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We study the status of the reactor antineutrino anomaly in light of recent reactor flux models
obtained with the conversion and summation methods. We present a new improved calculation of
the inverse beta decay yields of the standard Huber-Mueller model and those of the new models.
We show that the reactor rates and the fuel evolution data are consistent with the predictions of
the Kurchatov Institute conversion model and with those of the Estienne-Fallot summation model,
leading to a plausible robust demise of the reactor antineutrino anomaly. We show that the results
of several goodness of fit tests favor the Kurchatov Institute and Estienne-Fallot models over other
models that we considered. The data-driven isotopic inverse beta decay yields can also be obtained
from global fits of the experimental rate and evolution data, which provide an anomaly-free model
for the prediction of future experiments.
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1. Introduction

Reactor antineutrinos have been widely used to study the fundamental properties of neutrinos,
which are mainly from beta decays of neutron-rich fission fragments generated by the heavy
fissionable isotopes 235U, 238U, 239Pu, and 241Pu. In 2011 improved calculations by Mueller et
al. [1] and Huber [2] (HM model) predicted reactor antineutrino fluxes which are about 5% larger
than the fluxes measured in several short-baseline reactor neutrino experiments. This discrepancy
is known as the “reactor antineutrino anomaly” (RAA) [3].

There are two basic methods to predict reactor antineutrino fluxes: the summation method
and the conversion method [4]. The summation method is based on fission and decay information
provided by the nuclear databases. The conversion method utilizes virtual branches to convert
measured 𝛽 spectra to corresponding antineutrino spectra. The converted 235U, 239Pu, and 241Pu
antineitrino spectra are based on the measurement at the Institut Laue-Langevin (ILL) in the
1980’s [5]. The converted 238U antineutrino spectrum can be obtained based on the measured 𝛽

spectrum at FRM II in Garching in 2013 [6]. In addition to the HM model, we consider other three
conversion models: HKSS [7], KI [8] and HKSS-KI models, and one summation model: EF [9]
model.

Our updated calculation of inverse beta decay (IBD) yields in all models is presented in
Section 2, and then the methods of analysis are introduced as well. Our results of the fits of reactor
rates and evolution data are also shown in Section 3. In Section 4, we discuss which the best-fit
model is. Furthermore, model independent fluxes are demonstrated in Section 5. At last, we will
summarize our conclusions.

2. Model predictions and method of analysis

The event rates are usually expressed as a physical quantity called “cross section per fission”
𝜎 𝑓 ,𝑎 also known as “inverse beta decay yield”:

𝜎 𝑓 ,𝑎 =
∑︁
𝑖

𝑓 𝑎𝑖 𝜎𝑖 , with 𝜎𝑖 =

∫ 𝐸max
𝜈

𝐸 thr
𝜈

𝑑𝐸𝜈 Φ𝑖 (𝐸𝜈) 𝜎IBD(𝐸𝜈) (1)

where 𝑎 is the experiment label, 𝜎𝑖 is the IBD yield for the fissionable isotope 𝑖, and 𝑓 𝑎
𝑖

is the
effective fission fraction of the isotope 𝑖. Φ𝑖 (𝐸𝜈) is the neutrino flux generated by the fissionable
isotope 𝑖, and 𝜎IBD(𝐸𝜈) is the IBD cross section considered as the Strumia and Vissani cross section
[10] including radiative corrections with PDG2020 [11] here. The neutrino energy is integrated
from 𝐸 thr

𝜈 = 1.806 MeV to 𝐸max
𝜈 = 10 MeV using the EF model high-energy spectra with 100%

uncertainties. The off-equilibrium corrections are also taken into account, which is based on
Table VII of Ref. [1] assuming the 450 days approximation of the spectrum at equilibrium. Our
updated results of IBD yields for these five models are shown in Table III in Ref. [12].

A 𝜒2 function based on Wilks’ theorem is usually applied to analyze the reactor antineutrino
data. There are three main approaches when choosing different methods to deal with systematic
theoretical uncertainties: (A) consider a covariance matrix with experimental and theoretical un-
certainties added in quadrature [3]; (B) calculate the fit results considering only the experimental
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uncertainties and add by hand a global theoretical uncertainty [13]; (C) take into account the
theoretical uncertainties with appropriate pull terms [14], which is chosen in this work:

𝜒2 =
∑︁
𝑎,𝑏

(
𝜎

exp
𝑓 ,𝑎

− 𝑅𝑎
NP𝜎

th
𝑓 ,𝑎

)
(𝑉exp)−1

𝑎𝑏

(
𝜎

exp
𝑓 ,𝑏

− 𝑅𝑏
NP𝜎

th
𝑓 ,𝑏

)
+
∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

(𝑟𝑖 − 1)
(
𝑉mod

)−1

𝑖 𝑗

(
𝑟 𝑗 − 1

)
, (2)

𝜎th
𝑓 ,𝑎 =

∑︁
𝑖

𝑟𝑖 𝑓
𝑎
𝑖 𝜎

mod
𝑖 . (3)

Here 𝜎mod
𝑖

denotes the IBD yield of the antineutrino flux generated by the fissionable isotope 𝑖 and
𝑉mod
𝑖 𝑗

= 𝑉mod
𝑖 𝑗

/(𝜎mod
𝑖

𝜎mod
𝑗

), where 𝑉mod is the covariance matrix. The coefficient 𝑅𝑎
NP is a possible

suppression factor of the IBD yield in the experiment 𝑎.

3. Fit of reactor rates and reactor fuel evolution data

In this section, we firstly consider the reactor rates listed in Table IV of Ref. [12], and the
results are presented in Table. 1. For HM model, the fit of reactor rates 𝑅HM = 0.936+0.024

−0.023, which
indicates a RAA with 2.5𝜎.

Model Rates Evolution Rates + Evolution
𝑹mod RAA 𝑹mod RAA 𝑹mod RAA

HM 0.936+0.024
−0.023 2.5𝜎 0.933+0.025

−0.024 2.6𝜎 0.930+0.024
−0.023 2.8𝜎

EF 0.960+0.033
−0.031 1.2𝜎 0.975+0.032

−0.030 0.8𝜎 0.975+0.032
−0.030 0.8𝜎

HKSS 0.925+0.025
−0.023 2.9𝜎 0.925+0.026

−0.024 2.8𝜎 0.922+0.024
−0.023 3.0𝜎

KI 0.975+0.022
−0.021 1.1𝜎 0.973+0.023

−0.022 1.2𝜎 0.970 ± 0.021 1.4𝜎
HKSS-KI 0.964+0.023

−0.022 1.5𝜎 0.955+0.024
−0.023 1.9𝜎 0.960+0.022

−0.021 1.8𝜎

Table 1: Average ratio 𝑅mod obtained from the least-squares analysis of the reactor rates in Table IV of
Ref. [12] and of the Daya Bay and RENO evolution data.

There is practically no RAA for the EF model, since 𝑅EF differs from unity by only 1.2𝜎.
Also the KI corrections lead to the practical disappearance of RAA, especially without the HKSS
corrections. However, as for the 5 MeV bump, it is not fitted well by any of the models.

To compare these flux evolution data with the different model predictions, we fit the evolution
data with a linear function describing the IBD yield as a function of 𝑓239:

𝜎lin
𝑓 ,𝑎 = 𝜎̄ 𝑓 +

𝑑𝜎 𝑓

𝑑𝑓239

(
𝑓 𝑎239 − 𝑓239

)
, (4)

where 𝜎 𝑓 is the average IBD yield and 𝑑𝜎 𝑓 /𝑑𝑓239 is the change in the IBD yield. The discrepancies
of 𝑑𝜎 𝑓 /𝑑𝑓239 are 3.5𝜎 and 3.6𝜎 for the HM model and HKSS model, respectively. However, other
models give consistent values of 𝜎 𝑓 and 𝑑𝜎 𝑓 /𝑑𝑓239.

Then, we further fit the evolution data and the combined data using Eq. 2 as done to reactor
rates. In Table 1, the inclusion of the evolution data confirms the existence of a reactor antineutrino
anomaly for the HM (2.8𝜎) and HKSS (3.0𝜎) models and the absence of the anomaly for the EF
model (only 0.8𝜎). For KI and HKSS-KI models, the resulting 1.4𝜎 (KI) and 1.8𝜎 (HKSS-KI)
are still too small to claim an anomaly.
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4. Best-fit reactor flux model

In this section we apply goodness of fit tests to the reactor rates to select which the best-fit
model is. Table VI in Ref. [12] shows that the standard 𝜒2 goodness of fit test rejects none of
the five models if we consider the usual minimum 𝑝-value of 5% corresponding to a confidence
level of 95%. However, the 𝜒2 test is only sensitive to the sizes not the signs of the deviations.
Then, we applied the following tests: sign, Kolmogorov-Smirnov (KS), Cramer-von Mises (CVM),
Anderson-Darling (AD), 𝑍K, 𝑍C, and 𝑍A tests, which are sensitive to the sign and size of the
deviations of the transformed data with respect to the stardard Gaussian distribution.

Since the EF and KI models are preferred by different tests and sets of data, it is fair to consider
both as favorite. Therefore, we conclude that the KI model is the best among the conversion models
and the only summation model that we considered, the EF model, is practically equally good.

5. Model independent fluxes

The nuclear reactors of reactor antineutrino experiments can be divided into two categories: the
commercial reactors mainly composited with 235U and 239Pu (LEU); and the research reactors with
practically pure 235U (HEU). Based on the intrinsic reactor fuel burnup relation, there is a quasi-liner
relationship between the fission fractions of 241Pu and 239Pu in LEU reactors 𝑓241 = 𝑘 · 𝑓239, where
𝑓239 and 𝑓241 are the fission fractions of 239Pu and 241Pu, respectively, where 𝑘 is the fitting linear
coefficient from reactor rates or evolution data, and we always use the value from the combined
data with 𝑘 = 0.177. Therefore, the IBD yield for a certain LEU reactor antineutrino experiment
can be expressed as

𝜎 𝑓 ,𝑎 = 𝑓 𝑎235 · 𝜎235 + 𝑓 𝑎238 · 𝜎238 + 𝑓 𝑎239 · 𝜎Pu + Δ 𝑓 𝑎 · 𝜎241, (5)

where 𝜎Pu = 𝜎239 + 𝑘 · 𝜎241 is the combined isotopic IBD yield of Pu’s, and Δ 𝑓 𝑎 = 𝑓 𝑎241 − 𝑘 · 𝑓 𝑎239
is the residual fission fraction of 241Pu.

In Ref. [15], we have demonstrated the robustness of the isotopic IBD yields for 235U, 238U
and Pu’s and are going to propose the following data-driven model for the isotopic IBD yields:

𝜎235 = (6.37 ± 0.08) × 10−43 cm2/fission

𝜎238 = (6.63 ± 1.30) × 10−43 cm2/fission

𝜎Pu = (5.64 ± 0.20) × 10−43 cm2/fission ,

(6)

where 𝜎𝑖’s (𝑖 = 235, 238, and Pu) are from the fits of all reactor data (i.e., evolution data + reactor
rates) based on the residual 241Pu correction from 𝜎HM

241 .
The model-independent isotopic IBD yields can be adopted to predict the IBD yield of a future

reactor antineutrino experiment with typical fission fractions. We can estimate the predicted IBD
yields of a future experiment with (235U : 238U : 239Pu : 241Pu) = (0.577 : 0.076 : 0.295 : 0.052):

𝜎 𝑓 = [5.84 ± (0.04)MI ± (0.0004)HM] × 10−43 cm2/fission (0.7% precision) , (7)

where the first and second terms represent the uncertainties originating from model-independent
(MI) isotopic IBD yields and the HM model input of 𝜎241, respectively. A comparison of the
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predicted IBD yields using both the model-independent method and theoretical flux models is
illustrated in Figure 1. From this comparison, we conclude that the model-independent method
has the best precision among all the models, which is because the data-driven isotopic IBD yields
have a specific form of the correlation matrix, resulting in sizable cancellations between different
isotopic contributions. Note that the model-independent method predicts a smaller IBD yield than
the HM and HKSS models, free from the reactor antineutrino anomaly.

5.7 5.8 5.9 6.0 6.1 6.2 6.3 6.4 6.5 6.6
f       [10 43cm2/fission]

5.84±0.04

6.03±0.21

6.04±0.13

6.28±0.16

6.35±0.16

Model-indenpent
EF model
KI model

HM model
HKSS model

Figure 1: Predicted IBD yields for a future reactor experiment with both the model independent IBD yields
and theoretical flux models in Ref. [12]. The IBD yields are given in units of

[
10−43 cm2/fission

]
.

6. Summary and conclusions

In Ref. [12] we revisited the reactor antineutrino anomaly based on the recent reactor antineu-
trino flux calculations. We first performed an improved calculation of the IBD yields of five reactor
antineutrino flux models in Section 2. Then, in Section 3, based on the proper statistical method
for the analysis, we calculated the suppression of the reactor antineutrino flux predicted by the 5
models by fitting the measured rates listed in Table IV of Ref. [12]. We found there is practically no
anomaly for the EF, KI, and HKSS-KI models. The addition of the Daya Bay and RENO evolution
data confirms these conclusions. In Section 4, we further explored the question of which is the
best-fit model by applying several goodness of fit tests. We can consider EF as the best summation
model and KI as the best conversion model, leaving the decision of a clear preference between
the two models to future studies with more data. In Ref. [15], we obtained a model-independent
reactor isotopic cross sections per fission from the global fits of the reactor antineutrino data. With
the implicit quasi-linear relationship between the fission fractions of 239Pu and 241Pu, the IBD
yields of 235U, 238U, and Pu’s can be properly constrained in the global fits. We also proposed a
model-independent method to calculate the expected IBD yield of future reactor experiments, in
which better than 1% accuracy can be achieved for those using typical commercial reactors.

5



P
o
S
(
I
C
H
E
P
2
0
2
2
)
5
5
9

Reactor antineutrino anomaly in light of recent flux model refinements Zhao Xin

References

[1] T.A. Mueller et al., Improved Predictions of Reactor Antineutrino Spectra, Phys. Rev. C83
(2011) 054615 [arXiv:1101.2663].

[2] P. Huber, On the determination of anti-neutrino spectra from nuclear reactors, Phys. Rev.
C84 (2011) 024617 [arXiv:1106.0687].

[3] G. Mention et al., The Reactor Antineutrino Anomaly, Phys. Rev. D83 (2011) 073006
[arXiv:1101.2755].

[4] P. Huber, Reactor antineutrino fluxes - status and challenges, Nucl. Phys. B908 (2016) 268
[arXiv:1602.01499].

[5] F. Von Feilitzsch, A.A. Hahn and K. Schreckenbach, Experimental beta spectra from Pu-239
and U-235 thermal neutron fission products and their correlated anti- neutrinos spectra,
Phys. Lett. B118 (1982) 162.

[6] N. Haag, A. Gutlein, M. Hofmann, L. Oberauer, W. Potzel et al., Experimental
Determination of the Antineutrino Spectrum of the Fission Products of 238U, Phys. Rev. Lett.
112 (2014) 122501 [arXiv:1312.5601].

[7] L. Hayen, J. Kostensalo, N. Severĳns and J. Suhonen, First-forbidden transitions in the
reactor anomaly, Phys.Rev. C100 (2019) 054323 [arXiv:1908.08302].

[8] V. Kopeikin, M. Skorokhvatov and O. Titov, Reevaluating reactor antineutrino spectra with
new measurements of the ratio between U235 and Pu239 𝛽 spectra, Phys. Rev. D 104 (2021)
L071301 [2103.01684].

[9] M. Estienne, M. Fallot et al., Updated Summation Model: An Improved Agreement with the
Daya Bay Antineutrino Fluxes, Phys. Rev. Lett. 123 (2019) 022502 [arXiv:1904.09358].

[10] A. Strumia and F. Vissani, Precise quasielastic neutrino nucleon cross section, Phys. Lett.
B564 (2003) 42 [astro-ph/0302055].

[11] Particle Data Group collaboration, Review of Particle Physics, PTEP 2020 (2020)
083C01.

[12] C. Giunti, Y.F. Li, C.A. Ternes and Z. Xin, Reactor antineutrino anomaly in light of recent
flux model refinements, 2110.06820.

[13] Daya Bay collaboration, Improved Measurement of the Reactor Antineutrino Flux and
Spectrum at Daya Bay, Chin.Phys. C41 (2017) 013002 [arXiv:1607.05378].

[14] C. Giunti, X.P. Ji, M. Laveder, Y.F. Li and B.R. Littlejohn, Reactor Fuel Fraction
Information on the Antineutrino Anomaly, JHEP 1710 (2017) 143 [arXiv:1708.01133].

[15] Y.-F. Li and Z. Xin, Model-independent determination of isotopic cross sections per fission
for reactor antineutrinos, Phys. Rev. D 105 (2022) 073003 [2112.11386].

6

https://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:1101.2663
https://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:1106.0687
https://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:1101.2755
https://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:1602.01499
https://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:1312.5601
https://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:1908.08302
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.L071301
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.L071301
https://arxiv.org/abs/2103.01684
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.022502
https://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:1904.09358
https://arxiv.org/abs/astro-ph/0302055
https://doi.org/10.1093/ptep/ptaa104
https://doi.org/10.1093/ptep/ptaa104
https://arxiv.org/abs/2110.06820
https://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:1607.05378
https://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:1708.01133
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.105.073003
https://arxiv.org/abs/2112.11386

	Introduction
	Model predictions and method of analysis
	Fit of reactor rates and reactor fuel evolution data
	Best-fit reactor flux model
	Model independent fluxes
	Summary and conclusions

