 + c23s12s13

f3e s13 f3µ s23c13 f3τ c23c13

ê1e · ê2e cos(ϕ1) ê1µ · ê2µ cos(ϕ1 +π) ê1τ · ê2τ cos(ϕ1)

ê1e · ê3e cos(ϕ3−ϕ1 +π) ê1µ · ê3µ cos(ϕ3−ϕ1 +π) ê1τ · ê3τ cos(ϕ3−ϕ1)

ê2e · ê3e cos(ϕ3 +π) ê2µ · ê3µ cos(ϕ3) ê2τ · ê3τ cos(ϕ3)

TABLE II. Coefficients of the flavor-dependent vectors that define the effective neutrino magnetic moment

coupling in Eq. (17). Shown as well are the misalignment products whose values determine the amount of

CP violation the new couplings come along with. These expression follow from fixing δ = π, a value that

differs from that suggested by neutrino oscillation data by ∼ 7% (for the normal spectrum case) [50]. The

notation ci j ≡ cosθi j and si j ≡ sinθi j, where θi j corresponds to neutrino mixing angles, has been used.

eters (in the CP-violating case), when moving to the regions where µ2
να

peaks (namely µ2
να
|max)

the mapping of experimental information (limits or measurement) reduces to a three parameter

problem

µ2
να
|max =

∣∣∣~Λ∣∣∣2 , (21)

where the parameter reduction follows from the two constraints imposed by the minimization

conditions in (19). In the Λi−Λ j plane, the regions obtained this way correspond to the lower

boundary where the couplings (i.e. with smallest possible values) still saturate an experimental

upper limit. As can be seen from Eq. (21), in this boundary the typical size of the couplings

amounts to that of the experimental upper limit.

Condition (19) along with the results in Eq. (20) (and the corresponding ones for the muon and

tau neutrino cases) define the maximum value for the effective coupling when varying the phases.

On the other hand, conditions (19) also lead to critical points that correspond to a maximum, which

satisfies: ∣∣∣∣∣ 3

∑
i=1

~Λiα

∣∣∣∣∣
2

=
∣∣∣~Λ∣∣∣2 . (22)

When this relation is satisfied, the presence of a neutrino magnetic transition moment interaction

in a particular scattering experiment will not show up, allowing for large values of fundamental
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couplings, even orders of magnitude above the effective coupling limit. We refer to these regions

in parameter space as blind spots (identified for the first time in Ref. [55]). Around these regions,

the smallness of the effective neutrino magnetic transition moment has little—if nothing—to do

with the absolute size of the Λi couplings. How large or small µ2
να

becomes, depends on how much

these vectors are aligned in parameter space. If properly chosen, stringent experimental limits can

be satisfied with couplings that exceed the experimental limit in several orders of magnitude. This

demonstrates that analyses using only reactor or π−DAR neutrinos cannot exclude the presence

of these interactions, and hence, both datasets should be included for a full picture.

The analysis of these regions in parameter space correspond to µ2
να
|min, in contrast to our previ-

ous discussion in which we determined µ2
να
|max. Notice that while the latter fixes a lower boundary,

the former instead fixes an upper one. Thus, the largest possible couplings consistent with exper-

imental information are therefore encompassed within this region. Of course if the only available

information is an upper limit, smaller values for the couplings are allowed, but those that saturate

the limit are enclosed by this region. Blind spots are found whenever the following two conditions

are simultaneously satisfied

êiα · ê jα = 1 , |Λi|= fiα

∣∣∣~Λ∣∣∣ . (23)

From Tab. II one can see that nonvanishing phases are required to access blind spots. For the

electron neutrino effective coupling ϕ1 = 0 and ϕ3 = −π, while for the muon and tau neutrino

cases ϕ1 =−π and ϕ3 = 0. Perturbations of the conditions in Eq. (23) such that Eq. (22) becomes

|~Λ|2− δ|Λ|2 allow saturating an upper limit or matching a potential measurement with large Λi

couplings.

So far we have discussed results for reactor and short baseline accelerator effective couplings

in the mass basis. As can be seen from Eq. (14) along with Eq. (5), in the flavor basis these

couplings acquire rather simple forms

µ2
να

= ∑
β 6=α

|Λβ|2 , (24)

where Λβ = µβ− iεβ and the relation between these couplings and those in the mass eigenstate basis

are determined by Eq. (6). In this basis, the effective couplings have no dependence on CP phases.

Thus, stringent bounds on µ2
να

translate into tight bounds on the Λα on which the effective coupling

depends upon. In contrast to the mass basis, the mapping involves just two parameters and so
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Type Experiment Eff. coupling 90% CL limit (range)

Reactor GEMMA [7] µνe 2.9×10−11

π-DAR LSND [2] µνµ 6.8×10−10

π-DAR DONUT [3] µντ
3.9×10−7

Solar Borexino [6] µνe 2.8×10−11

Solar XENON1T [8] µνe [1.4,2.9]×10−11

TABLE III. Current most stringent 90% CL limits (or range in the case of XENON1T) on effective neutrino

magnetic couplings (normalized to the Bohr magneton). The range for XENON1T assumes the signal

reported in [8] is due to this new effective coupling.

the regions allowed by a given limit are those determined by ∑β6=α |Λβ|2 ≤ µ2
να
|Exp. However,

information on possible CP-violating effects is lost.

All in all, and as we have already stressed, when mapping experimental upper limits or an

actual measurement into parameter space (in the mass eigenstate basis) the region of interest is the

one with boundaries given by µ2
να
|max (lower boundary) and the perturbed blind spot region (upper

boundary). Following this approach, we proceed with the mapping of experimental upper limits

into parameter space and determine whether different data sets can be reconciled. For that aim we

use the 90% CL upper limits shown in Tab. III.

Graphs in the upper row in Fig. 1 show the results obtained by mapping the upper limit on

µ2
νe

from the GEMMA reactor experiment (Eqs. (11) and (17) with α = e) to the parameter space

of fundamental couplings (those entering in the Hamiltonian in Eq. (3)). Graphs in the lower

row, instead, follow from limits on µ2
νµ

from the LSND experiment. Boundaries in the colored

regions saturate the limit, while points within correspond to smaller values. Shown as well is the

blind spot line along which µ2
να

= 0 (α = e,µ). For parameters along that line, signals in a reactor

or a short baseline accelerator experiment are absent regardless of the size of the fundamental

couplings. Three regions in each Λi−Λ j plane can be identified. The green region is determined

by vector alignments for which µ2
νe

is maximized, as discussed previously. For this reason, in this

region the most constrained parameters are found (the largest couplings have sizes of the order of

the GEMMA or LSND limit). The blue region, in particular the spike along the blind spot line,

follows from parameters that satisfy the alignment condition in Eq. (23) but that slightly departure

from the conditions the Λi should satisfy so to fall exactly in the blind spot. In this region couplings
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FIG. 1. Upper row graphs: 90% CL limits on Majorana neutrino transition magnetic and electric dipole

moments in Bohr magneton units. The results are obtained for couplings in the mass eigenstate basis by

mapping the upper bound on µ2
νe

from the GEMMA reactor experiment [7] to the fundamental parameters

Λi = µi− iεi. Points along the colored regions saturate the GEMMA limit while those below correspond to

smaller values. No CP means the CP phases in the electromagnetic sector are fixed to zero. Lower row

graphs: Same as for graphs in the upper row but for bounds on µ2
νµ

from the LSND accelarator experiment

[2]. Results from the DONUT upper limit on µ2
ντ

[3] follow the same trend. Since they involve less stringent

bounds are not displayed.

about two orders of magnitude larger than the GEMMA or LSND limit can be found, inline with

our previous discussion as well.

To emphasize that the larger the couplings the more aligned the parameter space vectors Λie

should be, we have as well included a region where the new interactions have vanishing CP phases



16

(brown region). One can see that although larger couplings are allowed, compared with those

in the green region, the largest possible values are not comparable to those in the region where

CP phases are not zero. Finally, it is worth mentioning that the corresponding results for the µ2
τ

coupling follow the same behavior, but since the upper limit is not as stringent as for the other two

flavors, they are not displayed.

Experimental upper limits apply to the effective coupling µ2
να

and do not necessarily imply

small fundamental couplings, as demonstrated by the results in Fig. 1. This then raises the question

of whether limits on the fundamental parameters implied by GEMMA can be reconciled with those

that follow from the less severe LSND limit. From our discussion of blind spots, it is clear that

despite the large mismatch of these experimental upper limits, regions in parameter space where

this is the case indeed exist. For example, if couplings and phases are tuned according to the

conditions of the µ2
νe

blind spot, one finds µ2
νµ
= µ2

νµ
|max = |~Λ|2 6. Thus, in this region no signal at

GEMMA is expected regardless of the size of the couplings. GEMMA upper bound is therefore

trivially satisfied and couplings with the appropriate size to satisfy as well the LSND bound are

indeed possible. Fig. 2 shows the result of a scan in the parameter space where phases have been

fixed such that alignments of the flavor vectors in µ2
νe

are in place. This choice allows entering

the region where the GEMMA limit can be satisfied with sufficiently large couplings and hence

leads to regions in parameter space where couplings can simultaneously account for GEMMA and

LSND measurements.

B. Effective couplings in solar neutrino experiments

We now turn to the discussion of the effective coupling pertaining solar neutrinos. In contrast

to the reactor and short-baseline cases, this coupling acquires a rather simple form in the mass

eigenstate basis, as can be seen from Eq. (13). Explicitly it reads

µ2
ν,sol =

2

∑
i=1
|Λi|2

[
1− c2

13P2ν
ei (Eν)

]
+ c2

13 |Λ3|2 (25)

where P2ν
ei (Eν) refers to the two-flavor scheme probability of observing the i-th mass eigenstate

νi at the scattering point, given an initial electron neutrino state. No dependence on CP phases is

found in this basis, and so experimental limits placed on this effective coupling only constrain the

6 We have found that proceeding the other way around, c’est-à-dire fixing couplings according to the blind spot

conditions for µ2
νµ , maximizes as well µ2

νe .



17

10−1210−1110−10 10−9 10−8

|Λ1| [µB]

10−12

10−11

10−10

10−9

10−8

|Λ
2|

[µ
B
]

10−1210−1110−10 10−9 10−8

|Λ1| [µB]

10−12

10−11

10−10

10−9

10−8

|Λ
3|

[µ
B
]

10−1210−1110−10 10−9 10−8

|Λ2| [µB]

10−12

10−11

10−10

10−9

10−8

|Λ
3|

[µ
B
]

LSND GEMMA XENON1T

FIG. 2. Effective electron and muon neutrino couplings contour plots in the planes of fundamental parame-

ters Λi = µi− iεi (in Bohr magneton units) in the mass eigenstate basis. These regions determine the 90% CL

limits on the Hamiltonian parameters, they follow from GEMMA, LSND and XENON1T measurements

[2, 7, 8]. These results demonstrate that regions in parameter space where GEMMA and LSND limits can

be simultaneously satisfied exist.

~Λm
1

~Λm
2

~Λm
3

û1e · û1µ cos(ϕ1 +π) û2e · û2µ cos(ϕ1) û3e · û3µ cos(ϕ1 +π)

û1e · û1τ cos(ϕ3−ϕ1) û2e · û2τ cos(ϕ3−ϕ1) û3e · û3τ cos(ϕ3−ϕ1 +π)

û1µ · û1τ cos(ϕ3) û2µ · û2τ cos(ϕ3) û3µ · û3τ cos(ϕ3)

TABLE IV. Alignments of the parameter space vectors that define the neutrino magnetic effective coupling

in the solar case in the flavor eigenstate basis (see Eqs. (26) and (27)). As in the reactor and short-baseline

cases, they “measure” the amount of CP violation the new physics comes along with.

mass basis parameters Λi. The oscillation probabilities introduce as well an energy dependence.

For electron-neutrino scattering experiments that dependence is to a large degree determined by

the energy range of the solar pp process, while for CEνNS by the energy range of the 8B reaction.

Since these processes peak at ∼ 0.4MeV and ∼ 10MeV respectively, one can then evaluate the

probability for those energies and then map into parameter space.

In the flavor basis the effective coupling becomes more intricate, but carries information on

possible CP phases. As in the analysis of reactor and short-baseline experiments, in this case one
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can as well understand CP violation in terms of parameter space vectors misalignments. However,

in contrast to what we have found in those cases, no alignments in parameter space exist such that

blind spots can be accessed. The coupling in this basis can be written as

µ2
ν,sol =

3

∑
i=1

∣∣∣~Λm
i

∣∣∣2 (1− c2
13P2ν

ei
)

(with P2ν
e3 = 0) . (26)

Here the oscillation probabilities follow the same meaning as in Eq. (25) and the parameter space

vectors are defined according to

~Λm
i = ∑

α=e,µ,τ

~Λm
iα = ∑

α=e,µ,τ
fiαΛαûiα , (27)

where the superindex “m” has been introduced to differentiate these vectors from those in the

reactor and short-baseline cases given in Eq. (18). Alignments, dictated by the scalar product

of the unit vectors ûiα, are displayed in Tab. IV. We have found that for certain alignments and

parameter choices one of the three vectors ~Λm
i can be set to zero, however for that particular

choice the other two do not vanish. Hence, we conclude that blind spots are not present in the

solar neutrino case.

Results for the parameter space mapping using XENON1T results (interpreted as being gen-

erated by neutrino magnetic transitions) are shown in Fig. 3. The result has been obtained by

fixing the CP phases such that one of the three terms in Eq. (26) vanishes. This demonstrates that

although individually one of these terms can be set to zero by proper alignments (determined by

the CP phases) a blind spot region does not exist. Accordingly, in view of solar neutrino data the

mapping to parameter space will result always in parameters whose values amount to the same

size of the corresponding measurement. This in sharp contrast to the reactor and short-baseline

accelerator cases where the blind spot region allows for couplings with larger values.

V. DIRAC NEUTRINO MAGNETIC AND ELECTRIC DIPOLE MOMENTS

Since the Majorana case allows only for transition moments, in this case we focus on purely

magnetic and electric dipole moments. This means that in the Dirac coupling matrix in Eq. (5) we

take the off-diagonal couplings to be zero. Couplings in the flavor basis follow from the relations

in Eq. (6), and so all the entries of the coupling matrix in that basis are nonzero. In contrast to the

Majorana case, in this particular Dirac scenario all couplings acquire a rather simple form in both
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FIG. 3. Parameter space regions in the Λα−Λβ planes consistent with the 90% CL range reported by

XENON1T (understanding the excess as being generated by neutrino magnetic transitions) [8]. Results

are obtained for CP phases choices such that one of the terms in the effective neutrino magnetic moment

coupling vanishes. This result demonstrates that even though individually one of the terms in µ2
νe

can be

taken to vanish through proper parameter space vector alignments (with suitable CP phases), upper limits

on the couplings amount to the size of the experimental measurement.

bases. For reactor and short-baseline accelerator neutrinos in the mass basis one finds

µ2
να

=

∣∣∣∣∣ 3

∑
i=1

~λiα

∣∣∣∣∣
2

, (28)

where the parameter space vectors in this case read

~λiα = fiαλiiv̂i . (29)

The unit vectors v̂i are orthonormal and the coefficients fiα follow from Tab. II. Note that in con-

trast to the results in the Majorana case, no destructive interference is found and so no dependence

on CP phases. Thus, for Majorana neutrinos and reactor and short-baseline accelerator exper-

iments, CP phases play a crucial role but none for purely magnetic and dipole moments (only

possible in the Dirac case). In the flavor basis, again, expressions for the effective neutrino mag-

netic moments are reduced to rather simple form with no CP phases dependence as well:

µ2
να

= ∑
β

∣∣λαβ

∣∣2 . (30)
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For solar neutrinos in the mass basis the result is rather simple and as expected involves a depen-

dence on the neutrino flavor oscillation probability

µ2
ν,sol =

2

∑
i=1
|λii|2 c2

13P2ν
ei −|λ33|2 s2

13 , (31)

where as in the Majorana case, P2ν
ei measures the probability of detection of the i-th neutrino mass

eigenstate. Results for the flavor basis follow directly from Eq. (31) through

λii =
(
UT ·λD ·U

)
ii . (32)

From these results it becomes clear that each term in Eq. (31) involves CP phases, but given the

structure of the full effective coupling no special features are found. Alignments might be found

so a particular |λii| term vanishes, but those alignments will not lead to blind spots.

All in all, in the Dirac diagonal case (pure neutrino magnetic and electric dipole moments) no

features as those found in the Majorana case (transitions) are observed. As a result, mapping of

experimental data into parameter space implies couplings whose values are of the same order than

the corresponding upper bounds (or an eventual actual measurement). Results of the mapping

are shown in Fig. 4 which displays the 90% CL limits in the fundamental parameters derived by

considering upper limits obtained from LSND [2], GEMMA [7] and XENON1T [8] neutrino-

electron elastic scattering measurements.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We have studied the behavior of effective neutrino magnetic and electric dipole moments

(transitions) and their dependence with the Hamiltonian (fundamental) parameters, including CP

phases in the new sector. We have considered the case of transitions for Majorana neutrinos and

pure moments for Dirac neutrinos in both the mass and flavor eigenstate bases. Starting with a

generic Dirac CP phase (δ) we have focused on effective couplings valid for reactor and short-

baseline neutrino experiments as well as for solar neutrino experiments.

We have shown that while individually the flavor effective couplings are basis dependent, the

sum over flavor indices of the three different couplings is a basis invariant quantity. We thus have

pointed out that if experimental information on the three flavors is available, the mapping of data to

parameter space should be done using this quantity (see Eq. (16)). Otherwise, when interpreting

data from a given experimental source in terms of fundamental parameters, the couplings to be
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FIG. 4. 90% CL limits on the Hamiltonian parameters in the case of Dirac neutrino magnetic and elec-

tric dipole moments (diagonal couplings) in the mass eigenstate basis. Results follow from experimental

upper limits obtained from neutrino-electron elastic scattering processes at LSND [2], GEMMA [7] and

XENON1T [8].

used—in the absence of input on δ—are those we have derived in Eqs. (11), (13), (14) and (15). If

instead one fixes δ = π, as suggested by neutrino global fits [56], a vector treatment of parameter

space is possible and the effective couplings can be readily expressed in terms of fundamental

parameters with the aid of the vectors defined by Eq. (18) (in the Majorana case) and Eq. (29) (in

the Dirac case), along with the coefficients and alignments defined in Tabs. II and IV. These results

provide then an experimental data mapping into parameter space as a straightforward procedure.

We have shown that while short-baseline and reactor couplings are sensitive to CP phases in

the mass basis, the solar neutrino coupling is instead not. Conversely, in the flavor eigenstate

basis short-baseline and reactor couplings are insensitive to possible CP phases, while the solar

effective coupling acquires a CP-phase dependence. Though we have found that this behavior is

valid regardless of the neutrino nature, the presence of CP violation does play a pivotal role in the

Majorana case. We have demonstrated that it enables a blind spot region in parameter space, where

the short-baseline or reactor effective couplings vanish even in the presence of nonvanishing large

fundamental couplings. We, thus, have pointed out the need for analyses of multiple datasets to

remove this regions in parameter space.

The presence of these blind spots open up regions where stringent limits, as those implied by

GEMMA, can be satisfied with large Hamiltonian couplings. We have shown that this fact al-
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lows reconciling LSND and GEMMA upper limits which differ in about an order of magnitude.

Here with reconciling we mean finding a common region where both experimental upper lim-

its can be simultaneously saturated. We have finally demonstrated that in the Majorana case a

tight short-baseline or reactor upper limit does not necessarily imply couplings of the order of the

experimental bound.

Appendix A: Phase average for the solar effective neutrino magnetic coupling

Since in the solar case interference terms come along with phases the effective parameter µνα

has to be averaged over L/Eν (the phases involved are e±i(∆m2
i j/2)(L/Eν), with i = 2,3 and j = 1).

For the average one can take the normalized Gaussian smearing function

G(L/Eν,〈L/Eν〉,σ) =
1√

2πσ2

∫
d(L/Eν)e−(L/Eν−〈L/Eν〉)2/2/σ2

. (A1)

Average over the phases then reads

〈e±i(∆m2
i j/2)(L/Eν)〉= 1√

2πσ2

∫
d(L/Eν)e±i(∆m2

i j/2)(L/Eν)e−(L/Eν−〈L/Eν〉)2/2/σ2
. (A2)

This integral can actually be calculated analytically by changing variables to

x =
L
Eν

, λ =
1

2σ2 , x± = x−
(
〈x〉± i

∆m2
i j

2
σ

2

)
. (A3)

In terms of these new variables and taking into account the standard result∫
dxe−λx2

=

√
π

λ
, (A4)

the result in Eq. (12) is obtained

〈e±i(∆m2
i j/2)(L/Eν)〉= e±(∆m2

i j/2)〈L/Eν〉e−∆m4
i j〈L/Eν〉2/8 . (A5)

Appendix B: Effective couplings in the mass basis in terms of the lepton mixing matrix

In general, one can write the Majorana coupling matrix for the transition moments as follows

(see Eq. (5))

λ
′
i j = εi jk|Λk|eiϕk . (B1)

As already noticed, ϕ2 (or any other phase) can be removed by means of an overall phase scaling

of the neutrino fields vector, leaving behind only two physical CP phases. The notation in Eq.
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(B1) enables writing the effective coupling in a rather simple form, namely. For a given neutrino

flavor, α, in the absence of neutrino flavor oscillations, the effective neutrino magnetic moment

can be rewritten in terms of the lepton mixing matrix elements according to

µ2
να

= ∑
i, j,l

Uαl λ
′†
il λ
′
i j U

†
jα

= ∑
i, j,l

UαlU∗α j
(
−εlikεi jm|Λk||Λm|e−iϕkeiϕm

)
=−∑

i, j,l
UαlU∗α j

(
δlmδk j−δl jδkm

)
|Λk||Λm|e−iϕkeiϕm

=
∣∣∣~Λ∣∣∣2 ∑

l
UαlU∗α j−∑

j,l

(
U∗α j|Λ j|e−iϕ j

)(
Uαl|Λl|eiϕl

)
. (B2)

After taking into account the unitarity of the lepton mixing matrix and arranging the second term

in Eq. (B2), the effective neutrino magnetic moment in flavor α becomes

µ2
να

=
∣∣∣~Λ∣∣∣2−∑

j
|Uα jΛ j|2−2 ∑

j>l
Re
[
U∗α jUαl|Λ j||Λl|e−iϕ jeiϕl

]
. (B3)

From this result one can then see that proper alignments determined by particular choices of the

CP phases allow the maximization of the coupling. More importantly, open the blind spot region

discussed in Sec. IV. We can see that the previous equation can be written as

µ2
να

=
∣∣∣~Λ∣∣∣2− ∣∣∣∣∣

(
3

∑
j=1

∣∣Uα j
∣∣ ∣∣Λ j

∣∣ ê jα

)∣∣∣∣∣
2

(B4)

with ê jα unit vectors such that

êiα · ê jβ = δαβ cos
[
−arg(Uαi)+ arg

(
Uβ j
)
−ϕi +ϕ j

]
. (B5)

In particular, for the case of δ = π, we have the products êiα · ê jβ given in Table II.
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