
A 2HDM for the g-2 and Dark Matter
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The Muon g-2 experiment at FERMILAB has confirmed the muon anomalous magnetic moment anomaly,
with an error bar 15% smaller and a different central value compared with the previous Brookhaven result. The
combined results from FERMILAB and Brookhaven show a difference with theory at a significance of 4.2σ,
strongly indicating the presence of new physics. In light of this new result, we discuss a Two Higgs Doublet
model augmented by an Abelian gauge symmetry that can simultaneously accommodate a light dark matter
candidate and (g − 2)µ, in agreement with existing bounds.

I. INTRODUCTION

The anomalous magnetic moment is a striking example of
the extraordinary success of quantum field theory in explain-
ing the fundamental properties of the elementary particles.
According to the Dirac’s theory, the magnetic dipole moment
~µ of a fermion of mass m, electric charge q, and spin ~s is,

~µ = g
q

2m
~s, (1)

with g being the gyromagnetic ratio, predicted to be g = 2.
Quantum Electrodynamics predicts departures at higher or-
ders in perturbation theory, from this exact result. Such de-
partures are parametrized by the anomalous magnetic moment
a = g−2

2 . Further contributions to the anomalous magnetic
moment, described by the Feymann diagrams in Fig. 1, come
from weak and strong interactions of the Standard Model
(SM). New Physics can be, as well, responsible for radiative
corrections to the anomalous magnetic moment. The latter
could be then constrained or possibly discovered by looking
for eventual discrepancies between the SM prediction for a
and its corresponding experimental measure.

This is the case of the muon anomalous magnetic moment
aµ. There is indeed a long-standing discrepancy between the
SM theoretical prediction [1],

aSM
µ = 116591810(43)× 10−11, (2)

and the experimental measurements, which has driven a mul-
titude of studies in the past decades (see Ref. [2] for a review).
The discrepancy ∆aµ = aexp

µ −aSM
µ depends on hadronic light-

by-light and vacuum polarization [3, 4], whose computation
rely on dispersion relations and experimental input data from
e+e− → hadrons cross section, which is subject to large un-
certainties. Consequently, the significance of the anomaly has
varied over the years,
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FIG. 1. Feynman diagrams of the corrections to aµ on SM interac-
tions: a) first order QED, b) and c) lowest-order weak, and d) lowest-
order hadronic effects.

∆aµ = (261± 78)× 10−11 (3.3σ) [5, 6] - (2009);

∆aµ = (325± 80)× 10−11 (4.05σ) [7] - (2012);

∆aµ = (287± 80)× 10−11 (3.6σ) [8] - (2013);

∆aµ = (377± 75)× 10−11 (5.02σ) [9] - (2015);

∆aµ = (313± 77)× 10−11 (4.1σ) [10]- (2017);

∆aµ = (270± 36)× 10−11 (3.7σ) [11] - (2018); (3)

depending on the different values adopted for the hadronic
contributions.

On recent times, an exiting new measurement has been an-
nounced by the Muon g-2 Experiment at FERMILAB [12–
14], exceeding again the SM prediction by around 4.2σ,

aexp
µ = 116592061(41)× 10−11, (4)

leading to an update on the value of ∆aµ,

∆aµ = 251(59)× 10−11. (5)

Although ∆aµ may reach a 5σ significance in the near future
with improved experimental precision, a recent lattice simula-
tion of the hadronic contribution from the BMW group [15]
suggests a modified value for the SM prediction, which is
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much closer to the value observed in the FERMILAB exper-
iment. If correct, the BMW result would reduce the signif-
icance to the 1.5σ level. This result, although more precise
than the previous lattice calulations, differs from the ones ob-
tained by the data-driven approach and leads to tensions with
global electroweak fits, via the change in the hadronic running
of the fine-structure constant [16]. At the moment, the situa-
tion is quite unclear and further theoretical and experimental
efforts will be required to settle this question. In this work we
will adopt the value given in Eq. (2), based on the data-driven
approach, as the reference SM value for aµ, which leads to the
∆aµ discrepancy given in Eq. (5).

Interpreting such a discrepancy as an imprint of New
Physics [17–24], here we discuss a Two Higgs Doublet Model
(2HDM) augmented by an Abelian U(1)Lµ−Lτ gauge sym-
metry. The Lµ − Lτ model is an economical SM exten-
sion, since it is well-known that the U(1)Lµ−Lτ symmetry is
anomaly free without the need of extra fermions. This model
has been studied in the context of the (g − 2)µ anomaly [25–
28], since the new Z ′ gauge boson, coupled directly to the
muon, provides the required contribution to its magnetic mo-
ment, while avoiding strong bounds stemming from low en-
ergy electron probes. The Lµ − Lτ model has been investi-
gated also in several other contexts, such as in B meson de-
cays [29, 30], Higgs flavor violating decays [29, 31], LFV
processes [32, 33], muon colliders [34, 35], dark matter [36–
38] and neutrino masses [39, 40].

Differently from the usual Lµ − Lτ model in which the
U(1)Lµ−Lτ is typically broken by a scalar SU(2) singlet,
here we consider the case in which the symmetry is sponta-
neously broken by a scalar SU(2) doublet. In such a case,
the mass of the U(1)Lµ−Lτ (Z ′) gauge boson is predicted to
be below the electroweak scale. Furthermore, mass mixing
between the Z ′ and the SM Z-boson is expected. This latter
feature opens further opportunity to probe the model via par-
ity violation experiments. Besides discussing a 2HDM model
with an Lµ − Lτ symmetry in connection with the (g − 2)µ,
we present a simple addition of a successful light dark matter
candidate in agreement with existing limits.

Our paper is structured as follows: In section II we intro-
duce the model and discuss its key aspects; In section III we
review the relevant constraints and display the region of pa-
rameter space that accounts for the (g − 2)µ anomaly, high-
lighting the differences from the scenario in which the new
gauge symmetry is broken by a SU(2) singlet. In the section
IV we add a dark matter candidate and explain how it can re-
produce the correct relic density and the (g − 2)µ anomaly at
the same time; Section V is devoted to discussion of the re-
sults and further comparison with similar models. We finally
state our conclusions in section VI.

II. MODEL

The model we are going to study in this work extends the
SM with a gauged Lµ − Lτ symmetry. This is a straightfor-
ward extension of the SM global U(1)Lµ−Lτ symmetry, be-
ing the latter anomaly free. Under this symmetry, the fermion

Fields Quarks Leptons Scalars
ui di e µ τ νe νµ ντ Φ1 Φ2

U(1)µ−τ Charges 0 0 0 1 −1 0 1 −1 Q1 0

TABLE I. U(1)µ−τ charge assignment for leptons and scalars. Only the
second and third lepton families are charged under U(1)µ−τ , and all quarks
are neutral. The charge of Φ1 is assumed to be nonzero, Q1 6= 0.

charges are set by the difference between their muon and tau
lepton numbers; hence only the second and third SM lepton
generation have not null charge under this symmetry (see Tab.
II for a summary). Therefore, the Lµ − Lτ gauge boson Z ′

couples directly only to the muon, tau and respective neutri-
nos, a feature that is desirable in order to address the (g− 2)µ
anomaly, since it allows the Z ′ to give a sizeable contribu-
tion to the muon magnetic moment, while avoiding the bounds
from several experimental probes, as we will discuss in more
detail below.

The lepton gauge interaction reads,

−LZ′ff =
g′

2
(µ̄γµµ+ ν̄µγ

µPLνµ− τ̄ γµτ − ν̄τγµPLντ )Z ′µ,

(6)
where g′ is the gauge coupling constant and PL is the left
chiral projector. This lepton non-universal coupling to muon,
tau and neutrinos is the primary interaction mode of Z ′ with
the fermions. Despite being uncharged under U(1)Lµ−Lτ , the
other fermions interact with Z ′ via kinetic mixing,

LZ′
kin

= −εeJµemZ ′µ, (7)

which arises from the mixing of the field strengths of
U(1)Lµ−Lτ and U(1)Y via the renormalizable operator
ε
2F

µνF ′µν , where ε is the kinetic mixing parameter. Even if
ε is set to zero at tree level, quantum corrections involving
muons and taus running in the loops result in the mixing of
the photon and Z ′ propagators, leading to a nonzero ε. At
1-loop level, it is given by [41],

ε =
4eg′

(4π)2

∫ 1

0

x(1− x) ln
m2
τ − q2x(1− x)

m2
µ − q2x(1− x)

dx. (8)

We assume that the kinetic mixing is set by this finite calcu-
lable quantity, which means that, differently from dark pho-
ton models [42–44] in which ε is typically considered to be
a constant free parameter, here it will be fixed in terms of g′.
The dependence on the momentum transfer q is such that ε is
suppressed by 1/q2 for large momentum q2 � m2

τ , while it
becomes approximately constant ε ∼ 10−2g′ for small q2. In
general, the loop-induced ε will be smaller than g′ typically
by at least two orders of magnitude, which makes the inter-
action in Eq. (7) quite feeble. Despite being suppressed by
the small ε, the Z ′ coupling to the electron leads to measur-
able effects on neutrino-electron scattering experiments and
electron-positron colliders. As for the muon and tau leptons,
the kinetic mixing can often be neglected in face of the cou-
pling in Eq. (6). In particular, the kinetic mixing yields negli-
gible contribution to the muon magnetic moment.
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FIG. 2. Z′ mass as a function of tanβ and gauge coupling constant
g′ = 10−2, 10−3, 10−4 (the Φ1 charge is fixed as Q1 = 1). For
g′ < 10−2, the Z′ is in the sub-GeV range for any value of tanβ.

In order to break the U(1)Lµ−Lτ symmetry, an extra
SU(2)L scalar doublet is introduced, resulting in a scalar sec-
tor containing two doublets,

Φi =

(
φ+i
φ0i

)
∼ (1, 2, 1, Qi),

where i = 1, 2 and the charges above correspond to the
quantum numbers under the SU(3)c × SU(2)L × U(1)Y ×
U(1)Lµ−Lτ group, respectively. We assume that the Φ2 dou-
blet is neutral under U(1)Lµ−Lτ and that the charge of Φ1

is a nonzero free parameter, Q1 6= 0. The vacuum expec-
tation value (VEV) of Φ1 triggers the spontaneous breaking
of U(1)Lµ−Lτ , generating the mass for the new gauge boson
dynamically. Since the doublet VEVs must satisfy the condi-
tion (v21 + v22)1/2 ≡ v = 246 GeV, the U(1)Lµ−Lτ symmetry
will be broken below the electroweak scale, which constrains
the Z ′ mass towards lower values (in contrast with the case in
which the symmetry is broken by a scalar singlet, whose VEV
has no restrictions a priori). After the spontaneous symmetry
breaking, the Z ′ acquires a mass given by1,

mZ′ =
1

2
g′Q1v sinβ cosβ, (9)

where the angle β is defined from the ratio of the doublet
VEVs, tanβ = v2/v1. From the trigonometric dependence
on β, it is clear that mZ′ has a maximum value at tanβ = 1,
for fixed g′ and Q1 (see Fig. 2). We see that mZ′ naturally
lies below the electroweak scale and becomes sub-GeV for
g′ <∼ 0.1. As we will see in the next section, the parameter
space favored by the (g−2)µ anomaly requires g′ ∼ O(10−3)
and mZ′ around 10 − 100 MeV, which can be reached with
mild tanβ values.

1 Here we implicitly have to take the absolute value of Q1, so that mZ′ is
always positive.

µ µ

γ

µ µZ ′

FIG. 3. One-loop Feynman diagram of the Z′ contribution to the
muon anomalous magnetic moment.

Since the VEV of the Φ1 doublet breaks simultaneously the
U(1)Lµ−Lτ and the electroweak symmetries, a mass mixing
between the Z ′ and the SM Z boson will be induced, resulting
in a Z ′ coupling to the weak neutral current JµNC ,

LZ′mix = −εZgZJµNCZ
′
µ, (10)

where gZ = g/ cos θW . The mass mixing parameter εZ rep-
resents essentially the off-diagonal entry in the Z − Z ′ mass
matrix, and is determined by the charge of the Φ1 doublet and
by the g′ and β parameters, according to εZgZ = g′Q1 cos2 β.
Notice that εZ is suppressed in the regime tanβ > 1, which
we assume here. This additional suppression renders the in-
teraction (10) negligible for most purposes, except by the fact
that it introduces parity violation through the axial Z ′ cou-
plings to the fermions, which can be probed in scattering ex-
periments with polarized electrons and parity violating transi-
tions in atomic systems [45–48]. This parity violation induced
by mass mixing is a distinct feature for the case in which the
symmetry is broken by a scalar doublet, in comparison to the
case when it is broken by a singlet.

The masses of SM quarks and leptons are generated by
the U(1)Lµ−Lτ neutral doublet Φ2 through the Yukawa La-
grangian,

−LY = ydQ̄Φ2dR + yuQ̄Φ̃2uR + yeL̄Φ2eR + h.c. (11)

where Q (L) is the left-handed quark (lepton) doublet, uR
(dR) is the right-handed up (down) quark and eR is the right-
handed charged lepton. As long as Q1 6= Q2 the coupling of
Φ1 to the fermions is forbidden by the Lµ − Lτ symmetry2,
preventing the appearance of Higgs mediated flavor changing
neutral currents, a well known issue in the context of 2HDMs.
We assume that the condition Q1 6= Q2 is always satisfied
here, since Q1 6= 0 is necessary in order that Φ1 break the
U(1)Lµ−Lτ symmetry. Therefore the model is free from tree
level flavor changing neutral currents and the fermions couple
to the scalars as in a standard type-I 2HDM [49].

2 It is possible to have a term in the Yukawa Lagrangian such as
yµτ L̄τΦ1µR, connecting the second and third lepton families via the dou-
blet Φ1. This term gives rise to off-diagonal elements in the lepton mass
matrix, generating mixing in the lepton sector. The consequences of this
mixing for anomalies in B meson decays and Higgs flavor violating decays
have been studied, e.g., in Refs. [29, 39]. In this work we will not consider
these off-diagonal lepton interactions.
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FIG. 4. Allowed parameter space on the Z′ mass and gauge coupling
constant g′ to explain the (g − 2)µ anomaly and exclusion regions
from different experiments: e+e− colliders BaBar (yellow) and
Belle II (blue); neutrino-electron scattering from Borexino (cyan);
neutrino trident production from CCFR (purple) and parity violation
in Cesium (light blue) and proton (dark blue). The charge of the Φ1

doublet is fixed as Q1 = 2. The mZ′MAX line indicates the maximum
mZ′ value (at tanβ = 1) for fixed Q1, and the grey region below
this line is forbidden.

The scalar sector features four particles: the two neutral
bosons h, H and the charged pair H±, where the CP-even
scalar h is identified as the 125 GeV state found at the LHC.
Differently from the usual 2HDM, this model does not con-
tain a physical pseudoscalar, which becomes the longitudinal
component of the Z ′. By and large, the extra scalars H and
H± are allowed to be either heavier or lighter than the SM-
like Higgs h. However, barring fine tunning in the potential
parameters,H cannot be much heavier than 125 GeV, since its
mass is roughly proportional to cotβ. The mass of H+ does
not depend on tanβ, and thus can be much larger than mH ,
being limited only by the perturbativity of the quartic poten-
tial couplings. However, electroweak precision data tends to
constrain large hierarchies in the scalar masses, so that mH+

should track mH to some extent, and we can expect a rela-
tively light scalar sector.

Contrary to other 2HDMs, in the type-I one can still have
H and H+ with masses as low as ∼ 100 GeV without being
in conflict with current data. The main constraints come from
the direct searches for non standard Higgs bosons at the LHC
[50–55] and from flavor physics indirect searches, especially
with B meson decays [56–58]. As in the type-I 2HDM all
the couplings of H and H+ to the fermions are proportional
to cotβ, they become suppressed in the tanβ > 1 regime.
While, for instance, in type-II and type-Y 2HDMs, the
measurement of the BR(b → sγ) constrains the mass of
H+ to be larger than about 570 GeV, in type-I this bound is
evaded provided that tanβ >∼ 2. Since in this regime the extra
scalars give negligible contribution to the muon magnetic
moment, they do not play a significant role in the (g − 2)µ
phenomenology and, for this reason, we shall not extend the
discussion about them any further. However, we would like to
stress that the presence of these extra (possibly light) Higgs

10 100 1000
mZ ′ (MeV)

10 4

10 3

10 2

10 1

1

g′

L L  Singlet

CCFR

(g 2)

BaBar 4
BaBar  + INV

Belle II + + INV

Borexino

FIG. 5. Similar plot as in Fig. 4 for the case in which the Lµ − Lτ
symmetry is broken by a scalar singlet. In this case the bounds from
parity violation no longer apply and the Z′ mass is unconstrained at
higher values. The color code is the same used in the Fig. 4.

bosons is in agreement with current constraints.

Having presented the main features of the model, in the fol-
lowing we discuss the parameter space suitable to accommo-
date the (g − 2)µ anomaly and the constraints on that region
coming from several low energy experiments. In the subse-
quent section, we discuss the extension of the model to include
a dark matter sector.

III. (g − 2)µ PARAMETER SPACE AND EXISTING
CONSTRAINTS

In this section we present the contribution to the muon
anomalous magnetic moment via the new Z ′ gauge boson and
discuss the constraints on the parameter space of the Lµ−Lτ
model, which are summarized in the Fig. 4. The favoured
(g − 2)µ region is represented by the red band in the plane g′

versus mZ′ . In order to illustrate the main differences with
the scenario considered here, we also show in the Fig. 5 the
corresponding bounds for the Lµ − Lτ singlet setup.

In general, the bounds on the Lµ − Lτ model tend to be
weaker when compared to other U(1) models with universal
charges, since the particles of the first generation (which
constitute most of the ordinary matter, including the mate-
rials inside the detectors) are neutral in the Lµ − Lτ case.
Therefore, experiments that probe directly the Z ′ coupling to
muons are expected to provide better sensitivities. Neverthe-
less, the indirect Z ′ coupling to electrons via kinetic mixing
with the photon play an important role in the phenomenology,
leading to relevant bounds from experiments with elastic
neutrino-electron scattering. In addition, the mass mixing
with the Z boson introduces new constraints from parity
violation. Next we discuss each one in turn.

a. Muon anomalous magnetic moment The recent mea-
surement from the Muon g−2 experiment at FERMILAB has
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strengthened the long standing (g − 2)µ anomaly, shrinking
the error bar in 15% and raising the statistical significance of
the discrepancy with the SM prediction to the level of 4.2σ.
The contribution for ∆aµ from the Lµ − Lτ model comes
from the virtual exchange of the Z ′ via the 1-loop diagram
shown in Fig. 3. Since the Z ′ here features vector and axial
couplings to the muon, the ∆aµ has two contributions,

∆aµ =
1

8π2

m2
µ

m2
Z′

∫ 1

0

dx
|gV |2P+

4 (x) + |gA|2P−4 (x)

(1− x)(1− λ2x) + λ2x
. (12)

In this expression, gV and gA are the vector and axial Z ′ cou-
plings to the muon (determined from the Eqs. (6), (7) and
(10)), P+

4 (x) = 2x2(1 − x), P−4 (x) = 2x(1 − x)(x − 4) −
4x3λ2 and λ =

mµ
mZ′

. Comparing the Eq. (12) with the re-
ported experimental value ∆aµ = 251(59) × 10−11, one ob-
tains the parameter space that accounts for the anomaly. The
corresponding region in the g′ ×mZ′ plane within 1σ is de-
picted as the red band in Fig. 4.

Although the contribution to ∆aµ from the axial part is
negative, it turns out to be negligible compared to the right
sign contribution from the vector current. In particular, we
notice very little difference to the singlet case of Fig. 5, in
which the Z ′ couplings are purely vectorial.

b. Neutrino-electron scattering The Z ′ gauge bo-
son contributes to the elastic neutrino-electron scattering,
although this contribution depends on the suppressed Z ′

coupling to the electron via γ/Z ′ mixing. Sizable constraints
nonetheless apply. We show a cyan shaded region in Fig.4,
the exclusion region from the Borexino data on the scattering
of low energy solar neutrinos [59, 60], being, at the moment,
the strongest experimental exclusion for this type of process.
Compared to the bounds from other experimental probes, the
Borexino limits become relevant especially in the low mZ′ ,
low g′ region.

c. Neutrino trident production Neutrino trident pro-
duction is a powerful probe for new forces that couple to
muons and muon neutrinos. It corresponds to the process
νN → νNµ+µ− in which a muon neutrino is scattered
off of a nucleus producing a µ+µ− pair. In the SM this
process occurs via the Z boson, and thus gets enhanced in
the presence of Z ′. The CCFR collaboration has detected
neutrino trident events at levels consistent with the SM, which
translates to strong bounds on the possible Z ′ contributions,
displayed in the Fig. 4 in purple (adapted from Ref. [61]).

d. Searches in e−e+ colliders A light Z ′ can be pro-
duced at low energy e−e+ colliders such as BaBar and Belle
in a couple of different ways, e.g., associated with photons
e−e+ → γZ ′ via kinetic mixing, or associated with a muon
pair e+e− → µ+µ−Z ′ via the direct gauge coupling with
muons. The mono-photon search at BaBar [62] looked for
Z ′ invisible decay events from the associated production with
photons, which results in the yellow exclusion region in the
Fig. 4. The BaBar collaboration also searched for events with
4µ in the final state [63], from the associated production with

a muon pair and the subsequent decay Z ′ → µµ, leading to
constraints for mZ′ > 2mµ, shown as the green region the
Fig. 4. There are also bounds from the Belle II search for the
Z ′ associated production with muons in the invisible mode
[64] which are comparable to the ones from BaBar in the
region mZ′ < 2mµ, but weaker than the BaBar-4µ search in
the mZ′ > 2mµ region (the bounds from BaBar and Belle II
in the Fig. 4 were adapted from Ref. [65]).

e. Parity violation A particularly powerful probe for the
model with two doublets come from experiments sensitive to
the weak charge QW of protons and atomic nuclei. A light
Z ′ axially coupled to the fermions introduces a new source
of parity violation, which can manifest itself as a shift in QW
[45–47, 66]. The weak charge of the 133Cs nucleus, obtained
from precision measurements of the parity violating 6S1/2 −
7S1/2 atomic transition [67],

Q
133Cs,exp
W = −72.82(42), (13)

displays a slight discrepancy with the SM prediction
Q

133Cs,SM
W = −73.16(35) [68], but is still consistent with

the SM within 2σ. For the proton, the weak charge can be
measured in elastic electron-proton scattering with polarized
electrons. The most recent measurement from the Qweak col-
laboration at JLAB [69] reads,

Qp,exp
W = 0.0719(45), (14)

in good agreement with the SM prediction Qp,SM
W =

0.0711(2) [67]. We show the bounds from these experiments
in the Fig. 4 as the light (dark) blue shaded region for the
cesium (proton) weak charge.

We see from Fig.4 that the several constraints from low en-
ergy experiments exclude most of the original parameter space
suitable to accommodate the (g − 2)µ anomaly, except for
the mass window between 10 MeV <∼ mZ′ <∼ 200 MeV and
g′ ∼ 10−3. The (g − 2)µ band is sliced from above by the 4µ
and neutrino trident searches at BaBar and CCFR, and from
below by the Borexino neutrino-electron scattering data. It
should be noted also the presence of an inaccessible region in
the parameter space, which varies depending on the value of
the Φ1 charge, depicted as the grey region in the lower right
corner of Fig. 4. The line ‘mZ′MAX’ corresponds to the par-
ticular value tanβ = 1, in which mZ′ reaches a maximum.
Below this line, there is no tanβ that fulfill the Eq. (9), which
makes this a forbidden region. This is a particular feature that
arises due to the symmetry being broken by a doublet, whose
VEV is limited at the electroweak scale. The Fig. 6 shows
how the forbidden region and the parity violation bounds vary
with the doublet charge, where the left (right) panel corre-
sponds to the Q1 = 2 (Q1 = 5) charge. It is apparent that
higher Q1 values lead to weaker constraints.
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FIG. 6. Effect of Φ1 doublet charge on the excluded parameter space. In the left (right) panel the charge of the Φ1 doublet is fixed as Q1 = 2
(Q1 = 5). The solid purple line show the correct dark matter relic abundance for a fixed dark matter mχ = 10 MeV.

IV. DARK MATTER

Having the above (g − 2)µ parameter space in mind, could
we also address dark matter? In the context of dark mat-
ter particles with masses around the weak scale, the answer
is no. Considering the thermal WIMP paradigm a heavy
dark matter requires a Z ′ which is too heavy to accommo-
date (g − 2)µ. However, a light dark matter particle can, in
principle, foot the bill. Although light dark matter accompa-
nied by a light mediator is amenable to a wealth of constraints
stemming from BBN, ionization effects on the Cosmic Mi-
crowave Background, low energy accelerators, among others
[63, 70–73], the most relevant ones for the region of interest,
mZ′ ' 10− 200 MeV, are displayed in Fig.4.

The simplest way to add dark matter in this model without
spoiling gauge anomaly cancellation is by adding a vector like
fermion χ with,

L =
g′

2
χ̄γµχZ ′µ −mχχ̄χ, (15)

where we implicitly adopted the χ charge under the Lµ − Lτ
symmetry to be equal to one. As the dark matter is very light,
the s-channel mediated annihilations into SM particles will be
the only relevant processes for the relic density. The other ex-
isting interactions are either kinematically prohibited or very
suppressed, such as the processes mediated by the Z boson
that rises via Z − Z ′ mixing.

After computing the dark matter relic density which is gov-
erned by the Z ′ interactions with SM fermions by solving the
Boltzmann equation, we found that only near theZ ′ resonance
we find a region of parameter space that sets the correct relic
density without evoking non-standard cosmological histories,
in other words, for mχ ∼ mZ′/2. As the Z ′ mass should lie
around 10 − 200 MeV to explain (g − 2)µ, we automatically
know the dark matter mass as well, i.e. mχ ' 5 − 100 MeV.
Quantitatively speaking, the correct relic density can be found
at this mass range for g′ ∼ 10−3. In Fig. 6 we show a sample
relic density curve for mχ = 10 MeV. One can easily see that

this parameter overlaps with the favored region for (g − 2)µ.
Hence, with a light Z ′ and a vectorlike fermion we can nicely
include a successful dark matter candidate in the scope of this
2HDM while explaining the (g − 2)µ.

We emphasize that this setup relies on Z ′ resonance and
thermal dark matter production. Although, one could cer-
tainly evoke non-standard cosmology, such as an entropy in-
jection episode which would shift the relic density region, we
will not dwell on the details of this mechanism as we can al-
ready reproduce the correct relic density within the thermal
freeze-out scenario. The limits rising from direct and indirect
dark matter detection are weaker than the ones shown in Fig.
6 in the region of interest, and for this reason are not shown.

V. DISCUSSION

The several constraints from low energy experiments ex-
clude most of the (g − 2)µ band, except for the mass range
between 10 MeV <∼ mZ′ <∼ 200 MeV and g′ ∼ 10−3. In par-
ticular, the bounds from parity violation restrict the (g − 2)µ
region within the 10-200 MeV window, which would other-
wise remain unconstrained. Parity violation in this model is a
direct consequence of the presence of the extra doublet, which
induces axial Z ′ couplings via the Z ′/Z mass mixing. There-
fore the effect becomes stronger for larger εZ , which occurs
for high Z ′ masses, close to the mZ′MAX line. For smaller mZ′

(or equivalently larger tanβ, cf. Fig. 2), εZ becomes sup-
pressed and the bound weakens. In the 0 < Q1 < 5 range,
atomic parity violation from Cesium can exclude a large por-
tion of the (g− 2)µ band unconstrained by other experiments,
while for higher Q1 values this bound becomes less severe.

Most of the constraints discussed above apply in a similar
manner to the Lµ − Lτ singlet setup, as illustrated in the Fig.
5. In comparison to the doublet case considered here, there is
no upper limit on the Z ′ mass and no parity violation bounds
apply. Therefore, the lower right corner region excluded in
the doublet case is allowed in the singlet scenario. In the case
of a discovery of a Z ′ signal associated with the (g − 2)µ in a
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future experiment, parity violation effects could be decisive in
order to discriminate between the two scenarios, since these
effects are a direct probe for the mass mixing generated in
the presence of the doublet. Future experiments with polar-
ized electron beams such as P2 at Mainz [74] and Moller at
JLAB [75] can extend the sensitivity to the (g − 2)µ region
not reached by parity violation in Cesium.

Another way to discriminate between the singlet and dou-
blet cases is to directly search for the extra doublet scalars
H and H+ which, interestingly, can be lighter than the SM-
like Higgs, as explained earlier. In fact, the authors of Ref.
[76] have found that in the type-I 2HDM, it is possible for H
to be as light as about 10 GeV and H+ to lie in the 80-160
GeV mass range without being in conflict with data from di-
rect searches at LEP, Tevatron and LHC. It’s been pointed out
that in this scenario, provided that mH+ < 175 GeV, the H+

decay mode H+ →W+H can dominate over the more tradi-
tional search channels H+ → τ+ν and H+ → cs, providing
striking signatures for future LHC searches.

In a somewhat similar scenario to the one considered here,
the authors of Ref. [77] have studied the extra Higgs decays
in presence of a light Z ′, obtaining good prospects for the de-
tection of the H boson through the process pp→ H → Z ′Z ′,
which leads to a clean final state with two pairs of colli-
mated leptons. They also considered the detection of H+

in the channel H+ → W+H , with the final H decaying to
H → Z ′Z ′ (differently from Ref. [76], in which H → γγ
is the dominant decay mode, since the Z ′ is absent). These
search strategies can be adapted to the case of the 2HDM Lµ-
Lτ considered here, with possible improvements on the sensi-
tivity, given that a larger Z ′ branching fraction into muons can
lead to better signal reconstruction in some cases. Although,
in general, the results of these previous analysis apply quali-
tatively to the 2HDM Lµ-Lτ , it is clear that these collider sig-
natures, and possibly novel ones, deserve a careful dedicated
examination, which we defer to a future work.

Although not being the main focus here, a comment re-
garding neutrino masses is in order. Nonzero active neu-
trino masses can be generated straightforwardly in this model
with the inclusion of right-handed neutrinos via type I seesaw
mechanism. However, it is well known that the Lµ−Lτ sym-
metry imposes a structure on the neutrino mass matrix and,
despite being an excellent first order approximation for the ob-
served pattern of neutrino mixing, an exact Lµ−Lτ symmetry
is now disfavoured by the data. Even though theLµ−Lτ sym-
metry is spontaneously broken here, the breaking using only
a scalar doublet is in tension with current neutrino oscillation
data when one considers both the measurements of the mix-
ing angles obtained in oscillation experiments, and the Planck
constraints on the sum of the active neutrino masses, so that
the inclusion of extra scalars charged under Lµ−Lτ might be
necessary.

Furthermore, neutrino propagation through matter is af-
fected by the new Z ′ interactions, with potentially visible
effects in oscillation experiments. General neutrino Non-
Standard Interactions (NSI) are commonly parametrized by
effective four-fermion operators νανβ f̄f , whose strengths rel-
ative to the Fermi constant are characterized by the dimen-

10 100 1000
mZ ′ (MeV)

10 3

10 2

g′

Q1 = 2 qs = 1
L L  2HDM + SingletAPV-Cs

Qwea
ke

d ee

(g 2)

m Z
′ MAX

FIG. 7. Effect of the inclusion of an extra singlet scalar of charge
qs = 1 and VEV vs = 50 GeV to the model. The excluded region
from parity violation is slightly modified in presence of the singlet in
comparison to the doublet only case. The bounds from εeµµ and εdee
NSI parameters are also shown.

sionless couplings εfαβ , the so called NSI parameters, with
α, β = e, µ, τ and f = e, u, d. The oscillation experiments
are sensitive to the differences between the diagonal parame-
ters εfαα − ε

f
ββ , hence non-universal neutrino interactions, as

the ones in the Lµ−Lτ model, can lead to observable effects.
When combined with data from other neutrino experiments,
such as ν-e scattering or deep inelastic scattering, limits on
individual ε’s can be placed, the strongest ones currently be-
ing at the level of |εfαα| <∼ O(10−2) (see Ref. [78] for a recent
review).

Constructing an explicit model with fully realistic neutrino
oscillation parameters is beyond the scope of the present work
(the interested reader can see, e.g., Refs. [79–81]). However,
we emphasize that the incorporation of extra scalars can be
done consistently within this framework without significantly
change the phenomenology discussed above. Moreover, full
agreement with the limits from the NSI parameters can be at-
tained.

We illustrate this point by assessing the effect of the ad-
dition of an extra scalar singlet to the model. Following the
Ref. [80] we assign a Lµ − Lτ charge qs = 1 for this scalar,
which will give a contribution to the Z ′ mass of order g′qsvs
through its vacuum expectation value vs. Thus, requiring that
vs <∼ 100 GeV is sufficient to keep the Z ′ mass in the right
range for explaining the (g − 2)µ. The extra contribution to
mZ′ will shift the grey forbidden region in Fig. 6 to the right,
as now higher Z ′ masses will be allowed. In addition, it will
also indirectly modify the axial Z ′ couplings to the fermions,
since for a given mZ′ , the contribution from the singlet will
enforce the doublet counterpart to be smaller, which amounts
to an increasing on tanβ. Since a larger tanβ yields a sup-
pression on the mass mixing, the bounds from parity viola-
tion will be weakened. Such modifications are shown in Fig.
7 for vs = 50 GeV, in which we can see no great depar-
tures from the previous results shown in Fig. 6. In Fig. 7
it is also shown the bounds coming from the NSI parameters,
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in particular −0.036 < εeµµ < 0.036 (95% C.L.), coming
from reactor and accelerator neutrino experiments [82, 83],
and −0.019 < εdee < 0.59 (95% C.L.) [84], from solar neu-
trino data combined with the recent observation of ν-nucleus
coherent scattering [85], which turn out to be the most rele-
vant NSI contraints to the model. As can be seen, these limits
do not lead to further restrictions on the (g − 2)µ parameter
space.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

After the observations of massive neutrinos and dark mat-
ter, arguably we have witnessed the first strong evidence for
physics beyond the Standard Model, with the (g − 2)µ mea-
surement at the Muon g-2 experiment. Motivated by this, we
presented a Two Higgs Doublet Model featuring a light Z ′

within an Lµ − Lτ symmetry. After discussing the relevant
bounds, we have displayed the region of parameter space that
explains (g−2)µ in agreement with existing limits, highlight-
ing the differences with respect to the usual Lµ−Lτ scenario,
where the Z ′ mass is generated by a singlet. Later, we dis-
cussed how a vectorlike dark matter candidate can be easily

added into the model without spoiling gauge anomalies, while
being able to reproduce the correct relic density. We pointed
out that only near the Z ′ resonance, we can successfully have
a light dark matter candidate while still having a Z ′ which is
sufficiently light to explain (g − 2)µ and evade the aforemen-
tioned constraints. As the Muon g-2 has collected only 6%
of the data aimed by the collaboration, we seem to be on the
verge to claim a groundbreaking discovery.
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