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Abstract
Nonunitarity can arise in neutrino oscillation when the matrix with elements Uαi which relate the

neutrino flavor α and mass i eigenstates is not unitary when sum over the kinematically accessible

mass eigenstates or over the three Standard Model flavors. We review how high scale nonunitarity

arises after integrating out new physics which is not accessible in neutrino oscillation experiments.

In particular, we stress that high scale unitarity violation is only apparent and what happens is

that the neutrino flavor states become nonorthogonal due to new physics. Since the flavor space

is complete, unitarity has to be preserved in time evolution and that the probabilities of a flavor

state oscillates to all possible flavor states always sum up to unity. We highlight the need to modify

the expression of probability to preserve unitarity when the flavor states are nonorthogonal. We

will continue to call this high scale unitarity violation in reference to a nonunitary U. We contrast

this to the low scale nonunitarity scenario in which there are new states accessible in neutrino

oscillation experiments but the oscillations involving these states are fast enough such that they are

averaged out. We further derive analytical formula for the neutrino oscillation amplitude involving

N neutrino flavors without assuming a unitarity U which allows us to prove a theorem that if(
UU†)

αβ
= 0 for all α ̸= β, then the neutrino oscillation probability in an arbitrary matter

potential is indistinguishable from the unitarity scenario. Independently of matter potential, while

nonunitarity effects for high scale nonunitarity scenario disappear as
(
UU†)

αβ
→ 0 for all α ̸= β,

low scale nonunitarity effects can remain.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In the Standard Model (SM), there are three neutrinos which participate in the weak

interactions and we have detected all of them. Despite they should be massless in the SM,

experimentally, we have determined two nonzero mass-squared differences among them,

showing that at least two of them are massive. Great experimental progress has been made

in pinning down the neutrino parameters in the three-flavor paradigm with the current

global best fit values given by [1, 2]: two mass splitting ∆m2
sol ≡ m2

2−m2
1 = 7.4× 10−5 eV2,

∆m2
atm ≡ |m2

3 −m2
1| = 2.5 × 10−3 eV2, and three mixing angles θ12 = 33◦, θ23 = 49◦, and

θ13 = 8.5◦ determined to precision of a few percents with a preference of Normal mass

Ordering (NO) m2
3 − m2

1 > 0. The absolute mass scale and the Dirac CP phase have not

been determined while θ23 can still be in the first or second quadrant. From the theoretical

side, the mechanism behind neutrino mass together with the nature of the mass, Dirac or

Majorana (including quasi-Dirac or pseudo-Dirac), remains an open question.

Treating the SM as an effective field theory, Majorana mass for neutrinos arise from

the unique dimension-5 Weinberg operator [3, 4]. This is the minimal scenario without

additional light degrees of freedom. In order to have Dirac mass, additional light degrees

of freedom are needed to be the Dirac partners of the SM neutrinos. In either cases, it is

not necessary that there is unitarity violation or nonunitarity in the sense that the matrix

Uαi which relates the flavor (with index α) and mass (with index i) eigenstates of neutrinos

when sum over the kinematically accessible mass eigenstates or over the three SM flavors

are not unitary

accessible∑
i

UαiU
∗
βi ̸= δαβ,

∑
α=e,µ,τ

UαiU
∗
αj ̸= δij. (1)

In this work, we will focus on nonunitarity scenario when the relations above hold true and

contrast it to the three-flavor paradigm when unitarity is preserved.

We aim to give a more complete theoretical discussion of nonunitarity in neutrino

oscillation [5–29]. We start by discussing how apparent nonunitarity can arise in Section

II, highlighting two distinct scenarios: high scale nonunitarity scenario where new physics

resides beyond the energy scale of neutrino oscillation experiments and low scale nonunitarity

scenario where new fermionic states (sterile neutrinos) mix with the SM neutrinos and are

accessible in neutrino oscillation experiments. In Section III, we derive analytical solution
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FIG. 1. The probability of νµ → νe for neutrino crossing the entire Earth as a function of neutrino

energy Eν . We fix
(
UU †)

ee
=
(
UU †)

µµ
= 0.96,

(
UU †)

ττ
= 1 while allow (UU †)eµ to vary. As

the modulus of (UU †)eµ decreases, the probability approaches that of the standard three-flavor

unitarity scenario shown as the solid black line.

for neutrino oscillation without assuming unitarity and in Section V, we discuss how the high

scale and low scale nonunitarity effects can show up and be distinguished in experiments.

Finally we present some concluding remarks in Section VI. While many excellent discussions

are there in previous work for e.g. [5], we will present some new results. In particular, we

will prove a theorem in Section III that if nonunitarity is only diagonal

accessible∑
i

UαiU
∗
βi = cαδαβ, (2)

with cα > 0, then neutrino oscillation probability in an arbitrary matter potential is

indistinguishable from the unitarity scenario. An important implication is that high scale

nonunitarity effects are proportional to the off-diagonal elements of UU†, in contrast to
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low scale nonunitarity scenario where the effects can remain. To illustrate this point, in

Figure 1, we show the probability of νµ → νe as a function of neutrino energy Eν in high

scale nonunitarity scenario for neutrino passing through the Earth using the public code

NuProbe [30, 31] with a simplified (Preliminary Reference Earth Model) PREM model [32].

Denoting U as a 3×3 mixing matrix, we have fixed (UU †)ee = (UU †)µµ = 0.96, (UU †)µµ = 1,

(UU †)eτ = (UU †)µτ = 0 while varying (UU †)eµ from 0.005 to 0.04 (dashed lines) and the

rest of the standard parameters have been fixed to the NO global best fit values from [1, 2].

As the modulus of (UU †)eµ decreases, the probability approaches that of the standard three-

flavor unitarity scenario (solid black line). For reader interested in experimental probe of

nonunitarity scenarios, he or she can jump straight to Section V.

II. MODELS

Here we will focus on models for neutrino oscillation assuming that the center-of-mass

energy involved is below the electroweak symmetry breaking E < vEW ≡ 174 GeV. We

will consider only Majorana mass term for neutrinos though the discussions below are

independent of whether we have a Majorana or Dirac mass term. While neutrino oscillation

cannot distinguish between strictly Majorana and Dirac mass, it is possible to distinguish

them from quasi-Dirac scenario in which both types of mass terms exist while the Majorana

mass term is much smaller than the Dirac one [33–37]. We will consider this interesting

scenario in a future publication.

A. High scale nonunitarity

Assuming that for E < vEW, we only have three SM neutrinos (νe, νµ and ντ are the

SM left-handed neutrino flavor states), the general neutrino Lagrangian allowed by the SM

electromagnetic gauge symmetry U(1)EM in the charged lepton mass or flavor basis is given

by

Lν =
1

2

(
iνα/∂Dαβνβ − νcαmαβνβ + h.c.

)
−
(
g

2
W−
µ ℓαγ

µPLνα +
g√

2 cos θW
Zµναγ

µPLνα + h.c.

)
, (3)
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where α, β = e, µ, τ are flavor indices, D is a dimensionless Hermitian matrix while m

is a symmetric matrix with mass dimension. In the second line, g is the SU(2)L gauge

coupling, θW is the Weinberg or weak angle, PL = 1√
2
(1− γ5) is the left-handed projector,

{ℓe, ℓµ, ℓτ} ≡ {e−, µ−, τ−} are the charged leptons andW∓ and Z are the charged and neutral

weak bosons, respectively. Without additional light degrees of freedom, only Majorana mass

term is possible.1 Treating the Standard Model as an effective field theory, the neutrino mass

and the modified kinetic terms come respectively from dimension-5 [3, 4] and dimension-6

operators [5, 38–40]

O5 =
λαβ
Λ5

(
LcαϵH

) (
LTβ ϵH

)
, (4)

O6 =
ηαβ
Λ2

6

(
LαϵH

∗) i/∂ (LTβ ϵH) , (5)

where Lα and H are the SU(2)L lepton and Higgs doublets, respectively, λ and η are

dimensionless symmetric and Hermitian matrices, respectively, and Λ5 and Λ6 are effective

scales below which the operators O5 and O6 are valid. Implicitly, we have assumed E ≪

Λ5,Λ6. Not all ultraviolet models which generate O5 also generate O6. For instance, type-

I and type-III seesaw models generate both O5 and O6 while type-II seesaw model only

generates O5.

In order to obtain canonical normalized kinetic term, we can first diagonalize the kinetic

term as D = Y †D̂Y where Y is unitary and D̂ is real and diagonal. Defining the normalized

neutrino fields as ν̃ ≡
√
D̂Y ν, eq. (3) becomes

Lν =
1

2

(
iν̃α/∂ν̃α − ν̃cαm̃αβ ν̃β + h.c.

)
−

[
g

2
W−
µ ℓαγ

µPL

(
Y †
√
D̂

−1
)
αβ

ν̃β +
g√

2 cos θW
Zµ

(
D̂−1

)
αα
ν̃αγ

µPLν̃α + h.c.

]
,(6)

where we have defined

m̃ ≡
√
D̂

−1

Y ∗mY †
√
D̂

−1

. (7)

The symmetric mass matrix above can be diagonalized by a unitary matrix V as m̃ = V ∗m̂V †

where m̂ is real and diagonal. Defining the neutrino fields in the mass basis as ν̂ = V †ν̃, we
1 In order to write down a Dirac mass term, new light degrees of freedom are required such that we can

write ν′fm
′
fβνβ where ν′f are some new fermion fields which do not participate in weak interactions. In

this case, m′
fβ is a general complex matrix with mass dimension. Besides the fact that the mass term

should be diagonalized by two unitary matrices, the discussion will remain the same since the effect of

unitary rotation of ν′ which do not feel the weak force, is not observable.
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have [5]

Lν =
1

2

(
iν̂i/∂ν̂i − ν̂ci m̂iiν̂i + h.c.

)
−
[
g

2
Wµℓαγ

µPLUαiν̂i +
g√

2 cos θW
Zµν̂i

(
U †U

)
ij
γµPLν̂j + h.c.

]
, (8)

where we denote i, j = 1, 2, 3 to be the indices in mass basis and we have defined

Uαi ≡
(
Y †
√
D̂

−1

V

)
αi

. (9)

Notice that

UU † = Y †D̂−1Y, U †U = V †D̂−1V. (10)

Only if D̂ = I is the 3 × 3 identity matrix, unitarity is restored in which U †U = UU † = I.

We denote the general case with UU † ̸= I and U †U ̸= I, high scale nonunitarity scenario.

Later, we will prove that scenario with (UU †)αβ = 0 for all β ̸= α is indistinguishable from

unitarity scenario even if (UU †)αα ̸= 1.

B. Low scale nonunitarity

Assuming that for E < vEW, besides the three SM neutrinos (νe, νµ and ντ ), we also

have additional neutral fermions fields (νs1 , νs2 ,..., νsN ) which do not participate in weak

interactions but mix with the SM neutrinos through the mass term. The mixing between

the SM and the additional fermions are the Dirac mass term. Here we will focus on mostly

Majorana scenario where the Majorana mass term for new fermions is somewhat larger than

the Majorana mass for the SM neutrinos as well as the Dirac mass term.2

In order to highlight the distinction from the high scale unitarity violation scenario, we

further assume that the kinetic terms for all the fermions are canonical. In this case, the

U(1)EM-invariant neutrino Lagrangian in the charged lepton flavor basis is given by

Lν =
1

2

(
iνα̃/∂να̃ − νcα̃mα̃β̃νβ̃ + h.c.

)
−
(
g

2
W−
µ ℓαγ

µPLνα +
g√

2 cos θW
Zµναγ

µPLνα + h.c.

)
, (11)

2 The situation where the Dirac mass term is much larger than the Majorana mass term results in quasi-

Dirac or pseudo-Dirac scenario with distinguished signatures [33–37] and will be considered in a future

work.
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where α, β, ... = e, µ, τ while α̃, β̃, ... = e, µ, τ, s1, s2, ..., sN . The symmetric mass matrix m

can be diagonalized by a unitary matrix U as m = U∗m̂U† where m̂ is real and diagonal.

Here and in the following, we use a boldface U to denote a (3 +N)× (3 +N) matrix while

U is reserved for a 3× 3 matrix. Defining the neutrino field in the mass basis as ν̂ = U†ν,

we have

Lν =
1

2

(
iν̂i/∂ν̂i − ν̂ci m̂iiν̂i + h.c.

)
−
[
g

2
Wµℓαγ

µPLUαiν̂i +
g√

2 cos θW
Zµν̂iU

∗
αiγ

µPLUαj ν̂j + h.c.

]
, (12)

where i, j, ... = 1, 2, ..., 3+N . What distinguish this from the high scale nonunitarity scenario

is that the flavor states remain orthogonal since U is unitary U†U = UU† = I where I is

the (3 +N)× (3 +N) identity matrix.

Strictly speaking, there is no unitarity violation in this case. However, since only the

mixing involving the SM neutrinos can be measured, one have∑
α=e,µ,τ

UαiU
∗
αj ̸= δij. (13)

Furthermore, if mi>3 ≫
√

∆m2
atm such that oscillations involving νi>3 can be averaged out,

at leading order in small unitarity violating parameter, the mixing elements involved are

those of i = 1, 2, 3 which sum to [15, 18]
3∑
i=1

UαiU
∗
βi ̸= δαβ. (14)

We denote this as low scale nonunitarity scenario. If some additional states are not

kinematically allowed in the process, one should describe it as in the high scale nonunitarity

scenario discussed previously, with possible enlargement of flavor space beyond three

dimensions to accommodate additional kinematically accessible states.

III. GENERIC 3 +N NEUTRINO OSCILLATIONS

Here we will develop a generic 3+N neutrino oscillation framework which can be applied

to neutrino oscillation with either unitary or nonunitarity U. In general, the neutrino flavor

states |να⟩ are related to the mass eigenstates |νi⟩ through a matrix U

|να⟩ =
1√

(UU†)αα

∑
i

U∗
αi |νi⟩ , (15)
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where α, β, ... = e, µ, τ, s1, s2, ..., sN (νe, νµ and ντ are the SM left-handed neutrino flavor

states) and i, j, ... = 1, 2, ..., 3 + N . In general, U does not have to be unitary UU† ̸= I

and U†U ̸= I. Since the mass eigenstates are orthogonal ⟨νj|νi⟩ = δji, the flavor states are

properly normalized ⟨να|να⟩ = 1 though they are not necessarily orthogonal but equal to

⟨νβ|να⟩ =

(
UU†)

βα√
(UU†)αα (UU†)ββ

. (16)

In other words, if there is nonzero overlap between different flavor states and there is a

probability of “flavor changing” even at zero distance.3 In the rest of the article, to avoid

expressions crowded with normalization factors, we will define

Uαi ≡ Uαi√
(UU†)αα

. (17)

From eq. (15), we can write the inverse relation4

|νi⟩ =
∑
α

(
U

∗,−1
)
iα
|να⟩ , (18)

which as a check, verifies the orthogonality of mass eigenstates

⟨νj|νi⟩ =
∑
α,β

(
U

−1
)
jβ

(
U

∗,−1
)
iα
⟨νβ|να⟩ =

(
U

−1
UU

†
U

†,−1
)
ji
= δji, (19)

where in the second equality, we have used eq. (16).

A. Completeness and unitarity

The set of all {|νi⟩} is complete and from the orthogonality condition, it further satisfies

the completeness relation ∑
i

|νi⟩ ⟨νi| = I. (20)

3 More precisely, given a state να, there is a probability of measuring it as νβ ̸=α since the two states are

not orthogonal.
4 We can prove that inverse exists. Supposing that

|νi⟩ =
∑
α

Viα |να⟩ ,

and using orthogonality condition ⟨νj |νi⟩ = δji, we have

δij =
∑
α

Viα ⟨νj |να⟩ =
∑
α

ViαU
∗
αj ,

and hence Viα =
(
U

∗,−1
)
iα

.
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Inserting the completeness relation above in between ⟨να|να⟩ = 1 implies that the probabilities

of a flavor state |να⟩ being detected as all possible mass eigenstates sum up to unity∑
i

|⟨νi|να⟩|2 = 1 as required.

For general flavor basis set {|να⟩} which is complete but not necessarily orthogonal, it

satisfies a modified completeness relation5

∑
α,β

|να⟩
[(
UU

†)−1
]
αβ

⟨νβ| = I, (21)

taking into account the possible overlaps between the flavor states. Inserting the relation

above into ⟨νi|νi⟩ = 1, we obtain6

∑
α

|⟨να|νi⟩|2 +
∑
α

∑
β ̸=α

⟨νi|να⟩
[(
UU

†)−1
]
αβ

⟨νβ|νi⟩ = 1. (22)

For nonorthogonal flavor states, we can no longer interpret the first term as the sum of the

probabilities of a mass eigenstate νi to be measured in all possible flavor eigenstates να. In

this case, the correct probability of detecting a flavor state να from νi has to include the

contributions from other flavor states as follows

Pαi = |⟨να|νi⟩|2 +
∑
β ̸=α

⟨νi|να⟩
[(
UU

†)−1
]
αβ

⟨νβ|νi⟩ , (23)

and from eq. (22), summing over α gives unity as required. With orthogonal flavor states[(
UU

†)−1
]
αβ

= δαβ, one recover the standard result.

Since the flavor state space is complete, one also expect the oscillation probability of να

to all possible final flavor states to sum up to one

∑
β

Pβα = 1. (24)

However, considering possible nonorthogonal flavor states, the probability will be modified

from the usual expression Pβα = | ⟨νβ|να⟩ |2. In Section IV, we will discuss the probability

operator which gives rise to probability that preserves unitarity as in eq. (24).

5 See Appendix A for derivation.
6 This relation can also be verified explicitly using eq. (15).
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B. Evolution of a flavor state

Starting from an initial state |να (0)⟩ = |να⟩, the time-evolved state |να (t)⟩ is described

by the Schrödinger equation

i
d

dt
|να (t)⟩ = H |να (t)⟩ , (25)

where the Hamiltonian is H = H0 +HI with H0 the free Hamiltonian

H0 |νi⟩ = Ei |νi⟩ , Ei =
√
p⃗ 2
i +m2

i , (26)

and HI the interaction Hamiltonian with matrix elements

⟨νβ|HI |να⟩ = Vβα. (27)

Since H†
I = HI , we have V ∗

βα = Vαβ.

Assuming relativistic neutrinos, we trade t = x and the amplitude of the transition

να → νβ at distance x is then given by Sβα (x) ≡ ⟨νβ|να (x)⟩. From eq. (25), we can write

the evolution equation of Sβα (x) as

i
d

dx
Sβα (x) = ⟨νβ|H0 +HI |να (t)⟩

=
∑
i

⟨νβ|H0 +HI |νi⟩ ⟨νi|να (t)⟩

=
∑
η

{∑
i

UβiEi
(
U

−1)
iη
+
∑
γ

Vβγ

[(
UU

†)−1
]
γη

}
Sηα (x) , (28)

where in the second equality, we have inserted the completeness relation eq. (20) and in the

last equality, we have used eqs. (26), (27), (18) and (16). Considering relativistic neutrinos

E ≫ mi and expanding Ei ≃ E +
m2

i

2E
, we obtain, in matrix notation

i
dS (x)

dx
=
[
U∆U

−1
+ V

(
UU

†)−1
]
S (x) , (29)

where

∆ ≡ 1

2E
diag

(
m2

1,m
2
2, ...,m

2
3+N

)
= diag (∆1,∆2, ...,∆3+N) . (30)

We have dropped the constant E which is an overall phase in S(x) and not observable.
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C. Vacuum mass basis

From eq. (29), the Hamiltonian in the flavor basis given by

H ≡ U∆U
−1

+ V
(
UU

†)−1
, (31)

is not Hermitian H† ̸= H nor normal H†H ̸= HH†. In the following, we will prove that

they can be diagonalized with real eigenvalues. Furthermore, we will argue that despite the

apparent non-Hermitian Hamiltonian, unitarity is actually preserved.

Let us change the Hamiltonian to the vacuum mass basis in which the free Hamiltonian

is diagonal

H̃ ≡ U
−1
HU = ∆+U

−1
VU

†,−1
. (32)

Notice that eq. (32) is Hermitian H̃† = H̃. Assuming V = V † is constant in the interval of

interest 0 ≤ x < x1, we can diagonalize the H̃ with a unitary matrix X

H̃ = XĤX†, (33)

where X is unitary and Ĥ = diag (λ1, λ2, ..., λ3+N) is diagonal and real. Since eqs. (31) and

(32) are related by similar transformation, they have the same eigenvalues H̃X = XĤ =⇒

HUX = UXĤ and hence we can also write

H = UXĤ
(
UX

)−1
, (34)

where the nonnormal H is diagonalized by a nonunitary UX. We see explicitly that

despite the Hamiltonian in flavor basis H appears to be non-Hermitian, the eigenvalues

remain real while the source of non Hermicity comes from nonunitary transformation

matrix U. Although UX is nonunitary, one can formally solve for
(
UX

)
αi

(
UX

)−1

iβ
in

terms of eigenvalues and Hamiltonian elements using the same method as in refs. [30, 41].

Nevertheless, as we will see in the next subsection, the combination which appears in

neutrino oscillation probability is not
(
UX

)
αi

(
UX

)−1

iβ
but

(
UX

)
αi

(
UX

)†
iβ

and hence we

will solve for XikX
∗
jk instead.

Now let us pause to ask a valid question: do we expect unitarity to be violated? In the

vacuum mass basis, since the Hamiltonian (32) is Hermitian, unitarity should be preserved

under time evolution. By doing a similarity transformation with non-Hermitian U back to
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the flavor basis Hamitonian (31) appears to be non-Hermitian but this is just an apparent

feature. As long as a non-Hermitian Hamiltonian can be transformed to a Hermitian

Hamiltonian by similarity transformation, unitarity is preserved. This is also expected from

the outset since the flavor space is complete.

As shown in refs. [30, 41], by raising eq. (33) to the power of 1, 2, ..., 2+N and taking into

account the unitarity relation XX† = I, one can form a set of 3 + N linearly independent

equations for XikX
∗
jk where the coefficients form a Vandermonde matrix7 which can be

inverted to give [30] (see also the pioneering work of Kimura, Takamura and Yokomakura

who applied similar method for 3-flavor scenario [42, 43])

XikX
∗
jk =

2+N∑
p=0

(−1)p (H̃p)ijc2+N−p,k

Zk
, (35)

where we have defined

Zk ≡
∏
p ̸=k

(λp − λk) , (36)

cp,k ≡
∑

{q ̸=r ̸=...}≠k

λqλr...︸ ︷︷ ︸
p

, (37)

with [H̃0]ij = δij and c0,k = 1. The sum in cp,k is over all possible unordered combinations of

p distinct eigenvalues λqλr... where none of them is equal to λk and hence with 3+N neutrino

flavors, cp,k has
(
2+N
p

)
= (2+N)!

p!(2+N−p)! terms in the sum. As shown in ref. [44], the numerator

of eq. (35) can be written in mathematically equivalent form in terms of elements of the

adjugate of λkI − H̃ i.e. [Adj(λkI − H̃)]ij and can be equally fast in numerical evaluation

using the Le Verrier-Faddeev algorithm.

D. Oscillation probability

There is one subtle but crucial point regarding S̃ in the vacuum mass basis which satisfies

i
dS̃ (x)

dx
= H̃S̃ (x) , (38)

7 The equations obtained with power in λi greater than 2 + N are not linearly independent since they

can be rewritten in term of lower power using the characteristic equation of H̃. Suppose we have d + 1

degenerate eigenvalues λl = λk for l = k, ..., k + d, we only need to solve for the combination
∑

l XilX
∗
jl

corresponding to λk, i.e. 3 +N − d linear equations can be obtained from raising eq. (33) to the power

of 1, 2, ..., 2 +N − d, including XX† = I.
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and the solution is given by

S̃ (x) = Xe−iĤxX†. (39)

How do we relate S̃ (x) of the vacuum mass basis and S (x) in the flavor basis? Fixing the

initial conditions S̃ (0) = I and S (0) = UU
† which follow from the orthogonality of mass

eigenstates and the nonorthogonality of flavor eigenstates eq. (16), respectively, we have

S̃ (x) ≡ U
−1
S (x)U

†,−1
. (40)

Hence we can write8

Sβα (x) =
[
UXe−iĤx

(
UX

)†]
βα

=
∑
i,j,k

UβiU
∗
αjXikX

∗
jke

−iλkx, (41)

which has exactly the same form as the unitarity case despite that U does not have to be

unitary.

The probability of an initial state |να⟩ being detected as |νβ⟩ at distance 0 < x < x1

(where V (x) is constant) is

Pβα (x) =
∑
ξ,λ

Sαξ(x)(P̂β)ξλSλα(x). (42)

The appearance of (P̂β)ξλ takes into account possible nonorthogonality of flavor states.

Since this is a nontrivial result with subtleties, the discussion of (P̂β)ξλ will be deferred

to Section IV. For the moment, note that summing over β, we have∑
β

(P̂β)ξλ =
[(
UU

†)−1
]
ξλ
. (43)

Together with eq. (21), this guarantees that
∑

β Pβα(x) = 1. For orthogonal flavor states,

we have

(P̂β)ξλ = δξβδλβ, (44)

which gives the standard expression Pβα (x) = |Sβα (x)|2. Using eq. (44) for nonorthogonal

flavor states will lead inconsistent result which violates unitarity
∑

β Pαβ ̸= 1. By substituting

8 For antineutrino να → νβ , we take Uαi → U
∗
αi and since our Universe consists only of matter, we should

also take V → −V in eq. (38).
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eq. (44) into eq. (42), it is sufficient to show this violation at zero distance x = 0 with

Xij = δij in which we obtain

Pβα (0) = (UU
†
)αβ(UU

†
)βα = |(UU

†
)βα|2, (45)

which implies
∑

β Pβα(0) > 1 if the flavor states are nonorthogonal since (UU
†
)αα = 1.

One can generalize the solution in eq. (41) to the case when V is x-dependent by splitting

x into intervals small enough that V (x) is approximately constant. Considering 0 = x0 <

x1 < x2 < ... where V (x) is equal to constant Va for each interval xa−1 < x < xa, we obtain

S (x) = T
∏
a=1

(
UU

†)−1
S(a) (x) , (46)

where we have defined

S(a) (x) ≡
(
UX(a)

)
e−iĤ

(a)x(a)
(
UX(a)

)†
, (47)

x(a) ≡ [(x− xa−1) θ (xa − x) + (xa − xa−1) θ (x− xa)] θ (x− xa−1) , (48)

with θ (x ≥ 0) = 1, θ (x < 0) = 0 and T denotes the space ordering of the matrix

multiplication such that the a term is always to the left of a− 1 term. The factor
(
UU

†)−1

appears due to eq. (21) in order to take into account possible nonorthogonality of flavor

states. Furthermore, Ĥ(a) = diag
(
λ
(a)
1 , λ

(a)
2 , ..., λ

(a)
3+N

)
and X(a) denote respectively the

matrix of eigenvalues and unitary matrix which diagonalizes H̃ as H̃(a) = X(a)†Ĥ(a)X(a)

in the interval xa−1 < x < xa. The neutrino oscillation probability can be calculated by

substituting eq. (46) into eq. (42).

We will end this section by proving the following theorem.

Theorem. If
(
UU†)

αα
̸= 1 and

(
UU†)

αβ
= 0 for all α ̸= β, then the neutrino oscillation

probability in an arbitrary matter potential is indistinguishable from the unitarity scenario.

The proof is as follows

∑
i

UβiU
∗
αi =

1√
(UU†)αα (UU†)ββ

∑
i

UβiU
∗
αi =

(
UU†)

αα
δαβ√

(UU†)αα (UU†)ββ

= δαβ. (49)

From the above, it follows that
(
UU

†
)−1

= I =⇒ U
†,−1

U
−1

= I =⇒ U
†
U = I

and hence U is unitary. With unitary U, the Hamiltonians in the vacuum mass basis in

eq. (32) reduces and coincides with the unitarity one and hence the solution in eq. (47)
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will coincide with the unitarity scenario as well. This result holds for an arbitrary matter

potential V (x) since one can always construct the full solution as in (46). Finally, we will

also recover eq. (44) as will be discussed in Section IV. Let us denote this scenario as the

hidden nonunitarity scenario.

E. Identities

The combination that appears in the oscillation amplitude in the flavor basis (41) is

ŨβkŨ
∗
αk ≡

∑
i,j

UβiU
∗
αjXikX

∗
jk. (50)

Substituting eq. (35) into the equation above, we obtain

ŨβkŨ
∗
αk =

2+N∑
p=0

(−1)p
(
H
p)
βα
c2+N−p,k

Zk
, (51)

where we have defined

H ≡ UH̃U
†
= HUU

†
= U∆U

†
+ V, (52)

and we have used eq. (32) and eq. (31) to arrive at the last equality. It is important to note

that H is not equal to the Hamiltonian in the flavor basis H but they only coincide with

each other if U is unitary. Furthermore, H, not being related to H̃ and H by similarity

transformation, does not have to have the same eigenvalues as H̃ and H.

Under trace transformation H → H+c I with c any real constant or phase transformation

H → ΦHΦ† with Φ = diag
(
eiϕ1 , eiϕ2 , ...

)
, the probabilities (measureables) (42) remain

invariant. By observing that the following trace and phase transformation invariant

combinations [45]

Iαβ = Im
[(
H2
)
αβ
H∗
αβ

]
, (53)

Rαβ = |Hαβ|2 , α ̸= β, (54)

should be independent of matter potential if the matter potential is diagonal in the flavor

basis, several matter invariant identities can be derived. With unitary U, the first one results

in the Naumov-Harrison-Scott (NHS) identity [45, 46] or their generalized versions [44] while
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the second one results in further matter-invariant identities [44, 45]. In the nonunitarity

scenario, this is no longer true since the matter potential in the flavor basis (31) is no

longer diagonal but given by V
(
UU

†
)−1

. Incidentally, this also shows that once we have

nondiagonal NonStandard neutrino Interaction (NSI), eqs. (53) and (54) are no longer

invariant under matter potential [30, 44]. As shown in ref. [30], NSI is still distinct from

nonunitarity scenario since the latter further breaks the unitarity relations that we will

discuss next.

Let us define the Jarlskog combinations by taking the imaginary part of the combination

above [47]

J jkβα ≡ Im
(
ŨβjŨ

∗
αjŨ

∗
βkŨαk

)
. (55)

If Ũ is unitary, one must have∑
k

J jkβα =
∑
k

Im
(
ŨβjŨ

∗
αjŨ

∗
βkŨαk

)
= Im

(
ŨβjŨ

∗
βj

)
= 0. (56)

Let us look at the modification due to nonunitarity. Since all the terms with p = q are real

and we are only left with terms of p ̸= q

J jkβα =
2+N∑

p ̸=q;0≤p<q

(−1)p+q
c2+N−p,jc2+N−q,k − c2+N−q,jc2+N−p,k

ZjZk
Im
[(
H
p)
βα

(
H
q)∗
βα

]
, (57)

where there is no sum over j and k on the right and we have used Imz = −Imz∗. Summing

over k and making use of

3+N∑
k=1

c2+N−p,k

Zk
=

0 p > 0

1 p = 0
, (58)

we arrive at ∑
k

J jkβα =
2+N∑
q=1

(−1)q+1 c2+N−q,j

Zj
Im
[(
UU

†)
βα

(
H
q)∗
βα

]
, (59)

where we have used H
0
= UU

†. For unitary U =⇒
(
UU

†)
βα

= δβα and since Hq is

Hermitian, the diagonal elements are real and we recover eq. (56). This is consistent with

the theorem we have proven and indeed, if
(
UU†)

αβ
= 0 for all α ̸= β, the right hand side

of eq. (59) vanishes. In the vacuum, Hq
=
(
U∆U

†)q and one recover∑
k

J jkβα = −Im
[(
UU

†)
βα
UαjU

∗
βj

]
, (60)

as can also be derived directly from eq. (55). So by measuring these relations above, we can

uncover unitarity violation in the matter (59) or in the vacuum (60).
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IV. OSCILLATION PROBABILITY FOR NONORTHOGONAL FLAVOR STATES

Probability is not an observable in quantum mechanics and there is no associated

Hermitian operator. Typically, to calculate probability of a state |να⟩ being found in |νβ⟩,

one insert the projection operator |νβ⟩ ⟨νβ| in between ⟨να|να⟩ and obtain the probability

Pβα = | ⟨νβ|να⟩ |2 which is the Born rule.

When the complete set of states {|να⟩} are not orthogonal, from eq. (21), the projection

operator becomes

Pα ≡
∑
β

|να⟩
[(
UU

†)−1
]
αβ

⟨νβ| , (61)

which satisfies P 2
α = Pα and

∑
α Pα = I. Inserting this projection operator in between

⟨να|να⟩, we obtain

⟨να|Pβ|να⟩ = |⟨νβ|να⟩|2 +
∑
γ ̸=β

⟨να|νβ⟩
[(
UU

†)−1
]
βγ

⟨νγ|να⟩ . (62)

Notice that the second term is in general complex and hence the quantity above cannot be

interpreted as a probability. Besides being real and positive, one has to make sure that the

probabilities of finding |να⟩ in all possible |νβ⟩ sum up to unity. According to the theorem

in the last section, if
(
UU†)

αβ
= 0 for all α ̸= β, eq. (61) becomes the standard projector

and we recover eq. (44).

Nonorthogonal basis states are commonplace in quantum chemistry [48–54], for example,

to express molecular orbitals as linear combinations of atomic orbitals which are in general

not orthogonal. In particle physics, nonorthogonal basis states can arise due to new physics

as in our consideration of high scale nonunitarity scenario. In ref. [50, 51], the theory of

projected probabilities on nonorthogonal states are developed and for two and three states

system, the probability operators have closed form. We will write down the results here and

defer the details to Appendix B.

Before moving to the realistic three-flavor scenario, we will first show the two-flavor result

since they are simpler and illustrative. Denoting Nαβ ≡ (U U
†
)αβ and let us choose the two
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flavors as e, µ (it can also be e, τ or µ, τ), (P̂α)ξλ in eq. (42) is given by

(P̂α)ξλ =



1 +
|Neµ|4

1− |Neµ|4
, ξ = λ = α

|Neµ|2

1− |Neµ|4
, ξ = λ ̸= α

−1

2

Nξλ

1− |Neµ|2
, ξ ̸= λ and ξ = α or λ = α

. (63)

In the case where off-diagonal elements of N are zero, we recover eq. (44). It is clear that

the deviation from the standard unitarity scenario depends on the off-diagonal elements.

From eq. (42), let us write down the oscillation probabilities explicitly

Pee = |See|2 +
|Neµ|4 |See|2 + |Neµ|2 |Seµ|2

1− |Neµ|4
− Re (SeeNeµSµe)

1− |Neµ|2
, (64)

Pµe = |Seµ|2 +
|Neµ|4 |Seµ|2 + |Neµ|2 |See|2

1− |Neµ|4
− Re (SeeNeµSµe)

1− |Neµ|2
, (65)

Peµ = |Seµ|2 +
|Neµ|4 |Seµ|2 + |Neµ|2 |Sµµ|2

1− |Neµ|4
− Re (SµµNµeSeµ)

1− |Neµ|2
, (66)

Pµµ = |Sµµ|2 +
|Neµ|4 |Sµµ|2 + |Neµ|2 |Seµ|2

1− |Neµ|4
− Re (SµµNµeSeµ)

1− |Neµ|2
. (67)

The first terms have the standard form, while the additional terms are required to ensure

unitarity. Notice that the expressions above hold for any matter potential (including

vacuum) since the dynamics is contained in the amplitude S obtained by solving the

Schrödinger equation in Section III B. We can verify explicitly that unitarity is preserved

Pee + Pµe =
|See|2 + |Seµ|2 − 2Re (SeeNeµSµe)

1− |Neµ|2
=
∑
α,β

⟨νe|να⟩
(
N−1

)
αβ

⟨νβ|νe⟩ = 1, (68)

Peµ + Pµµ =
|Sµµ|2 + |Seµ|2 − 2Re (SµµNµeSeµ)

1− |Neµ|2
=
∑
α,β

⟨νµ|να⟩
(
N−1

)
αβ

⟨νβ|νµ⟩ = 1,(69)

where we have used eq. (21) in the third equalities.

For three flavors scenario α, β, ... = {e, µ, τ}, N is a 3× 3 matrix with diagonal elements

all equal to one. We will next define Nα as a 2 × 2 submatrix formed from the matrix N

excluding the row and column involving να state. The result is

(P̂α)ξλ =
1

3

[
(Eα)ξλ +

∑
β ̸=α

(Fαβ)ξλ

]
, (70)
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with

(Eα)ξλ =



1 +
X2
α

1−X2
α

, ξ = λ = α

|Nαξ −Nαγξ|2

(detNα)
2 (1−X2

α)
, γ ̸= {α, ξ}, ξ = λ ̸= α

−1

2

Nξλ −Nξγλ

detN
, γ ̸= {α, ξ} , ξ ̸= λ and (ξ = α or λ = α)

(Nαλ −Nαξλ) (Nξα −Nξλα)

(detNα)
2 (1−X2

α)
, ξ ̸= λ and {ξ, λ} ≠ α

, (71)

and for β ̸= α and γ ̸= {α, β}

(Fαβ)ξλ =



1 +
|Nαγ|4

1− |Nαγ|4
+

⟨(pα){α,γ}⟩ββ |Nαβ −Nαγβ|2

(detNβ)
2 (1−X2

β

) , ξ = λ = α

−1

2

1

1− |Nαγ|4

(
Nξλ −

1 + |Nαγ|2

2
Nξγλ

)

−1

2

⟨(pα){α,γ}⟩ββ
1−X2

β

Nξλ −Nξγλ

detNβ

(
1 + ⟨pαγ⟩ββ

), ξλ = αβ or ξλ = βα

−1

2

Nξλ

detNβ

+
⟨(pα){α,γ}⟩ββ (Nξβ −Nξλβ) (Nβλ −Nβξλ)

(detNβ)
2 (1−X2

β

) , ξλ = αγ or ξλ = γα

1

2

(
1 +

1 + ⟨pαγ⟩2ββ
1−X2

β

)
⟨(pα){α,γ}⟩ββ, ξ = λ = β

−1

2

1

1− |Nαγ|4

(
|Nαγ|2Nξλ −

1 + |Nαγ|2

2
Nξαλ

)

−1

2

⟨(pα){α,γ}⟩ββ
1−X2

β

Nξλ −Nξαλ

detNβ

(
1 + ⟨pαγ⟩ββ

), ξλ = βγ or ξλ = γβ

|Nαγ|2

1− |Nαγ|4
+

⟨(pα){α,γ}⟩ββ |Nγβ −Nγαβ|2

(detNβ)
2 (1−X2

β

) , ξ = λ = γ

,(72)

where we have defined

Nαβγ ≡ NαβNβγ, (73)

⟨pαγ⟩ββ ≡ |Nαβ|2 + |Nβγ|2 − 2Re (NβαNαγNγβ)

1− |Nαγ|2
, (74)

⟨(pα){α,γ}⟩ββ ≡ |Nαβ|2 + |NαγNβγ|2 − (1 + |Nαγ|2)Re (NβαNαγNγβ)

1− |Nαγ|4
. (75)

The subscript {α, γ} in the second expression are not indices but refers to the set of basis

states of the corresponding operator. For example, with {µ, τ}, we can have ⟨(pµ){µ,τ}⟩ββ
or ⟨(pτ ){µ,τ}⟩ββ. In the case where off-diagonal elements of N are zero, we again recover

eq. (44).
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V. HIGH VERSUS LOW SCALE NONUNITARITY

A. In vacuum

In the absence of matter Xij = δij, eq. (42) becomes

Pβα (x) =
∑
i,j

∑
ξ,λ

UαiU
∗
ξie

im2
i x

2E (P̂β)ξλUλjU
∗
αje

−
im2

j x

2E . (76)

For the high scale nonunitarity scenario,
(
UU

†
)
αβ

=
(
U U

†
)
αβ

where U spans over three

flavors and one can write

Pβα (x) =
∑
i,j

∑
ξ,λ

UαiU
∗
ξie

im2
i x

2E (P̂β)ξλUλjU
∗
αje

−
im2

j x

2E . (77)

According to the theorem proved in the previous section, in the hidden nonunitarity scenario(
UU †)

αβ
= 0 for all α ̸= β, one cannot distinguish it from unitarity scenario since U will

be unitary. This implies that nonunitarity effect is proportional to
(
UU †)

αβ
for α ̸= β as

encapsulated in eq. (60), making it more challenging to distinguish it from the unitarity

scenario if the modulus of
(
UU †)

αβ
is small (this conclusion also holds in an arbitrary matter

potential as we will discuss in the next subsection).

Let us contrast the high scale nonunitarity scenario to the low scale nonunitarity scenario.

(i) For the low scale nonunitarity scenario, flavor states remain orthogonal, U is unitary

with
(
UU†)

αα
= 1 and we have

P low
βα (x) =

∣∣∣∣∣
3+N∑
i=1

UβiU
∗
αie

− im2
i x

2E

∣∣∣∣∣
2

. (78)

The most direct way to discover low scale nonunitarity scenario is to have an

experiment with m2
i>3 ∼ E/x such that oscillations involving new fermions can be

measured.9 The main challenge is, a priori, we do not know mi>3 or even if νi>3

exist but one can design an experiment with identical detectors at various baselines

to cover as large range of E/x as possible. In the scenario, unitarity relations (56)

are satisfied in contrast to high scale nonunitarity scenario which satisfies (60). While

P low
βα (0) = δβα, there is a zero distance effect for the high scale nonunitarity scenario

P high
βα (0) =

∑
ξ,λ

(U U
†
)αξ(P̂β)ξλ(U U

†
)λα. (79)

9 For example, a recent short baseline reactor experiment STEREO [55] rules out the existence of a sterile

neutrino with mass in the eV range and mixing element of the order of 0.4 and larger.
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(ii) If mi>3 ≫
√
∆m2

atm such that the oscillations involving them are averaged out, we

obtain [15, 18]

P low,ave
βα (x) = Cαβ +

∣∣∣∣∣
3∑
i=1

ÛβiÛ
∗
αie

− im2
i x

2E

∣∣∣∣∣
2

, (80)

where we use Û to denote 3× 3 submatrix from U and Cαβ is an additional constant

term, also known as the probability leaking term

Cαβ =
3+N∑
i=4

|Uαi|2 |Uβi|2 . (81)

It is bounded from above and below [15]

1

N
dαβ ≤ Cαβ ≤ dαβ, (82)

where dαβ ≡
(
1−

∑3
i=1

∣∣∣Ûαi∣∣∣2)(1−∑3
j=1

∣∣∣Ûβj∣∣∣2). In principle, a measurement of

Cαβ will allow us to obtain information about the number N of additional fermions.

Notice that for N = 1, Cαβ is completely fixed by Û . In practice, it is a challenging

task since this term is expected to be small, being fourth order in unitarity violation

parameter

ϵαβ ≡

√√√√∣∣∣∣∣δαβ −
3∑
i=1

ÛβiÛ∗
αi

∣∣∣∣∣. (83)

Besides the normalization factor
√

(UU †)αα in eq. (77), we have nontrivial structure in

P̂β due to nonorthogonality of flavor states. In principle, this allows us to distinguish

between the two scenarios. Furthermore, one can also measure the normalization factor

in electroweak precision measurements [39, 40]. As we will see next, in the presence

of matter, one will have new nontrivial effect.

In Figure 2, we plot the oscillation probability for νµ → νe as a function of neutrino energy

Eν fixing the baseline x = 1300 km, for the standard three-flavor unitarity scenario (solid

black line), high scale (dotted lines) and low scale (dashed lines) nonunitarity scenarios. Here

and in the following, the standard parameters are always set to the global best fit values for

NO from [1, 2]. For the high scale nonunitarity scenario, we set
(
UU †)

ee
=
(
UU †)

µµ
= 0.96,(

UU †)
ττ

= 1,
(
UU †)

eτ
=
(
UU †)

µτ
= 0 and

(
UU †)

eµ
= {10−3, 10−2, 0.03}. To compare with
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FIG. 2. Comparison of the probability of νµ → νe at x = 1300 km in the vacuum as a function

of neutrino energy Eν between the high scale nonunitarity scenario (dotted lines) and low scale

nonunitarity scenario (dashed lines) with (UU †)ee = (UU †)µµ = (Û Û †)ee = (Û Û †)µµ = 0.96. The

solid black line is the standard three-flavor unitarity scenario.

the low scale nonunitarity scenario where oscillations involving νi>3 are averaged out, we

also set (Û Û †)ee = (Û Û †)µµ = 0.96, (Û Û †)ττ = 1, (Û Û †)eτ = (Û Û †)µτ = 0 and (Û Û †)eµ =

{10−3, 10−2, 0.03}. With this choice, the leaking term is bounded as 0.0016/N < Ceµ ≤

0.0016 and we have set Cαβ = 0.0016 for illustration. To illustrate the effect of Ceµ, we

plot in Figure 3 setting Ceµ = 0 (dotted lines) in comparison to the case with Ceµ = 0.0016

(dashed lines). As we can see explicitly in Figure 2, as
(
UU †)

eµ
decreases, the high scale

nonunitarity scenario approaches the unitarity scenario while for the low scale nonunitarity

scenario, this does not happens.

In the neutrino experiments, the number of observed of neutrinos at the detector can be
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FIG. 3. The probability of νµ → νe at x = 1300 km in the vacuum as a function of neutrino energy

Eν for low scale nonunitarity scenario with (Û Û †)ee = (Û Û †)µµ = 0.96 by setting the leaking term

to be the maximum Ceµ = 0.0016 (dashed lines) and the minimum Ceµ = 0 (dotted lines). The solid

black line is the standard three-flavor unitarity scenario.

written as10

Nβα = σβPβα (x)ϕα, (84)

where ϕα is the να neutrino flux at production and σβ is the detection cross section of νβ

and the energy dependence of all the terms are left implicit. In order to determine Pβα (x)

from Nβα, it is crucial to have precise determination of σβ×ϕα. To mitigate the uncertainty

in flux determination, one can take the ratio of measurement in a far detector placed at x1

and a near detector placed at x0
Nβα (x1)

Nαα (x0)
=

σβPβα (x1)ϕα
σαPαα (x0)ϕα

=
σβPβα (x1)

σαPαα (x0)
. (85)

10 This is a theorist’s expression that we have not included experimental effects like detection efficiency and

energy reconstruction.
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For the high and low scale nonunitarity scenarios with x0 ≪ E/m2
i for all i, eqs. (77) and

(78) are

P high
αα (x0) ≃ (U U

†
P̂αU U

†
)αα +O

(
x20m

4
i /E

2
)
, (86)

P low
αα (x0) ≃ 1−O

(
x20m

4
i /E

2
)
, (87)

which give

Nβα (x1)

Nαα (x0)

∣∣∣∣
high

≃ σβ
σα

P high
βα (x1)

(U U
†
P̂αU U

†
)αα

, (88)

Nβα (x1)

Nαα (x0)

∣∣∣∣
low

≃ σβ
σα
P low
βα (x1) . (89)

With dedicated measurements of σβ and σα, the two scenarios can be distinguished from

each other.11 In the low scale nonunitarity scenario with x0 ≫ E/m2
i for i > 3 such that

the fast oscillations can be averaged out, eq. (80) gives

P low,ave
αα (x0) ≃ Cαα +

∣∣∣∣∣
3∑
i=1

ÛαiÛ
∗
αi

∣∣∣∣∣
2

−O
(
x20m

4
i /E

2
)
. (90)

In this case, one has

Nβα (x1)

Nαα (x0)

∣∣∣∣
low,ave

≃ σβ
σα

P low,ave
βα (x1)

Cαα +
∣∣∣∑3

i=1 ÛαiÛ
∗
αi

∣∣∣2 . (91)

which can be differentiated from eqs. (88) and (89). This type of arrangement has been

planned in the upcoming neutrino experiments DUNE [56] and T2HK [57].

Besides through neutrino oscillation experiments, the synergy with constraints from the

electroweak precision measurements is needed to discover high scale nonunitarity [39, 40]

or low scale nonunitarity [58]. If
(
UU †)

ee
=
(
UU †)

µµ
=
(
UU †)

ττ
̸= 1, one can measure

this deviation by comparing the leptonic weak processes with the hadronic weak processes.

For instance, while absolute lifetimes of µ±, π±, K± and K0 will be affected, the leptonic

branching ratios will be the same. For K± and K0, the branching ratios to hadronic

and leptonic channels will be modified. If
(
UU †)

ee
̸=
(
UU †)

µµ
̸=
(
UU †)

ττ
̸= 1, lepton

universality is broken and one can measure this by studying different leptonic weak processes.

The reader can refer to refs. [39, 40, 58] for more details.

11 In the high scale nonunitarity scenario, the additional factor which appears in the cross section in

comparison with the SM expectation σα = σSM
α

(
UU†)

αα
should already be included in dedicated

measurement.
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B. In matter

Now let us consider the scenario with matter effect. For high scale nonunitarity scenario,

eq. (32) is just

H̃high = ∆+ U
−1
V U

†,−1
, (92)

where U spans over 3 flavors. According to theorem proved earlier, in the hidden nonunitarity

scenario
(
UU †)

αβ
= 0 for all α ̸= β, U is unitary and hence H̃high is indistinguishable from

the unitarity scenario. Moreover, this result holds for an arbitrary potential V (x) since one

can always split x into intervals small enough that V (x) is constant and then construct the

full solution as in eq. (46). So even in matter, for the high scale nonunitarity scenario,

nonunitarity effect is proportional to
(
UU †)

αβ
for α ̸= β as encapsulated in eq. (59).

In low scale nonunitarity scenario, U−1
= U†, eq. (32) becomes

H̃ low = ∆+U†VU. (93)

First of all, since U is unitary, eqs. (53) and (54) remain matter invariant as long as V

is diagonal and hence the resulting matter invariant identities hold. Next, besides the two

possibilities discussed in the vacuum case, now we have a new handle: with the matter effect,

the difference appear at leading order in small unitarity violating parameter ϵ in which the

leading Hamiltonian H̃ low is given by [18]

H̃ low,0 = ∆+ Û †V Û. (94)

Comparing the H̃high and H̃ low,0, the difference is proportional to

H̃ low,0 − H̃high = Û †V Û − U−1κV κU †,−1, (95)

where we have written U = κ−1U with κ ≡ diag
(√

(UU †)ee,
√
(UU †)µµ,

√
(UU †)ττ

)
. Notice

that the mapping of κ−1U to Û in the vacuum case does not work in the presence of matter

i.e. eq. (95) does not become zero.

Let us suppose that Û = U , i.e., the nonunitarity effect results in an identical 3 × 3

submatrix. Then H̃ low,0 − H̃high ̸= 0 and matter effects will result in different eigenvalues

and eigenvectors. For 0 ≤ x < x1 where V is constant, we can solve for the oscillation
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amplitude S in the flavor basis (41) as follows

Shigh
βα = κ−1

β κ−1
α

∑
i,j,k

UβiU
∗
αjX

high
ik Xhigh,∗

jk e−iλ
high
k x, (96)

Slow,0
βα =

∑
i,j,k

UβiU
∗
αjX

low
ik X low,∗

jk e−iλ
low
k x. (97)

Hence, besides the amplitudes, the frequencies are different due to different eigenvalues λk.

To minimize the difference in matter potential, let us make a different choice Û = κU †,−1

such that H̃ low,0 = H̃high. In this case, H̃high and H̃ low,0 will have exactly the same eigenvalues

λk and are diagonalized by the same unitary matrix X. So, we have

Shigh
βα = κ−1

β κ−1
α

∑
i,j,k

UβiU
∗
αjXikX

∗
jke

−iλkx, (98)

Slow,0
βα = κβκα

∑
i,j,k

(
U †,−1

)
βi

(
U †,−1

)∗
αj
XikX

∗
jke

−iλkx, (99)

where the differences are only in the amplitudes. Further difference between high scale and

low scale nonunitarity scenarios comes from (P̂β)ξλ in eq. (42) just like in the vacuum case.

In Figure 4, we show identical situation with Figure 2 except with a constant matter

density of 3 g/cm3. Overall, the matter effect enhances the differences between the high

scale and low scale nonunitarity scenarios as expected. We also observe that with decreasing

modulus of
(
UU †)

eµ
, the high scale nonunitarity scenario approaches the unitarity scenario

(the black line) while this does not happen for the low scale nonunitarity scenario. In Figure

5, we consider earth core-crossing neutrinos in a simplified PREM model (see appendix A

of [30]) with high scale nonunitarity parameters
(
UU †)

ee
=
(
UU †)

µµ
= 0.96,

(
UU †)

ττ
= 1,(

UU †)
eτ

=
(
UU †)

µτ
= 0 and

(
UU †)

eµ
= {10−3, 10−2, 0.03}. For low scale nonunitarity

parameters, on the left plot, we set Û = U while on the right plot, we set Û = κU †,−1.

These represent the two extreme cases where for Û = U , the difference in matter between

the two scenarios is maximal while for Û = κU †,−1, the matter effect is identical.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have derived analytical oscillation probability amplitude for arbitrary

flavors of neutrinos without assuming a unitary U. With this result, we have proven a

theorem that as long as
(
UU†)

βα
= 0 for all α ̸= β, the scenario is indistinguishable from
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FIG. 4. Same as Figure 2 but in a constant matter density of 3 g/cm3.

a unitarity scenario in an arbitrary matter potential. We further derive a general identity

(59) which reduces to (60) in the vacuum and vanishes in the unitarity scenario.

We have highlighted the differences between high scale and low scale nonunitarity

scenarios in neutrino oscillations, which are to be expected since in the former case, all

new physics are integrated out while in the latter, new states are accessible though not

necessarily remain coherent to result in oscillations. The first difference is that there is a

zero distance effect for high scale nonunitarity scenario due to nonorthogonal flavor states,

while it is absence for low scale nonunitarity scenario. On the one hand, although high

scale nonunitarity scenario is model-independent (all the effects are fully captured by a

nonunitary U), nonunitarity effects are proportional to
(
UU †)

βα
for α ̸= β and will be

suppressed accordingly if the off-diagonal elements are small. On the other hand, while

low scale nonunitarity scenario is model-dependent (depending on the properties of the new

states), an almost model-independent scenario can be obtained if oscillations involving the
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FIG. 5. Comparison of the probability of νµ → νe as a function of neutrino energy Eν using

the simplified PREM model for neutrino crossing through the Earth core between high scale

nonunitarity scenario (dotted lines) and low scale nonunitarity scenario (dashed lines). We have

shown the two extreme choices Û = U (left plot) and Û = κU †,−1 (right plot). See text for further

explanation. The solid black line is the standard three-flavor unitarity scenario.

new states can be averaged out and nonunitarity effects can be captured by a nonunitary Û

and a leaking term Cαβ. In this case, low scale nonunitarity effects remain even in the limit

of vanishing (Û Û †)βα for all α ̸= β.

The next important result for high scale nonunitarity is that despite U being nonunitary

due to new physics, we have shown that the theory remains unitary since the Hamiltonian

in the vacuum mass basis is Hermitian and is related to the non-Hermitian Hamiltonian in

the flavor basis through similarity transformation with the nonunitary U . In order words,

unitarity violation is only apparent but we will continue to call this scenario high scale

unitarity violation in reference to nonunitary U . We have constructed explicitly neutrino

oscillation probability which always respect unitarity even though U is not unitary.

In summary, high scale and low scale nonunitarity scenarios are distinct, testing them

carefully in the neutrino oscillation experiments will certainly give clues to what lies beyond

the SM.
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Appendix A: Nonorthogonal basis

Let us expand in an arbitrary state |ψ⟩ in a nonorthogonal but normalized basis {|α⟩}

|ψ⟩ =
∑
α

cα |α⟩ . (A1)

Multiplying the above by ⟨β| and define Nβα ≡ ⟨β|α⟩, we can solve for cα as follows

cα =
∑
β

(N−1)αβ ⟨β|ψ⟩ . (A2)

Substituting the solution above back to into eq. (A1), we obtain the completeness relation

∑
α,β

|α⟩ (N−1)αβ ⟨β| = I. (A3)

Formally, we can take gαβ ≡ (N−1)αβ as the metric which raises the indices of |α⟩ ≡ |α⟩ as

|α⟩ = gαβ |β⟩ to form the dual vector but we will not use this notation in this work. Applying

the result above to case of neutrino flavor eigenstates which are not orthogonal in general,

we identify N = UU
†.

Appendix B: Projected probability operator

In refs. [50, 51], the theory of projected probabilities on nonorthogonal states are

developed. The basic idea is to first project |ψ⟩ to a chosen |α⟩ and to the corresponding

orthogonal component |α⟩⊥. Then the orthogonal component is further projected to the

(hyper)plane formed by the rest of the basis states and to the orthogonal component to this
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(hyper)plane. And this new orthogonal component is again projected to |α⟩ and |α⟩⊥ and

so on. The procedure can be written down as follows

|ψ⟩ =
1

2
(pα |ψ⟩+ qα |ψ⟩) +

1

2
(p ̸α |ψ⟩+ q ̸α |ψ⟩)

=
1

2
(pα |ψ⟩+ p ̸αqα |ψ⟩+ q ̸αqα |ψ⟩) +

1

2
(p ̸α |ψ⟩+ pαq ̸α |ψ⟩+ qαq ̸α |ψ⟩)

=
1

2
(pα |ψ⟩+ p ̸αqα |ψ⟩+ pαq ̸αqα |ψ⟩+ ...) +

1

2
(p ̸α |ψ⟩+ pαq ̸α |ψ⟩+ p ̸αqαq ̸α |ψ⟩+ ...)

=
1

2
[pα (I+ q ̸α + q ̸αqα + ...)] |ψ⟩+ 1

2
[p ̸α (I+ qα + qαq ̸α + ...)] |ψ⟩ , (B1)

where

pα ≡ |α⟩ ⟨α| , qα ≡ I− pα, (B2)

and p ̸α is the projection on to the hyperplane spanned by the rest of bases besides |α⟩ and

q ̸α ≡ I− p ̸α. From the above, we have

Pα |ψ⟩ = cα |α⟩ =
1

2
[pα (I+ q ̸α + q ̸αqα + ...)] |ψ⟩ . (B3)

By construction, the sum of absolute square of each operator is unity
1

2
(pα + q ̸αpαq ̸α + qαq ̸αpαq ̸αqα + ...) +

1

2
(p ̸α + qαp ̸αqα + q ̸αqαp ̸αqαq ̸α + ...) = I. (B4)

Hence, we can define the probability operator of measuring |α⟩ in |ψ⟩ expanded in the basis

|α⟩

P̂αα ≡ 1

2
(pα + q ̸αpαq ̸α + qαq ̸αpαq ̸αqα + ...) . (B5)

The second operator can be further decomposed as projection onto |β⟩ and |̸ β⟩ where

β, ̸ β ⊂ ̸ α to construct P̂βα. For n ≤ 3, we can write down the closed form of probability

operators.

1. Two-state system

For n = 2, α, ̸ α = {1, 2}, we have only two operators P̂11 and P̂ ̸22 corresponding to the

two terms in eq. (B4). Utilizing the identities q2q1q2 |1⟩ = |N12|2 q2 |1⟩ and q1q2q1 |2⟩ =

|N12|2 q1 |2⟩, we have a converging geometric series with |N12|2 < 1 and eq. (B5) becomes12

(pα){1,2} ≡ P̂αα =
1

2

(
pα +

q ̸αpαq ̸α + qαq ̸αpαq ̸αqα

1− |N12|4

)
, (B6)

12 In this case, α ⊃ {1, 2} and we define this new notation such that it is in agreement with the notation we

will use later for n = 3.
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where the subscript {1, 2} denotes the basis states. So (pα){1,2} is the probability operator

which gives the probability of a state |ψ⟩ being found along |α⟩ given by ⟨ψ| (pα){1,2} |ψ⟩.

After some algebra, we arrive at

(pα){1,2} =
1

1− |N12|4

[
pα + |N12|2 p ̸α −

1 + |N12|2

2
{pα, p̸α}

]
, (B7)

where {pα, p̸α} = pαp ̸α + p ̸αpα. Summing over α, one obtain
2∑

α=1

(pα){1,2} =
p1 + p2 − {p1, p2}

1− |N12|2
= I, (B8)

which follows from eq. (A3).

The probability of |ψ⟩ → |α⟩ is then given by

Pψ→α = ⟨ψ| (pα){1,2} |ψ⟩

=
∑
ξ,ζ,η,λ

⟨ψ|ξ⟩
(
N−1

)
ξζ
⟨ζ| (pα){1,2} |η⟩

(
N−1

)
ηλ

⟨λ|ψ⟩

≡
(
S†DαS

)
ψψ
, (B9)

where we have defined

Sλψ ≡ ⟨λ|ψ⟩ , (B10)

[Dα]ξλ ≡
∑
ζ,η

(
N−1

)
ξζ
⟨ζ| (pα)12 |η⟩

(
N−1

)
ηλ
. (B11)

In the second equality of the probability, we have used the completeness relation given by

eq. (A3). For the two-flavor system, we have

N =

 1 N12

N ∗
12 1

 , N−1 =
1

1− |N12|2

 1 −N12

−N ∗
12 1

 . (B12)

Evaluating directly the matrix elements of Dα, we have

[Dα]ξλ =
1

1− |N12|4

[
δξαδαλ + |N12|2 δξ ̸αδ ̸αλ

−1 + |N12|2

2
(δξαNα ̸αδ ̸αλ + δξ ̸αN̸ααδαλ)

]
, (B13)

or

[Dα]ξλ =



1 +
|N12|4

1− |N12|4
, ξ = λ = α

|N12|2

1− |N12|4
, ξ = λ ̸= α

−1

2

Nξλ

1− |N12|2
, ξ ̸= λ and ξ = α or λ = α

. (B14)
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In the absence of nonorthogonality, the standard result is recovered (pα){1,2} = pα, [Dα]ξλ =

δξαδαλ and Pψ→α = |Sαψ|2.

2. Three-state system

For n = 3, in order to obtain symmetrize probability operator, one repeats the procedure

of eq. (B1) projecting |ψ⟩ into |β⟩ ≠ |α⟩ and the corresponding plane not containing |β⟩

and there are altogether 3 choices. Doing so, we obtain the symmetrize probability operator

on |α⟩ as

P̂α =
1

3

∑
β

P̂αβ, (B15)

where

P̂αα =
1

2

[
pα +

qβγpαqβγ
1−X2

α

+
qαqβγpαqβγqα

1−X2
α

]
, β ̸= γ; β, γ ̸= α, (B16)

P̂αβ =
1

2

[
(pα){α,γ} + qβ (pα){α,γ} qβ (B17)

+
qαγpβ (pα){α,γ} pβqαγ

1−X2
β

+
qβqαγpβ (pα){α,γ} pβqαγqβ

1−X2
β

]
, β ̸= α; γ ̸= {α, β} , (B18)

with

pβγ ≡ pβ + pγ − {pβ, pγ}
1− |Nβγ|2

, qβγ ≡ I− pβγ, γ ̸= β, (B19)

(pα){α,γ} ≡ 1

1− |Nαγ|4

[
pα + |Nαγ|2 p ̸α −

1 + |Nαγ|2

2
{pα, p̸α}

]
, γ ̸= α, (B20)

Xα ≡ 1− detN
detNα

, (B21)

In the last relation above, Nα is the 2× 2 matrix constructed excluding the basis |α⟩. The

operator pβγ projects a state onto the {β, γ}-plane spanned by two orthonormal vectors |β⟩

and
(
1−N 2

βγ

)−1/2
qβ |γ⟩. The second operator (pα){α,γ} has the same form as the probability

operator (B7) that we have found in the two-flavor case. For the three-flavor case, we can
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write

N =


1 N12 N13

N ∗
12 1 N23

N ∗
13 N ∗

23 1

 , (B22)

N−1 =
1

detN


1− |N23|2 −N12 +N13N ∗

23 −N13 +N12N23

−N ∗
12 +N ∗

13N23 1− |N13|2 −N23 +N13N ∗
12

−N ∗
13 +N ∗

12N ∗
23 −N ∗

23 +N ∗
13N12 1− |N12|2

 , (B23)

detN = − |N23|2 − |N12|2 − |N13|2 +N12N ∗
13N23 +N13N ∗

12N ∗
23, (B24)

detN1 = 1− |N23|2 , detN2 = 1− |N13|2 , detN3 = 1− |N12|2 . (B25)

One can check explicitly that

3∑
α=1

P̂α =
1

3

∑
α,β

P̂αβ =
1

detN
∑
α

[
pα detNα +

∑
β ̸=α

(−pαpβ + pαpγpβ)

]
= I, (B26)

which follows from eq. (A3).

The probability of |ψ⟩ → |α⟩ now becomes

Pψ→α = ⟨ψ|P̂α|ψ⟩ ≡
1

3

[
S†

(
Eα +

∑
β ̸=α

Fαβ

)
S

]
ψψ

, (B27)

where we have defined

[Eα]ξλ ≡
∑
ζ,η

(
N−1

)
ξζ
⟨ζ| P̂αα |η⟩

(
N−1

)
ηλ
, (B28)

[Fαβ]ξλ ≡
∑
ζ,η

(
N−1

)
ξζ
⟨ζ| P̂αβ |η⟩

(
N−1

)
ηλ
. (B29)

Evaluating explicitly the matrix elements, we obtain

[Eα]ξλ =



1 +
X2
α

1−X2
α

, ξ = λ = α

|Nαξ −NαγNγξ|2

(detNα)
2 (1−X2

α)
, γ ̸= {α, ξ}, ξ = λ ̸= α

−1

2

Nξλ −NξγNγλ

detN
, γ ̸= {α, ξ} , ξ ̸= λ and ξ = α or λ = α

(Nαλ −NαξNξλ) (Nξα −NξλNλα)

(detNα)
2 (1−X2

α)
, ξ ̸= λ and {ξ, λ} ≠ α

, (B30)
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and for α ̸= β and γ ̸= {α, β}

[Fαβ]ξλ =



1

1− |Nαγ|4
+

⟨β| (pα)αγ |β⟩ |Nαβ −NαγNγβ|2

(detNβ)
2 (1−X2

β

) , ξ = λ = α

−1

2

1

1− |Nαγ|4

(
Nξλ −

1 + |Nαγ|2

2
NξγNγλ

)

−1

2

⟨β| (pα){α,γ} |β⟩
1−X2

β

Nξλ −NξγNγλ

detNβ

(1 + ⟨β| pαγ |β⟩)
, ξλ = αβ or ξλ = βα

−1

2

Nξλ

detNβ

+
⟨β| (pα){α,γ} |β⟩ (Nξβ −NξλNλβ) (Nβλ −NβξNξλ)

(detNβ)
2 (1−X2

β

) , ξλ = αγ or ξλ = γα

1

2

[
1 +

1 + ⟨β| pαγ |β⟩2

1−X2
β

]
⟨β| (pα){α,γ} |β⟩, ξ = λ = β

−1

2

1

1− |Nαγ|4

(
|Nαγ|2Nξλ −

1 + |Nαγ|2

2
NξαNαλ

)

−1

2

⟨β| (pα){α,γ} |β⟩
1−X2

β

Nξλ −NξαNαλ

detNβ

(1 + ⟨β| pαγ |β⟩)
, ξλ = βγ or ξλ = γβ

|Nαγ|2

1− |Nαγ|4
+

⟨β| (pα){α,γ} |β⟩ |Nγβ −NγαNαβ|2

(detNβ)
2 (1−X2

β

) , ξ = λ = γ

,(B31)

where

⟨β| pαγ |β⟩ =
|Nαβ|2 + |Nβγ|2 − 2Re (NβαNαγNγβ)

1− |Nαγ|2
, (B32)

⟨β| (pα){α,γ} |β⟩ =
|Nαβ|2 + |Nαγ|2 |Nβγ|2 −

(
1 + |Nαγ|2

)
Re (NβαNαγNγβ)

1− |Nαγ|4
. (B33)
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