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We perform a constrained spectral fit analysis of the excess observed in the electron recoil energy
spectrum by XENON1T with neutrino magnetic moment, charge radius, neutrino millicharge and
new light vector and scalar mediators. Within the limits allowed by other laboratory experiments we
find that the excess can be explained in the range (2− 4)× 10−11µB for the magnetic moment, (2−
6)×10−31cm2 for the charge radius, (1.7−2.3)×10−12e for the millicharge and (10−100) keV masses
of light mediators with couplings of 3.5 × 10−7 for vector/axial-vector, 1 × 10−6 and 4 × 10−6 for
scalar and pseudo-scalar mediators respectively. Among all neutrino millicharge, magnetic moment
and vector mediators fit better to the observed spectrum. We also derive constraints on all new
physics parameters considered here.

I. INTRODUCTION

Recently, the XENON1T has observed an excess in the
electron recoil energy spectrum [1]. Above the known
and expected Standard Model background, more events
than expected were observed in the (1− 7) keV region of
electron recoil. The large exposure and unprecedentedly
low background rate of the experiment could indeed en-
able fundamental discoveries. Or enable the discovery of
a new background source.

Many phenomenological papers appeared immediately
after the announcement of the collaboration [2–26]. This
is one of them. We investigate the possibility that neu-
trinos possess new interactions that could modify the
neutrino–electron scattering cross section at low ener-
gies accessible by XENON1T. Already in the XENON1T
paper [1], the possibility of an enhanced effective neu-
trino magnetic moment, although in comparison to
only Borexino limit, was analyzed, besides solar ax-
ions, bosonic dark matter and a possible new background
source, tritium. Here, we take advantage of the bounds
on the individual neutrino flavors reported by Borexino
[27] and other experiments (See Table I below) on mag-
netic moment and other parameters.

With spectral analysis we explain this interesting ex-
cess with the help of nonstandard standard neutrino
interactions (NSI) by considering bounds from reactor,
accelerator, solar and COHERENT experiments [28–
34]. The possibilities we discuss are a neutrino mag-
netic moment, charge radius, millicharge, and the pres-
ence of light scalar and vector mediators that mediate
neutrino-electron scattering. We will show how these new
physics choices compete with each other in explaining the
XENON1T observed spectral excess.

Finally, we constrain all new physics parameters con-
sidered in this work using the XENON1T with 1 param-
eter at-a-time fits. We find that some of the bounds
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on neutrino magnetic moment and charge radius, mil-
licharge and anapole moment of neutrinos are new and
are in tension with the bounds from other laboratory ex-
periments [29–31].

II. EXPECTED NSI SPECTRUM

Here we recap the important formulas needed for our
calculations of the nonstandard neutrino interaction ef-
fects. We split them into neutrino electromagnetic prop-
erties and light mediators in the neutrino-electron inter-
actions.
(1) να − e weak and electromagnetic scattering cross-

sections- The total differential cross section for the ν−e
scattering is

dσναe
dEr

=

(
dσναe
dEr

)
SM

+

(
dσναe
dEr

)
MM

, (1)

where(
dσναe
dEr

)
SM

=
2G2

Fme

π
[g2L+g2R

(
1− Er

Eν

)2

−gLgR
meEr
E2
ν

]

(2)
is the standard electroweak cross section and(

dσναe
dEr

)
MM

=
πα2

emµ
2
να

m2
e

[
1

Er
− 1

Eν
] (3)

is the neutrino magnetic moment cross section [35–38].
Here, GF is Fermi constant, gL(R) = (gV ± gA)/2 + 1
for νe and gL(R) = (gV ± gA)/2 for νµ and ντ , gV =

−1/2 + sin2 θW , gA = −1/2, µνα is the effective neu-
trino magnetic moment for each cross in units of Bohr
magneton (µB), α is the fine-structure constant, me is
the electron mass, Eν is the incoming neutrino energy
and Er is the electron recoil energy in the detector. We
take sin2 θW = 0.23867± 0.00016 in the MS scheme [39]
with small radiative corrections, less than 2%, included.
Considering only the flavor conserving case for neutrino
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charge radius, neutrino millicharge [35–38] and anapole
moment [40], we replace gV by g̃V , where

g̃V = gV +

√
2πα

GF

(〈
r2να
〉

3
− qνα
meEr

− aνα
18

)
. (4)

Here,
〈
r2να
〉

and aνα are neutrino charge radius and

anapole moment in units of cm2 and qνα is the neutrino
fractional electric charge in units of unit charge “e”. No-
tice that among the three quantities neutrino millicharge
appears to be more sensitive at the lower recoil and thus
is expected to better fit the excess region.

(2) Light vector and scalar mediators- For simplicity
we assume that new light mediators couple with equal
strength to both neutrinos and electron. For the vec-
tor (V)/axial-vector (A) type mediators, in the low mo-
mentum transfer limit, we replace gV/A by g̃V/A, where
[32, 33]

g̃V/A = gV/A +

(
g2
Z′

√
2GF (2meEr +m2

Z′ )

)
, (5)

in the standard model cross section of eqn. 2, where
gZ′ is the coupling constant and mZ′ is the mass of the
vector/axial-vector mediators. For scalar mediators we
add their contribution to the standard model cross sec-
tion incoherently. The scalar (S) and pseudo-scalar (P)
interaction cross sections [41] therefore is(

dσναe
dEr

)
S

=

(
g4S

4π(2meEr +m2
S)2

)
m2
eEr
E2
ν

, (6)

(
dσναe
dEr

)
P

=

(
g4P

8π(2meEr +m2
P )2

)
meE

2
r

E2
ν

, (7)

where gS and gP are the scalar and pseudo-scalar cou-
pling constant andmS , mP are their masses, respectively.

Next we define the differential event rate in terms of the
reconstructed recoil energy (Erec) in order to estimate
the contribution of the aforementioned new physics to
the electron recoil spectrum. This can be written as

dN

dErec
= Ne

∫ Emxr

Ethr

dEr

∫ Emxν

Emnν

dEν

(
dσνee
dEr

P
m

ee + cos2 θ23
dσνµe

dEr
P
m

eµ + sin2 θ23
dσντe
dEr

P
m

eτ

)
dφ

dEν
ε(Erec)G(Erec, Er),

(8)

where G(Er, Erec) is a normalized Gaussian smear-
ing function to account for the detector finite en-
ergy resolution with resolution power σ(Erec)/Erec =

(0.3171/
√
Erec[keV]) + 0.0015 and ε(Erec) is the detec-

tor efficiency both taken from [1, 42], dφ/dEν is the solar
flux spectrum taken from [43] and Ne is 0.65 ton-year
exposure[1]. Here, dσvαe/dEr are cross sections given in

eqn. 2 above, P
m

ee and P
m

eµ/τ are the oscillation length
averaged survival and conversion probabilities of solar pp
electron neutrino including the small matter effects given
as

P
m

ee = s413 +
1

2
c413(1 + cos 2θm12 cos 2θ12) (9)

and P
m

eµ/τ = 1 − P
m

ee, where sij , cij are mixing an-
gles in vacuum and θm12 is the matter effects induced
mixing angle taken from [44, 45]. We take values of
oscillation parameters and their uncertainties from [45]
and for the analysis we consider only the normal order-
ing scheme. The integration limits are Emnν = (Er +√

2meEr + E2
r )/2 and Emxν is the upper limit of each

component of the PP-chain and CNO solar neutrinos
considered here. We note pp neutrinos are the predomi-
nant contributors to energy range of interest here, while
the other source have negligibly small effect on the total
spectrum. Ethr = 1 keV is the detector threshold and
Emxr = 30 keV is the maximum recoil energy for the
region of interest.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Equipped with all the necessary formulas given above,
we calculate the differential event rate energy spectrum
as function of Erec for the standard model case and then
for our new physics cases, that is, neutrino magnetic mo-
ment, charge radius, millicharge, light vector and scalar
mediators. First, we made sure to reproduce the ex-
pected spectrum of fig. 1 of ref. [1], corresponding to
µν = 7 × 10−11 µB including the true energy smearing
and the efficiency of the detector using our eqn. 8. Our
SM expected energy spectrum shown in black in both fig.
1 and 2 also agree very well with the expected spectrum
given in ref. [46].

We note here that for all new physics that interferes
with the SM, we normalize the expected new physics
event distribution with our SM expectations. For the
non-interfering new physics we simply add new physics
as a signal above the given background ref. [1], which
already includes the SM expectations. Further, we
note that our constraints are mainly dependent on the
XENON1T neutrino magnetic moment result since we
normalized our statistical model with several re-scaling
parameters to exactly reproduce the XENON1T result
on NMM. We discuss this in next section.
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FIG. 1. Experimental data, backgrounds, SM energy spec-
trum and our expected constrained fitted spectrum weighted
with 1σ experimental uncertainty shown with each data
points on neutrino magnetic moment (NMM) (top), mil-
licharge (NMC) (middle) and charge radius (NCR) (bottom).
All fits were obtained with one parameter at a time. For each
case, the central curve corresponds to the best fit while the
outer two curves correspond to the constraint limits. Dif-
ferent graphs can be read off from the legends inside each
figure. The shaded regions in the bottoms correspond to the
expected without any backgrounds while the continuous line
graphs correspond to the expected+background. The data
points and background were taken from ref. [1].
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FIG. 2. Experimental data, backgrounds, SM energy spec-
trum and our expected constrained fitted spectrum weighted
with 1σ experimental uncertainty shown with each data
points on vector/axial-vector (top), scalar(middle) and pseu-
doscalar (bottom). All fits were obtained with one param-
eter at a time. For each case, the central curve corre-
sponds to the best fit while the outer two curves correspond
to the constraint limits. Different graphs can be read off
from the legends inside each figure. The shaded regions in
the bottoms correspond to the expected without any back-
grounds while the continuous line graphs correspond to the
expected+background. The data points and background were
taken from ref. [1].



4

A. Fits to the spectrum

We include the neutrino magnetic moment, neu-
trino charge radius, millicharge, light vector and
scalar/pseudo-scalar mediators each one at-a-time and
perform spectral fits to the observed spectrum within the
constraints allowed by other laboratory experiments. For
this purpose we collect all laboratory bounds on these pa-
rameters in Table I. While fitting to the observed spec-
trum, we put an additional constraint of 1σ experimental
error. It is worthwhile to mention that in case of Borexino
[27] we compare our fitting constraints with the bounds
on the individual flavors, since, like Borexino, XENON1T
receives fluxes from one survival and two conversion prob-
abilities. This is clear from eq. 8 assuming the general
case of non-maximal scheme of “23” sector. The results
of these fits are shown in fig. 1 and fig. 2.

In Fig. 1, the neutrino magnetic moment (top), the
millicharge (middle) and charge radius (bottom) are
shown. In each case the best fit spectrum corresponds
to the central graph which is enveloped within the con-
straints applied while fitting. We note here that for the
magnetic moment case one parameter at-a-time fitting
gives best fit value of 2.4 × 10−11µB which lies well
within the interval obtained obtained by XENON1T. All
the rest of the results shown in fig. 1 and fig. 2 were
obtained by taking one parameter at-a-time. A general
multi-parameter spectral fit with the same new physics
or various types of new physics is beyond the scope of
this work. We will turn to this issue in follow up work.

In Fig. 2, we show the best fit graphs (central) and
their constrained limits (outer) for each case by fixing
the coupling constants to the values given in each sub-
figure and fitting the masses of the gauge boson. In Fig.
2 vector/axial-vector (top), scalar (middle) and pseu-
doscalar (bottom) cases are shown.

Among the electromagnetic properties of neutrinos,
the neutrino millicharge fits best to the excess region as
well as to the over all spectrum, while the neutrino mag-
netic moment is the next leading and the charge radius
has a relatively weaker fit. The neutrino charge radius
has a flat increase across the whole spectrum. Among
the light mediators, the vector/axial vector mediators
are next leading while the scalar is comparatively bet-
ter and the pseudoscalar has a relatively weaker fit. Like
the charge radius, the pseudoscalar mediators have a flat
increase across the whole spectrum. All of the parame-
ters’ best fits and constraints can be read off from Fig. 1
and 2.

B. Parameter constraints from XENON1T data

Using XENON1T data we derive constraints on neu-
trino magnetic moment, charge radius, millicharge and
anapole moment and all light mediators. For this pur-
pose we define a modified χ2 function as follows

χ2 =
∑
i,j

a

(
bi(dN/dErec +B(Erec))

j
th − (dN/dErec)

j
obs

ciσj

)2

(10)
where a, bi and ci with i = 1, 2 are scaling factors intro-
duced to exactly reproduce the XENON1T result on neu-
trino magnetic moment. We find a = 0.38, b1 = 1, b2 =
0.56, c1 = 0.40, c2 = 1. These factors account for the un-
certainties related to background and other systematics
not given with the XENON1T data shown in fig. 7 of ref.
[1]. The expression in the bracket (.....)jth represents the
expected number of events in the j−th bin while bracket
(...)jobs is the observed number of events with σj as the
uncertainty in the corresponding bin. We take data and
errors from fig. 7 of ref. [1]. With the above χ2 function,
we reproduce the 90% C.L. bound, [1.4, 2.9] × 10−11µB ,
on neutrino magnetic moment and its ∆χ2 distribution
as shown with the thick black line graph corresponding
to the νe flavor in the top left sub-figure of fig. 3.

The results with ∆χ2 distribution and the 90% and
99% C.L. projections for the electromagnetic parameters
are shown in fig. 3. Relying on reproducing the result
for magnetic moment, we use the same χ2 function of
eq. 10 to constrain all the rest of parameters. The 90%
C.L. bounds for the neutrino magnetic moment, charge
radii, millicharge and anapole moments in flavor basis
were extracted from fig. 3 and are shown in Table I. For
comparison we also show bounds from other laboratory
experiments. About Borexino, notice that they have not
only reported the effective magnetic moment for the solar
neutrinos, but also bounds on each neutrino flavor. See
reference [27]. For light mediators we fit the coupling
constants for each case for four different choices of the
masses: massless gauge bosons, 10 keV, 50 keV and 100
keV. The results from these fittings are shown in fig. 4
with 1σ and 90% C.L. projection with the full parameter
space.

By generals inspection of fig. 3 and Table I, the con-
straints on the millicharge and magnetic moment are
stronger than the existing bounds while the neutrino
charge radii have weaker constraints. The constraints
on the anapole moments were derived for first time in
this analysis.

As evident from the middle panel of fig. 1, the neu-
trino millicharge renders the best fit to the data among
all the new physics choices. We further explore it with a
two parameter fitting and the result is shown in fig. 5.
We show the millicharge contours in the νe-νµ and νe-ντ
planes with the confidence level for 2 degrees of freedom.
From fig. 5, it is clear that νe flavor completely excludes
the negative valued region due to its large χ2 values for
the negative values of NMC. This is more prominent from
the NMC panel of fig. 3. On the other hand, the con-
tour boundaries for the νµ and ντ flavors are symmetric
about the SM axis in both fig. 3 and fig. 5. The pos-
itive region bias of νe is due to their larger solar flux
in comparison to the other two flavors. As a result one



5

can expect a larger deviation from SM through νe − e
scattering in case of the XENON1T observed excess. We
remind that the νe includes charge current contribution
(via W±) along with the neutral current (via Z) as for
the νµ and ντ flavors. Taking intro account these factors,
any new physics through electromagnetic interactions of
neutrinos should be more enhanced for the νe flavor in
the solar flux. This is very clear from fig. 3 and fig. 5 for
NMC. In fig. 5, the best fit point for (qe, qµ) corresponds
to (2.5,−0.2) × 10−12e while for (qe, qτ ), it corresponds
to (2.5,−0.1)× 10−12e.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

We did a constrained spectral analysis weighted by
the 1σ experimental uncertainties to explain the ex-
cess observed in the electron recoil energy spectrum in
XENON1T detector with neutrino nonstandard interac-
tions. We have considered the popular new physics sce-
narios arising from the neutrino standard neutrino inter-
action at the low energy recoils. To this aim we have
considered the neutrino magnetic moment, charge ra-
dius, millicharge, anapole moment and light vector/axial-
vector scalar and pseudo-scalar mediators. The con-
straints on the fits were chosen in the ranges allowed by
the other laboratory experiments as shown Table I. All
the spectral fit results are shown in fig. 1 and 2.

With the help of this we have attempted to explain the
observed excess using 1 parameter at-a-time fits. Realiz-
ing that a multi-parameter will explain excess more effec-
tively, we have indicated here that even single parameter
fits also show outstanding sensitivity in some cases in low
energy excess region. Our analysis shows that millicharge
neutrino and vector mediators outperform to explain the
observed excess. We leave multi-parameter fitting anal-
ysis for the follow up.

The key message of this analysis is the confirmation
that any new physics sensitivity strongly depends on the
order of the inverse momentum transfer as can be seen
in the cases of millicharge and vector mediators. For the
light mediators, due to a large allowed free parameter
space of masses and couplings constants the excess be
explained with arbitrary but reasonable choices already
determined by other experiments. In this case we find
that the whole spectrum, but the excess region in partic-
ular, is sensitive to variation in a very narrower window
of the parameter boundaries considered here.

We have also derived bounds on all new physics param-
eters considered in this work and the results are shown
in fig. 3 and 4 and in Table I. Some of them are in
tension with the constraints from COHERENT (see Ta-
ble II and IV of ref. [30]) and other experiments (see
Table I here). The bounds on neutrino magnetic mo-
ment obtained in ref. [30] are too large to explain the
excess here, while those on charge radius are too tight

to explain this excess. This implies that more stringent
constraints were expected on neutrino magnetic moment
but relatively weaker on charge radius are expected from
the XENON1T data. This is what we have obtained in
section III-B and Table I.

We present constraints on the vector and scalar cou-
plings obtained from this study at 10 keV mediator
masses in Table 1. At the same mass value we also
show bounds from the other laboratory experiments,
GEMMA, Borexino and Texono [48] for the vector cou-
plings. The full ∆χ2 distributions for the other bench-
mark values of masses are shown in fig. 4. Compar-
ison with other bounds show that there is a factor of
3-4 improvement from Borexino and TEXONO while the
GEMMA bound is slightly improved. It is important to
note that in spite of the improvement by XENON1T of
the vector couplings, they still cannot compete with the
direct bound from astrophysical bounds. However, this
is a starting from the direct detection experiments and
upgrade of XENON1T or the other twins experiments
XENONnT, LZ, Darkside-20k and DARWIN [49–51] are
likely to significantly improve these constraint or our un-
derstanding of the neutrino interactions more directly.
Notice that the constraints on the general type axial-
vector, scalar and pseudoscalar are first time reported in
this study up-to the best of our knowledge.

We find that within 1σ experimental uncertainty the
excess region of (1 − 7) keV is better explained in the
range (2 − 4) × 10−11µB for magnetic moment, (1.7 −
2.3) × 10−12e for the millicharge, and (10 − 100) keV
masses of light mediators with couplings of 5× 10−7 for
vector/axial-vector, and 1.2×10−6 and 4×10−6 for scalar
and pseudo-scalar mediators, respectively. However, as
shown directly from the spectral fit in fig. 1 for NCR and
from the two parameter fitting in fig. 5, the neutrino mil-
licharge is the leading candidate to outstandingly explain
the observed excess. This avenue requires further a care-
ful investigation. The constraints on neutrino millicharge
neutrinos derived in this work, however, are around 2 or-
der of magnitude weaker than those from astrophysical
observations [52, 53].

We conclude that neutrino nonstandard interactions
could be the top candidate to explain the observed ex-
cess by XENON1T given the fact that neutrinos are mas-
sive and could have new interactions beyond the standard
model unless this possibility is excluded by other exper-
iments [49–51, 54].
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Flavor µν [×10−11µB ]
〈
r2ν
〉

[×10−32cm2] qv [×10−12e] aν [×10−30cm2]

νe (XENON1T) [1.4, 2.9] [−91, 4.1 ] [2.2, 2.8 ] [ −0.32, 1.2]

νµ(XENON1T) [2.26, 4.7] [−50, 59 ] [−3.5, 3.3 ] [−1.0, 1.0]

ντ (XENON1T) [2.1, 4.3] [−44, 54 ] [−3.2, 3.0 ] [−0.98, 0.91]

νe (Others)

≤ 3.9 (Borexino)

≤ 110 (LAMPF)

≤ 11 (Super-K)

≤ 7.4 (TEXONO)

≤ 2.9 (GEMMA)

[0.82, 1.27] (Solar)

[−5.94, 8.28] (LSND)

[−4.2, 6.6] (TEXONO)

≤ 1.5

(Reactor)
−

νµ(Others)

≤ 5.8 (Borexino)

≤ 68 (LSND)

≤ 74 (LAMPF)[7]

[−9, 31] (Solar)

≤ 1.2 (CHARM-II)

[−4.2, 0.48] (TEXONO)

− −

ντ (Others)
≤ 5.8 (Borexino)

≤ 3.9 × 104 (DONUT)
[−9, 31] (Solar)

≤ 3 × 108

(Beam dump)
−

TABLE I. 90% C.L. bounds on neutrino magnetic moment, charge radius, millicharge and anapole moment from XENON1T
and other laboratory experiments. For comparison with astrophysical constraints see ref. [29] and for COHERENT see refs.
[30, 31]. Apart from Borexino [27] and solar [47], bounds from all other experiments were taken from tables of ref. [29].

Coupling XENON1T GEMMA Borexino TEXONO

gV/A(×10−7) . 3.5 . 4.0 . 10.8 . 15

gS (×10−6) . 0.9 − − −
gP (×10−6) . 2.0 − − −

TABLE II. 90% C.L. bounds at 10 keV mass of new light mediators of the vector, axial-vector, scalar and pseudoscalar couplings
from XENON1T data (this work) and from other laboratory experiments (taken from ref. [48]). For the full parameter space
of all interaction for the mass ranges (0-100)keV from XENON1T data, see fig. 4
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