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ABSTRACT: In models with a U(1) gauge extension beyond the Standard Model, one can
derive sum rules for the couplings of the theory that are a consequence of tree-level uni-
tarity. In this paper, we provide a comprehensive list of coupling sum rules for a general
SU(2)LxU(1)y xU(1)ys gauge theory coupled to an arbitrary set of fermion and scalar
multiplets. These results are of particular interest for models of dark matter that employ
an extended gauge sector mediated by a new (dark) Z’ gauge boson. For the case of a
minimal extension of the Standard Model with a U(1)y+ gauge boson, we clarify the def-
initions of the weak mixing angle and the electroweak p parameter. We demonstrate the
utility of a generalized p parameter (denoted by p) whose definition naturally follows from
the unitarity sum rules developed in this paper.
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1 Introduction

The requirement that probabilities cannot exceed unity has profound implications for mod-
els of elementary particles and their interactions. This constraint is commonly encountered
as the requirement that any successful theory must comply with perturbative unitarity,
thus limiting the growth of scattering amplitudes at large energies. For example, consider



a 2 — 2 scattering of fermions, gauge and/or Higgs bosons, where s is the square of the
energy in the center of momentum reference frame. By imposing “tree-level unitarity con-
ditions”, refs. [1-3] have shown that unbroken or spontaneously broken gauge theories are
the only theories with vector bosons that cancel any potential s? growth of the amplitudes
in the large s limit. Furthermore, demanding the absence of subleading terms that grow
like s requires that the tree-level couplings of gauge fields to scalar fields must arise from
gauge-invariant interactions, which in turn imposes various constraints on such couplings
in the form of sum rules [4-7]. Similar constraints also arise by considering the allowed
tree-level couplings of gauge fields to fermions. Finally, tree-level amplitudes that behave
as s¥ at large energies are also constrained, thus imposing relations among scalar masses
and couplings [4, 8, 9].

The consequences of tree-level unitary for models with N Higgs doublets (NHDM)
and gauge group SU(2)7,xU(1)y have been studied in detail, both in the pure scalar sector
[10, 11] and in its couplings to fermions [12]. Specific applications have appeared for the
softly broken, Zs-symmetric 2HDM [13, 14], for the most general 2HDM [15, 16], and for
all symmetry-constrained versions of the 3HDM [17].

In this paper, we consider electroweak models with gauge group SU(2) xU(1)y xU(1)y-
with particular attention given to the most significant sum rules involving the U(1)y+ gauge
boson (denoted by Z’). The idea that the electroweak group could consist of two U(1) fac-
tors has a long history. Moreover, in such models, kinetic mixing of the two U(1) gauge
bosons is possible. Some early references include [18-21], while a recent phenomenological
exploration can be found, for example, in ref. [22]. The impact of an extra Z’ on the
oblique radiative corrections [23] has been addressed in ref. [24, 25|, while general implica-
tions of Z—Z' mixing are treated, for example, in [26-28], under the implicit assumption
that mz > mz. In contrast, a very light gauge boson was considered already in the early
1980s [29, 30]. It gained considerable traction as a mediator in a dark sector that includes a
candidate for dark matter, where it is normally known as “dark photon”; examples include
[31-33]. Note that the proposed new dark gauge boson has also been called the “dark Z”
in ref. [34], or the “dark Z” in [35], etc. Constraints on such models from neutrino-electron
scattering experiments have been addressed in refs. [36, 37], and a number of related studies
can be found in refs. [38—42].

In section 2, we generalize the results of refs. [5, 11, 12] to obtain sum rule constraints
on couplings of a general SU(2);xU(1)y xU(1)y: gauge theory of gauge bosons, fermions
and scalars. We then apply these results to obtain explicit sum rules involving gauge
bosons and scalar bosons in section 3 and additional sum rules that include the couplings
of gauge bosons and scalar bosons to fermions in section 4. We then highlight in section 5
a few of the most useful sum rules in a theory where the scalar sector only includes scalar
eigenstates that are either electrically neutral or singly charged.

In section 6, we focus on an SU(2);,xU(1)y xU(1)ys model of a dark Z’, under the
assumption that the mass of the Z’ is less than myz. One can provide exact analytical
expressions for this model. Often, the kinetic mixing parameter € is assumed to be very
small but nonzero, and an expansion in € < 1 is performed. We demonstrate that unitarity
sum rules applied to this model can serve as important consistency checks on the resulting



approximate expressions obtained for masses and couplings. In deriving expressions for
various observables, we have stressed the importance of the role of the weak mixing angle
and the electroweak p parameter, and we advocate definitions that are suitable for the
model with the extended electroweak gauge group. Moreover, we show that there exists
a new p’ parameter (which generalizes the electroweak p parameter) that satisfies p’ = 1
at tree level in a model that only contains scalar multiplets with 7" = Y = 0 and/or
T=Y = % as a consequence of one of the sum rules previously established.! Finally, a
few brief conclusions are presented in section 7.

2 Tree-level unitarity

In this section, we consider generic gauge boson, scalar and fermions. As mentioned in
section 1, to preclude s? amplitude growth, we assume that the vector bosons arise from
some gauge theory [1-3]. In this section we do not specify the gauge group. Throughout
the text, we use the results of refs. [5, 11, 12] and follow their notation, where the indices
a,b,c,d, e refer to vector bosons, i, j, k,l to scalar bosons, and n, m,p to fermions. Sum-
mations with the notation Y’ are sums over massive states only (i.e., excluding massless
would-be Goldstone modes and the photon).

Given a gauge theory, one may define the Feynman rules for gauge-gauge and gauge-
scalar vertices as

o AZAAY : igabe [(pa = Po)79% + (b — e)°9”7 + (pe — pa) 9]
o ASA)®:: iganig®®

o AShid; ¢ igaij(pi — pj)*

o ASA]Gi05 ¢ igabisg™”

where all the momenta are assumed to be incoming.

We have not provided a Feynman rule for a four-point vector boson vertex. This is not
an issue as unitarity also implies that this rule must be related to the three-point vertex,
and the latter should satisfy the Jacobi identity. As a further consequence, the fact that
the three-point vertex has to satisfy the Jacobi identity also entails that gauge theories are
the only consistent theory of vector bosons, as shown by the pioneering work of Llewellyn
Smith [1], Cornwall, Levin and Tiktopoulos [2, 3], and later revisited in ref. [11].

Similarly, the Feynman rules involving fermions are

o Agfmfn Dy (g(%mnPL + gfmnPR) )
o ¢ifmfn:i(gk,Pr+9E, Pr) .

where Pgj, = %(1 + 75) are the projectors which map Dirac fermions into the chiral basis.

We denote the dimension of an SU(2)r, representation by 27 + 1 and the corresponding U(1)y hyper-
charge is normalized such that the corresponding electric charge is Q@ = T3 + Y.



As reviewed in appendix E of ref. [11], tree-level unitarity requires that the scattering
amplitude for any tree-level 2 — 2 scattering processes cannot grow with the Mandelstam
variables s and/or ¢ (after imposing the kinematical constraint s + ¢ +u = Y, m? to
eliminate the dependent Mandelstam variable w in favor of s, t and the squared masses of
the two incoming and two outgoing particles). Consequently, any coefficient of s and/or
t raised to a positive power that appears in the scattering amplitude must vanish. The
conditions obtained by setting these coefficients to zero yield the coupling constant sum
rules given in sections 2.1 and 2.2. The relevant tree-level Feynman diagrams used in
obtaining the 2 — 2 scattering amplitudes that yield the coupling constant sum rules are
explicitly exhibited in appendix E of ref. [11] and appendix A of ref. [12].

2.1 Tree-level unitarity with bosons

Consider the tree-level Feynman diagrams for the 2 — 2 scattering process A, Ay — A:Aq
shown in fig. 1 of ref. [11]. Tree-level unitarity yields

2 2 2 2
m, —m m. —m
2 :/gabegcdé I:mg ( a b)( c d):|
e

2 2\ (2 2

ms —m3)(msi — my)
=5 G e [ngr( a d)<2 AL ]
e e

- Z Jace Gvdz (M +mj +m?2 +mg —2m?) = Z (Yabk Geal — adk bek) - (2.1)
e k

where the prime in > indicates that the sum only runs over massive gauge bosons. Next,
we consider the tree-level Feynman diagrams for A, A, — A.¢; shown in fig. 2 of ref. [11].
Tree-level unitarity yields

2 2 2 2 2 2
my, —my +m ms —ms+m
Z/ |:gabe Geci |:(12b26:| — Yace Yebi |:ac2e:| — Gbce geai:|
» ms 2ms2
= Z (9eik Yabk — Gbik Jack) - (2.2)
k

Finally, we consider the tree-level Feynman diagrams for A, A, — ¢;¢; shown in fig. 3 of
ref. [11]. Tree-level unitarity yields

1 1 Jaei Jebj 1
Z Jaik9pkj — 59abij + Z/% - Z 5 Yabe Jeij = 0. (2.3)
k e € e

2.2 Tree-level unitarity involving fermions

Consider the tree-level Feynman diagrams for the 2 — 2 scattering process fo, fr — Aq Ay
shown in fig. 1 of ref. [12]. Tree-level unitarity yields

R L R L L L R R
Z [mp (gaﬁLp gbﬁn + gbfnp gaﬁn) - Mm gamp gbﬁn — Mnp gbm;; gaﬁn]
p

2 2 2

ms —mi +m 1

+ Z/ |:gabe {(12”526] (mn ggmn — Mm geLmn):| = 5 Z gabkg]%mn . (2'4)
e € k



Next, we consider the tree-level Feynman diagrams for f,,f, — Aq¢; shown in fig. 2 of
ref. [12]. Tree-level unitarity yields

E : 1 R L E : L § : L L R L
I2m2 YGaei (mn Yemn — Mm gérﬂn) - Yaik Iimm = (gim;) Yapn — Jamp gifm) : (25)
e € k P

In both eqs. (2.4)-(2.5), a similar rule can be obtained by exchanging L < R.

3 Bosons in SU(2), xU(1)y xU(1)y-

In this section we apply the results obtained in section 2 to an SU(2)xU(1)y xU(1)y~
gauge theory, with a focus on some relations that are most useful.

3.1 Rule1l
First, we consider a =d =W and b =c= W~ in eq. (2.1). Then,
Z IWEW e Gw-we M — Z Iw+w—e Gw-we (dmiy — 2m?)
e e

= (Gwrw kG- Wk — I Wk SR (3.1)
p

which simplifies to
= gwrw-e gwew-eme + > gww-e gwrw-e (dmiy — 2m7)
e e
= Z(ngww Iw-wk — IWW+k Iwwk) - (3:2)
k

Since the photon (7) is massless, it follows that
4miy 912/V+W—'y + (Amly — 3mZ) gy - 5 + (Amiy — 3m%) G- 2

= (Gwrwk Gw-wk — IW Wk SR (3.3)
p

which yields
4m12/V 912/V+Ww + (4m124/ - 3m22)912/v+wfz + (4m12/V - 3m22')912/v+wfz/

_ 2
= Zgw+w—¢2 - Z Iw+w+er~ Iw-w-¢f+ - (3.4)
k k

By analyzing eq. (3.4), one may further specialize this result by imposing custodial sym-
metry. Nevertheless, the parameters involved in the mass diagonalization of the kinetic
Lagrangian are more general than those of the Standard Model (SM).
We now examine the case of a =W, b=W", c=d = Z:
4
mz 2

%gWH/V*Z = Zk:gWJquSg 92240 — ;gw+z¢k Iw-ze/f > (3.5)



which coincides with eq. (4.2) in ref. [5]. We note that the coupling gy, — , ot is not found
in a multi-Higgs doublet extension of the SM.

We now compute the case of a = W+, b =W
see that it is similar to eq. (3.5),

,c=d = 7' 1Isis straightforward to

4
mz 2 _
m%ngW—W_ZI = zk:gW+W—¢2 97/2'¢) — Zk:g‘/‘”z"f’k w24 (3.6)
with just an interchange of Z with Z’.
Two further relations can be derived. Fora =W, b=W~, c=2,d = 7"

2,2
mzmz _
m%V Iw+w-z' gw+w-z = ; Iw+w-¢9 922'¢9 — ; Iw+z¢; Iw-ze] - (3.7)
Fora=Z,b=27 c=27" d=Z:
2
ZgZZ/¢g = Z 9224092 2/69 - (3.8)
k k

Due to the gauge group structure and invariance, couplings of the form W+ and g,zz
are forbidden. Then, the rules egs. (3.4)—(3.8) are the only non-trivial sum rules for eq. (2.1)
with SU(Q)L XU(l)y XU(l)y/.

3.2 Rule 2

Analogously to what we did for eq. (2.1) in section 3.1, we now explore the sum rules
arising from eq. (2.2). Thus, our first rule is set witha =W, 0=W ", c=WT,i= ¢f:

3

5 [QWJFW*Z 9zw-oF + gw+w-2z gZ’W-¢j]

=D Iwrgror= Iw-wort — D 9w gtey IWHW-g) (3.9)
p p

Fora=Wt b=WT, c=2,i=¢;:

m
IWAW-2Z Gw+w+e— <2_ 3 )
2 2myy,
= Z gz¢;*¢§+ gw+w+¢;* - Z gw+¢;*¢: gW+Z¢1: . (3.10)
k k

Fora=Wt b=WT, c=2"i=¢; :

2
mZ/
aw+w-2z' gw+w+¢;* <2 - om2 )
w

=D Gzgr-stt Owewrer— — D Iwrer ot Iwziar (3.11)
k k



Fora=Wt b=W~,c=2,i=¢)

1 m?% 1
Iwtw=215922¢) ~ 52" IWEW ¢} + QIWrW=2'922'4)
W

= Zgz¢g¢g Iw+w-¢Q — Zgww%; Iw+zg; -
K K
Fora=Wt b=W~,c=2i=¢)
1 m2, 1
Gwrw-2z'1592'2'¢9 ~ om2, gww-¢0 | T 39w+w-2 9z2'¢)

= D 92606 Iwrwop = D 9w g0t I+ 2oy
k k

Fora=Wt, b=2Z,¢c=2"i=¢;:

m2

1 VA 1 mQZ/
Iw+w-2z gW'*‘Z’(b; - 27”%/[/ —9w+w-z gw+z¢; - %

= Z 9z¢7 o Iw+z1¢ — Z 972197 ¢ Iw+z¢7
k k

Fora:Z,b:W*,c:Z,z‘:qu:

2
mz \ _
2mgv> - Zk: Iw-of o 9224} ~ Zk: Izgto, Izw-of -

gw+w-2 gw—z¢:r <1 =+
Fora=2'b=W~,c=2"i=¢;:
mQZ/
w+w-z gW*Z’qu' <1 + QTTL%V> = ZgW*¢2—¢2 gZ/Z’d)g - Zgzl(ﬁj(ﬁ; gZ/Wqu;: .
k k
Fora=Z,b=W~,c=2"i=¢:

m2

z
Iw+w-2z gw—Z/qs;r <2m%/V> + gwrw-2z gW—quj
= Z Iw-ofe) 9226 — Z 97163 o Izw—of -
k 2

Fora=2'b=W~,c=72,i=¢]:

m2

Z/
aw+w-2z' gw—zqszr (W/V) + gw+rw-2z gw—Z/qg;r

=D Iw-grop 9zze) = D Izst sy 9w o
k k

(3.12)

(3.13)

(3.14)

(3.15)

(3.16)

(3.17)

(3.18)



Fora=Z,b=W ", c=WT, i=¢)

TIwWrWoz Gwrw-ed Z + gw+w-z 97269 + 9W+W-2' 97240

=D Gwrater Iow-of — Zgwwm Izw+ey - (3.19)
k k

Fora=Z' b=W~,c=WT,i=¢

m2

—9w+w-z' 9w+w- ¢0 Z + IWAW=2 922'¢° +9wrw-z 921710
W
=D Owrgbor Izw-st — D Iw-adet Izwor (3.20)
k k

3.3 Rule 3

The case of the third relation, arising from the scattering process A, A, — ¢;¢;, is more
intricate than the previous scattering processes. There are many possibilities for a given
arbitrary model, and many of them are not very useful for realistic models. Here, we will
argue that, given the lack of experimental evidence of charged scalars thus far, we will be
more interested in neutral and single charged scalars, but not fields with electric charge
Q@ > 1 such as ¢™ . Of course, the generalization to such models is straightforward, albeit
with tedious calculations. Thus, we study the possibility of initial states with total charge
Q=0. Then, fora=W* b=W",i=0¢;, j=0¢%:

1 L Iwtes @ Jaw—of
Zk:gwwi%fl Iw-g 262 ~ gIwrw-4;%2 T ] 2 m?
e

1
5 (9W+W—Z 974792 + 9wt+w-z 97147902 T 9w+rw-A 9A¢;Q¢§?> =0. (3.21)

For example, if we choose (Q = 0, then g AR = 0. Likewise, by choosing @ > 2 it follows
that gy, e67? Jew— 62 = 0 in light of electric charge conservation.

Ifwechoosea—Z,b—Z,Z—CbiQ,j—Cb;Q-

1 1 976479 Jez49
ggz(ﬁlQ(ﬁ’? gZ(z);Qd)JQ - §gZZ¢;Q¢§2 + Z Z m—g =0. (322)
e

We may further specialize this result into @) = 0 and ¢ = j, which yields

1 922140 92" 2¢?

zk:gw%z 928000 ~ 59226060 T 4mZ, =0. (3.23)
Fora=2b=2i=¢;9 j=¢%:
1 971472 9eZ/¢Q
Zgz’¢;Q¢§ QZ/¢;Q¢]Q 2gZ/Z/ Q¢Q + = Z =0. (324)
k



Fora=2b=2i=¢;% j=¢%:

1 1, 97ep; 2 Jez6?
; 240 T 597714 D =0. 2
;ngbZ Q¢kQ gZ/¢kQ¢? 29Z2/¢i Q¢JQ + 4 ; mg 0 (3 5)
Fora =W+, b=W* i=g¢,j=¢:
Z 1 N 1 (Iw+ze; Izw+e; N Iwrzg; Izwrer \ .
k Iw+g7 g0 gw+¢2¢; 29w+w+¢;¢; 1 m2Z mZZ/ =0.
(3.26)
Finally, we have fora = W', b= Z7,i = b7, j = ¢9:
1 1 (Iw+ze- 92240  Gw+zi- 92/ 2¢°
Zg+_09ZOO_*g+—0+* : EA i j
k w ¢z ¢k d’kd’J 2 w Z¢i (;5]. 4 mQZ m2Z/
; =0 3.27
+ 9 <gW+W*Zgw+¢;¢g)> =V, ( . )
and for a=W*, b="2"i=¢;,j= ¢
Zg o a0 97/ 30 40 —lg o O_|_} Iwtzg; 922'4) + Iwrze 92'2'4)
- w Cbl d)k Z¢k¢j 2 w Z¢i gbj 4 m2Z mQZ,
1
3 (gW*W*Z’ gw+¢;¢9> =0, (3.28)

which concludes the list of the most relevant sum rules. Note that because gy, o = 0 in
the SM and in many models beyond the SM, most of the rules that include these couplings

are sensitive to new physics.

4 Bosons and fermions in SU(2);,xXU(1)y xU(1)y~

For the purpose of simplicity, we will separate various interesting cases in the context of
this model.

4.1 Rule 1

In both ref. [5] and, with more detailed calculations, in the appendix of [12], we see that
the s! behavior of f,,f, — A.Ap at large energies is canceled through the equation

L L L L L
Z (gbmp gaﬁn - gaﬁzp gbﬁn) = Z Gabe Jemmn - (41)
p e
Choosing a = WT, b =W~ and m = n we have

Z (g{%[/*ﬁp gI%VJrﬁn - géVJrﬁp gI%V*ﬁn) = (gW+W*7 g’%ﬁn T 9w+rw-z géﬁn T 9w+w-2z gé’ﬁn) ’

’ (4.2)



where we may now consider one generation of fermions, as it simplifies the results. Using
n = d and p = u for quarks, we get

L L L L L L L
(gwfdu Iw+ad ~ Iw+du 9v-aa) = (Gw+w-a GaqatIw+w-z 9zq0t9w+w-2z' 97134) - (4:3)

Choosing n = ¢ and p = v for the charged lepton and its neutrino, we get

(ngv—Zu it — gévﬂz,, 9ir—50) = (Gw+w-a 95z + Iw+w-2 G5z + Iwrw-2 95z) - (4.4)
Although many more sum rules can be derived [even prior to making use of eq. (2.4)], if
we choose a = b and n = m, one can employ eq. (4.1) in order to remove the triple gauge
vertex (cf. ref. [5]). This also means that to extract the most useful information concerning
Z', one must consider it as an external state, which involves many couplings to the new
gauge boson. In particular, if we want to study quantitative or qualitative properties of
Z', we must relate its couplings mostly to SM interactions. The other possibilities with
a # b have the same shortcoming. There is a triple gauge boson vertex but it will involve
many unknowns. Yet another possibility is to consider a = W~ and b = Z, but this rule
does not contain information on Z’.

4.2 Rule 2

Form:n,a:Zandi:d)?:

m R L m R L
2mr;Z 922609 %nn — 97nn) + 2m;;, 92262 (9Zmn — 97'7n)
L L L R L
- Z 926069 9600 = Z(%gm 9Zpn — 9Znp 9¢gﬁn) . (4.5)
k p

For simplicity, we again consider the case of one generation, where the sum over p yields
only one term p = n. For example, if n = f (where f = u or d) then

my R L my R L
@.QZZqS?(ng’f ngf) + ZmQZIQZZ’¢?(gZ/ff gzlff)

L _ (L L R L
= 29z 9yrs = Wibgs 92 — 9251 9ibrs) (4.6)
k

The case in which a = Z’ is less informative, as every coupling in the rule is dependent on
the Z’. It is straightforward to compute it, similarly as with Z.
Form=n=u,a=WT" and i = ¢, we get

M R L m R L
2mu2Z gW*ZQ‘)i— (gZﬁu - gZﬂu) + WégWJrZ/Qgi— (gz/au - gZ,au)
L
=D Gweor e 980 au > (4.7)
k
and, exchanging L < R, we find
M L R m L R
2mu2Z gW“’Z(;S; (gZﬂu - gZﬁu) + Wégw+zl¢; (ngﬁu - ng,au)
L L
- Z Iw+¢7 69 90au — IW+ud 9o du - (4.8)
k
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Form=n=d,a=WT and i = ¢; we get

mq R L mgq R L
5 9w+ 269740 = 97d0) T 52 9w+ 267 9730 = 97140)
2m7, i 2m7, ¢
_ L L L
= g Iw+o7 69 9p9dd T 9o~ du IW+ad (4.9)
and, exchanging L < R, we find
Md_ L Ry, Md gk gR
2mQZgW+Z¢Z- (9740 = 97a0) + om2, Iw+zo-97da = 97d4)
- gl (4.10)
gw+¢i 9 g(ﬁ%dd . :
k

This concludes all useful sum rules with fermions.

5 Generic applications

Some of the most interesting applications of tree-level unitarity are the ones that need the
least information or where the information is better known. We begin with the rule of
eq. (3.4). By assuming a theory of scalar singlets and doublets, we may already drop any
coupling with gzﬁiii. In these models, eq. (3.4) takes the form

4m3, gIQ,VJrWw +(Am3y —3m%) giy sy 7 + (AM3y — 3L g - 5 = Z 9§v+w—¢g , (5.1)
k

where the third term in the left-hand side of eq. (5.1) differentiates this sum rule from the
one in the SM. Generalizing the electroweak p parameter of the SM, we may use eq. (5.1) to
define a new parameter p’. We will discuss the importance and definition of this parameter
in section 6.2.4.

Eq. (3.8) provides another interesting sum rule. We can provide a qualitative interpre-
tation of this sum rule as follows. Let us define the Higgs boson as ¢Y. Then, if g, 269 ~ 0,
for £ > 1, and g, 7140 ™~ 0 (as one might expect from a hidden sector type of model), we
conclude that

> Gomen ~ 0. (5.2)
k

Although this is not a very strong statement, it does give a way of probing aspects of
hidden sectors through g, 2040

From egs. (3.15) and (3.16), by assuming couplings of the type WZ¢ and WZ'¢ to be
zero, or at least approximately zero, we extract that

Zgw—¢i+¢ggZZ¢g =0,
k
ZQW,¢?-¢292/Z/¢2 =0. (53)
k

This property is analogous to the one obtained for the Z boson in a NHDM with a
SU(2)LxU(1)y gauge group [11].

- 11 -



If the WZ¢ and W Z'¢ vertices are absent, then the sum rule given in eq. (4.7) yields
D 9wor o I = O- (5.4)
k

Comparing with egs. (5.3), suggests a connection between the couplings g, 2605 92/ 240 and
gggau, which are all orthogonal to W@ type couplings.

The sum rules of this section apply to any Z’ model. In specific cases where expansions
are performed, the sum rules can be used in order to check for the consistency of the
corresponding expansions, as illustrated in eq. (6.75) below.

6 Sum rules as model consistency checks

In this section, we study one particular sum rule in the context of a model for a dark sector
that is common in the literature [22, 25, 27, 34, 43, 44]. We shall examine a model with an
electroweak gauge group SU(2)yxU(1)y xU(1)ys, where all SM particles are neutral under
the U(1)y~ [which is often referred to in the literature as U(1)p], corresponding to the dark
sector of the model. The gauge boson associated with U(1)p will henceforth be denoted
by Zp. In addition, we add to the model one extra scalar singlet S that is charged under
U(1)p, with Y’ = 1. In this model, there are no gauge anomalies.

We shall assume that, when the scalar potential of the model is minimized, the singlet
field S acquires a vacuum expectation value,

Up
(S) = N (6.1)

We then define the following dimensionless ratio,

29pvp
(g2 + g'2)1 /2y’
where v ~ 246 GeV is the vacuum expectation value of the SM Higgs field and g, ¢’ are

d= (6.2)

the SU(2)z, and U(1)y gauge couplings of the SM electroweak Lagrangian, respectively.
After introducing the singlet scalar field S via

S = \}5 (vD + SO) , (6.3)

we note that S° can mix with the would-be physical Higgs boson of the SM (denoted by ¢°).
The physical scalar mass eigenstates h and S° are given by

h cn —sn\ [
= ~a | 6.4
where 6, is the corresponding mixing angle, ¢, = sin 6y, and sp = sin 6.
6.1 The gauge sector Lagrangian

We begin with the Lagrangian

1o voaw  Lp 7 1. - €
- — -B,,B" — ZX,, X"
4WWW 4" 4" + 2ew

LD — X, B™ (6.5)

where the SU(2)7, gauge field strength tensor is given by
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WS, = 0,W — 9,Wi — ge™ Wi W, (6.6)
and the U(1)y and U(1)y+ gauge field strength tensors are respectively given by
B = 9,8, —9,B,, X = 0, X, — 9,X,,. (6.7)

The Lagrangian exhibited in eq. (6.5) includes a kinetic mixing term that is governed by
a parameter e. Phenomenological considerations suggest that |¢| < 1.2 At the pure gauge
level, there is no distinction between the fields B and X. What will distinguish between
B and X will be their differing couplings to fermion and scalar fields.

One can obtain canonical kinetic gauge terms by making the transformation

X“:nX“,

B =pBr4 Spxn, (6.8)
cw

h
where 1

7 / 2,2
1—e%/cy,

At this stage, ¢y is just a convenient notation with no physical meaning. The parameter

(6.9)

ey will acquire physical meaning in eq. (6.15) below.
After these field redefinitions, we may rotate the gauge fields to get the SM photon
and a SM-like field Zg. We start from the covariant derivative

Dy =0y +ig (TTW,F + T"W,) +igTsWy + ig'V B, +igpY'X,,, (6.10)

where Wi = (W, TiW2)/v/2. After employing (6.5),
. + + — - . 3 -/ . ) € /
D, =0, +ig (T W, +T W, ) +igl3W, +igY B, +1i <g C—nY + gpY 77> X, . (6.11)
w

When acting on SU(2);, doublet fields,

reg(s ) om0 mes(s d) 6w

By introducing a scalar doublet ®7 = (gb*, (v+¢%)/ \@), one can diagonalize the
quadratic terms of the Lagrangian
gu

2 1
1D,®2 5 (7) Wiw = 4 <o [0 (W2)* = 209 WiB" + o (B.)?] (6.13)

Thus, the W gauge boson coincides with the SM one, with mass

1
mw = Sgv. (6.14)

2For a compilation of the most recent bounds on e, see ref. [45].
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Next, we define rotated fields

0 3
ZMZCWWH_SWB;M

Ay =swW2+ew By, (6.15)

where sy = sin 0y and ¢y = cos 6y, which defines ¢’ = gty (with ty = sy /ey ) and the
angle Oy as the angle that rotates to a basis where there is a massless gauge field A, (to
be identified with the photon 7). Then, the Z° field has the couplings of the SM massive
neutral gauge boson, and we define

gu mw
mpo = — = ——. 6.16
2= e T ow (6.16)
We emphasize that the interaction eigenstate field Z° does not correspond to the exper-
imentally observed Z gauge boson since it is not a mass eigenstate field. However, note
that the couplings of Z° coincide with those of the massive neutral gauge boson of the

Standard Model. Finally, we get for the covariant derivative

. s . . g 2 0
Dy =0, +ig (TTW, +T~W, ) +ieQA, + (s (T3 — Qsiy) 2,
+3 (gtwc6 ny + gDY'n> Xy, (6.17)
0%

while keeping in mind that Z° and X are interaction eigenstate fields that must eventually
be re-expressed in terms of mass eigenstate vector boson fields.

The remaining scalar kinetic terms are simple to obtain. We are interested in the mass
terms of the remaining massive neutral gauge bosons. The covariant derivative acts on the
scalars according to their charge, such that

2
D,S = [0, +igpnX,] S, (6.18)

cw w

where the scalar field S is defined in eq. (6.3). Then,

1 1
D, ®[* D mi, [2<Z{i>2 — (ntwe) Zu X" + z(ntw€)2(X“)2] , (6.19)
and 1 1
DS 2 Sgpvpn (XM)? = Smzon?s*(X1)?, (6.20)
where § = gpvp/mzo in light of egs. (6.2) and (6.16). With these definitions, we obtain

the squared mass matrix of the neutral massive gauge bosons:?

2 2

ms, m 1 —ntwe

MQZZD = 2Z );Z =m%o 0o 5 9w (6.21)
My, My —ntwe  Ntye” + 00

3Note that in ref. [44], the 22 element of the squared mass matrix M2ZZD is incorrectly given by
m220 (Nt} €* + 62), where definitions of m2ZO, tw, 0, and 1 are the same as the ones employed in this
paper (and € is defined with an opposite sign). To obtain the correct expression, one must replace 6 with
1?62, A similar correction must also be applied to the expression for tan 2« given in ref. [44], where « is
the mixing angle defined in eqgs. (6.22) and (6.23).

— 14 —



One can now use an orthogonal matrix to diagonalize the mass matrix such that

7% = Zcosa — Zpsina, (6.22)
X =Zsina+ Zpcosa, (6.23)

where Z and Zp are mass eigenstates with squared masses,

m% =m%, [1- sin? o (1- 52?72) + ntwesina (ntwesina — 2cosa)] | (6.24)
mQZD =m%o [sin2 a(l- (52172) + 6%n% + ntyrecos a (2sin o 4 ntyye cos o)), (6.25)

where the mixing angle a can be chosen to lie in the range —%W <a< %7?, with

—2§T]twe

sin2a = , (6.26)
VL= (ntwe)? — 282 + a(ntwe)?
_ 2 252
cos2a = S = (ntwe)” = o] , (6.27)
VL= (ntwe)? — 287 + a(ntwe)?
and
+1 ifmyg >my s
¢ = sgn(m? — m2ZD) = _ b (6.28)
-1 ifmz <mg,.

Using egs. (6.26) and (6.27), one can then derive

1/2
E[1 = (ntwe)® — n*d%] + \/[1 — (ntwe)? = n26%)* + 4(ntwe)?
cosa = ,  (6.29)
211 = (ntwe)? — 28 + d(ntwe)?

sina = sgn(—&e)V/'1 — cos? a. (6.30)

Note that, in light of eqgs. (6.24)—-(6.27), it follows that

m —m3, = emZa\/[1 - (rtwe)? — P02 + d(ntwe)?, (6.31)

which is consistent with the definition of ¢ given in eq. (6.28).
One can also derive expressions for the elements of MZZZD in terms of the physical
parameters m?%, m2ZD and a:

m%e = mycos® o+ my, sin®a, (6.32)
m% = m%sin® o + mQZD cos® a, (6.33)
miy = 5(m% — mQZD) sin 2a . (6.34)

In terms of the physical fields, the covariant derivative in eq. (6.17) becomes,
Dy =8, +ig (TTWF+T"W)) +ieQA,

. > 6
+ [zg (T3 — Qsiy) ca +i <gtwnY + gDY’n> Sa] Zy
cw cw

+ [Z <9tW€77Y + gDY'77> Co — i~ (T3 — Qsiy) sa] Zpy - (6.35)
Cw CWw
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parameter definition
v 246 GeV
075 V2(S)
9,9, 9p | SU(2)xU(1)yxU(1)ys gauge couplings
€ gauge kinetic mixing parameter
o 1g+ )P
0 gpvp/mzo
my mass of the physical (observed) Z boson
mz,, mass of the physical dark Z boson
1 sgn(m? — mQZD)
cw my /mzo
tw (1 —cg)?ew
" 1/(1 - &/ V2
m?X mQZ0 [(ntwe)2 + 172(52]
mi —Enetywm,
«a Z%-X mixing angle
Chy Sh cosine and sine of the ¢075~0 mixing angle

Table 1. A list of the parameters that govern the SU(2), xU(1)y xU(1)y+ model.

For the convenience of the reader, we list all the relevant model parameters in table 1.
The relations between our notation and the notation employed in ref. [27] are provided in
appendix A.

6.1.1 Expansion in €

Starting with the squared mass matrix given in eq. (6.21), we can expand in € to obtain

1 —twe
M, =mbe N B () . (6.36)
—twe 62+e (% —i—tW)
Under the assumption that || < 1, one can approximate
¢ =sgn(l — 6?), (6.37)

where ¢ is defined in eq. (6.28). Moreover, one must assume that 1 — 62 is not too small.
Otherwise, the two eigenvalues of MQZ z,, would be nearly degenerate, and the perturbative
analysis that follows would be invalid.

Under the assumptions that |¢] < 1 and 1 — 62 ~ O(1), the squared masses of the
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physical gauge bosons given in egs. (6.24) and (6.25) yield

2 2 EztIQ/V 4
m% = m%, [1+1_52+0(e )] : (6.38)
S NS SR SR I S YN 6.39
my, = |14+ 6 (oo = 20 ) 10 ()| 82, (6:39)
w

Likewise, the interaction eigenstate fields Z° and X given in eqs. (6.22) and (6.23) can be
expressed in terms of the mass eigenstate fields,

62t2 §etW
7= [1_2(1—Vg2)2+0(64)]z+ [1_524_0(53)} Zp, (6.40)
€ 62 2
X = [_f_tv([;Q —1—0(63)} 7 + [1—2(1_151/(‘;2)2_’_0(64)] 7. (6.41)

6.2 Unitarity sum rule

To check the consistency of the model, we shall verify that the sum rule obtained in eq. (5.1)
as a consequence of tree-level unitarity is satisfied. For the convenience of the reader, we
repeat here the sum rule given by eq. (5.1):

4m12/V 912/{/+ny + (4m12/V - 3m2Z) 912/V+sz + (4m12/V - 3Tn2ZD) 95V+Wsz = ZQIQ/VJquﬁg .
2
(6.42)
Eq. (6.42) must be satisfied both exactly and order by order in the mixing parameter e,
which will serve as a good check of our computations.

6.2.1 Exact sum rule

The sum rule exhibited in eq. (6.42) follows from the substitution of the parameters

Givew- = 95t (6.43)
G+w-z = cagciv (6.44)
Toviw-zp = SadCv » (6.45)
Fow-n = 9°miyer (6.46)
Toyrw—s0 = 9 miysh (6.47)
into eq. (6.42), where ¢, = cosa and s, = sin . The end result is
Amiy, — 3cjy (m% cos® a + mZZD sin® ) = mjy, , (6.48)
or equivalently
3
ami, — 50124/ [m% +m%, + (m% —m%,)cos2a] = miy . (6.49)
Using egs. (6.24)—(6.30) in eq. (6.48), we find
3
ami, — §C%Vm2Z0 (L4 (ptwe)® +126%) + (1 — (ntwe)® +n*6%)] = miy, (6.50)
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which simplifies to
miy — ciymyo =0. (6.51)

Of course, eq. (6.51) is true in light of eq. (6.16).
Alternatively, we can work out eq. (6.48) by using eq. (6.32), which again reproduces
the result given in eq. (6.51).

6.2.2 Order by order sum rule in powers of €

We now return to (6.42). We expand the masses given in eqgs. (6.38) and (6.39) and the
mixing parameters to order O(e?). We substitute these in the couplings of egs. (6.43)-
(6.47), to find

€2t12/V
gW+W_Z = gcw <1 - 2(1 — 52)2) ) (652)
Setw
Gw+w-zp = 9Cw (1 — 52) . (6.53)

We thus confirm the sum rule in (6.42) to order O(e?). As explained in section 6.3, we
have detected some cases in the literature in which the sum rule (6.42) fails due to the use
of inconsistent approximations for the relevant couplings and/or masses.

6.2.3 Defining the weak angle

The weak mixing angle defined in eq. (6.15) is not equivalent to the corresponding quantity
defined in an SU(2);,xU(1)y electroweak theory, since Z is not a mass eigenstate. Since
the Fermi constant and the fine structure constant are, respectively,

Gr _ ¢ e
V2 8mi,’ YEM g dr (6:54)

and are more precisely measured than my and g, it is common practice to define Oy via

s2c2y = \/ggifn?z (6.55)

Clearly, such an option is not available in an SU(2),xU(1)y xU(1)y+ electroweak theory.

However, to facilitate a comparison between the gauge groups SU(2);xU(1)y and

SU(2),xU(1)y xU(1)yr, one can instead define 6y in terms of the following three input

parameters that are common to both theories: the Fermi constant G, the fine structure

constant oy, and the W boson mass myy. Although myy is not as precisely measured as

my, the choice of myy is convenient since it does not preclude the possibility of additional

U(1) gauge groups that weakly mix with the hypercharge U(1)y. At tree-level, eq. (6.54)
yields, o

2 EM
Sw = VaGrm2, (6.56)

which then can be taken as an all-orders definition of Oy .
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Next, consider the definition of the p-parameter,

2

m
p= W 6.57
m2Zc2 ( )

The dependence of p on the weak mixing angle is inconvenient if we wish to use this
parameter in both the SU(2);,xU(1)y and SU(2)rxU(1)y xU(1)y» models. In light of the
discussion above, it is convenient to employ eq. (6.56) to obtain a definition of p that is

suitable in both models,
2G Fmil;[/

mQZ (2Gpm12/v — \/ﬁﬂaEM) '
Indeed, the SM relation, p = 1 will no longer hold in the SU(2)zxU(1)y xU(1)y+, model,
since the relation between myy and my is modified as compared to the Standard Model.

p= (6.58)

It is convenient to introduce a related parameter, denoted by p’, whose tree-level value will
be equal to 1 in the SU(2).xU(1)y xU(1)y+, model under the assumption that the Higgs
sector consists of SU(2),, doublets with YV = .

6.2.4 A new p’ parameter

In analogy with eq. (6.57), we define p’ in the SU(2)xU(1)xU(1)" model to be 1 at tree

level as follows: )
r_ my,

=1. (6.59)
(mQZ cos? o + m2ZD sin? a) iy
Indeed, the statement that p’ = 1 is simply a consequence of the sum rule given in eq. (6.42).
In turn, eq. (6.59) applies to a class of models where for the new multiplet of weak isospin
T and hypercharge Y (with arbitrary Y”) satisfies the equation T(T + 1) = 3Y2. Further
details can be found in appendix B. One can rewrite eq. (6.59) in terms of the p-parameter
defined in eq. (6.57),

o= P = 1. (6.60)
cos? o + (%) sin?

p—1= [(sz>2_1] sina. (6.61)

mz

It then follows that [46]

For a given value of p — 1, eq. (6.61) defines a line in the (s2, mz, /mz) plane, where
So = sina. As an example, let us take p — 1 € [0,1] x 1073, as in fig. 1, where the gray
area corresponds to p — 1 > 1073. We see that, for small values of p — 1, there is a large
allowed region, including very large values of my,, /my for small values of s2.

Fig. 2 shows the same plane, but allowing for negative values, p — 1 € [—6,10] x 10~%.
We see that large values of s2 would only be possible if my, were almost degenerate with
mz. In contrast, very small values of my, /mz require very small values for sgl.

Although p = 1 in the Standard Model, p—1 is negative in the SU(2) . xU(1)y xU(1)y~
model if my, < myz. For example, when ¢ < 1 and 1 — §2 ~ O(1), it follows that

b1 t%,vez '
02 —1

(6.62)
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Valueof p—1

102 0.0010
0.0008
N 0.0006
g% 101_
£
0.0004
0.0002
109 . . ' . 0.0000
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
sg (x1073)

Figure 1. Impact of eq. (6.61) on the (s2, mz, /mz) plane, for p — 1 € [0,1] x 1072, The gray
area corresponds to p — 1 > 1073

Valueof p—1

10° 4 0.0010
0.0008
10-14 0.0006
0.0004
N
g
2 1024 0.0002
IS
0.0000
—-0.0002
10—3_
—-0.0004
—-0.0006
10—4_

00 01 02 03 04 05 06 07
s2(x1073)

Figure 2. Impact of eq. (6.61) on the (s2, mz, /mz) plane, for p — 1 € [—6,10] x 1074,

Similarly, in the SU(2),xU(1)y xU(1)ys model, p — 1 is positive if mz, > mz.
It is noteworthy that not all models with an extra Zp boson must have p ~ 1 if e < 1,
as explained in appendix B. More generally, the elements of the squared mass matrix MQZ Zp
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[see eq. (6.21)] can be related to p by using egs. (6.32)—(6.34) and (6.61). One then obtains:

myo = pmy, (6.63)
2 .2
9 cos® a(p — 1) + sin” « p—1 9
= =14 —— 6.64
X p —cos?a "z, + tane ) 27 (6.64)
2
2 mz
=(1- . 6.65
mxz = ( P)tana ( )

Any one of the above equations could serve as a definition of p in an SU(2), xU(1)y xU(1)y~
model. For example, employing eq. (6.65) in the model presented in section 6.1 yields:

a 1

1 —éntetana

p (6.66)

By measuring the Zff interactions and separately determining a value of tan o, one can
extract a measurement of p in the context of the dark-Z model of section 6.1.

All results presented in section 6.2 involve tree-level parameters. In order to perform
a more complete phenomenological study in which the parameters of the model are con-
strained by precision electroweak observables, one must include the effects of radiative loop
corrections. For example, some of the dominant one-loop effects, which can be parameter-
ized by the oblique parameters S, T, and U [47], have been incorporated in the analysis
of the implications of generalized Z-Z' mixing in ref. [27], More recently, the one-loop
radiative corrections to my in an SU(2)r,xU(1)y xU(1)ys model have been examined in
ref. [48]. A more careful treatment of the radiative corrections to the results obtained in
this section and the resulting phenomenological consequences, which lie beyond the scope
of the tree-level analysis of this work, are currently under investigation and will be reported
in a future publication.

6.3 Using unitarity as a consistency test

The model presented in section 6.1 has also been analyzed in ref. [44]. In footnote 3, we
noted errors in two of the expressions given in ref. [44]. One way to confirm the presence
of such errors is by testing the model for consistency with unitarity, using eq. (6.42).

For example, eqs. (A.18)—(A.20) of ref. [44] exhibit the neutral vector boson squared
masses and the mixing angle o under the assumptions that || < 1 and 62 < 1,

m% L m%o (1+ i) (6.67)
my, L §*m%o (1 — *ty) (6.68)
sin? o = Etd . (6.69)

Consequently, egs. (6.43)—(6.47) yield:

g‘2/V+W,7 = g%s¥,, (6.70)
Gz = 0 (1— ), (6.71)
G-z, = 92y Aty | (6.72)
Fsw-n = 9°miy e, (6.73)
Forw-s0 = §°Miysh (6.74)
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after employing eq. (6.69). In the equations above, we have used the Z notation to indicate
expressions that were obtained using an inconsistent expansion in € and 0 given in ref. [44],
where some terms of O(e2§?) were improperly discarded.* This inconsistency becomes
evident when evaluating the unitarity sum rule given by eq. (6.42) using the results of
egs. (6.70)—(6.74), which yields

my —m%o(cly + s3,626%) + O (1) £ 0. (6.75)

As expected, the O(€®) term in eq. (6.75) vanishes in light of eq. (6.16) [cf. eq. (6.51)].
However, a consistent expansion in € and § should yield exactly zero on the left-hand side
of eq. (6.75) rather than nonzero terms of O(e?) and O(e?), respectively.

The impact of the inconsistent expansion in € and § can also be exhibited by comput-
ing p’, which was defined in eq. (6.59). Using egs. (6.67)—(6.69), we obtain

2 2 -t
p = ( mQZ cos® a + ng sin’ oz) Z1- 62 + 0 (') | (6.76)
me m,
which differs from the expected result of p’ = 1 by a term of O(€?). Hence, we conclude that
the expansions exhibited in egs. (6.67)—(6.69), which were employed in ref. [44], violate tree-
level unitarity. In a correct analysis, egs. (6.71) and (6.72) should be replaced by egs. (6.52)
and (6.53), respectively. Likewise, egs. (6.67) and (6.68) should be replaced by egs. (6.38)
and (6.39), respectively, and eq. (6.69) should be replaced by

2,42
. €“t
sin? o = w

—W_ L O 6.77
o +Oe), (6.77)
in light of eqs. (6.40) and (6.41). After making these substitutions, the unitarity sum rule
given by eq. (6.42) is restored, and the condition p’ = 1 is satisfied exactly.

This exercise shows the power of the unitarity relations in probing the consistency of
a given model and/or the approximations chosen.

7 Conclusions

The requirement of tree-level unitarity yields sum rules among the couplings of a given
theory. The corresponding sum rules in electroweak models with an arbitrary scalar sector
based on the Standard Model gauge group SU(2) xU(1)y have been previously obtained in
refs. [5, 11, 12]. In this paper, we have expanded the results given in the existing literature
by considering models with an enlarged electroweak gauge group, SU(2).xU(1)y xU(1)y.
We have derived sum rules involving gauge bosons and scalar bosons, and we have ob-
tained additional sum rules that include the couplings of gauge bosons and scalar bosons

4In footnote 3 we noted that one should replace §% with 726 in the expression for m2ZD obtained in
ref. [44]. After expanding 7°> = (1 — ¢?/c},)™" around € = 0, one derives an extra contribution of O(e?§?%)
to the expression for mQZD. This additional term, which is missing from eq. (6.68), contributes terms of
O(e*6?) to the violation of the unitarity sum rule given by eq. (6.42) and to the violation of the relation
p' =1 [after noting that m2ZD sin? a ~ O(%6?)]. These violations appear subsequently in the O(e*) terms
of egs. (6.75) and (6.76), which we do not write out explicitly here.
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to fermions. In particular, we found an orthogonality of seemingly unrelated couplings, ex-
tending results presented in ref. [11, 12] for multi-Higgs doublet models with the Standard
Model electroweak gauge group.

It is instructive to apply the unitarity sum rules obtained in this paper to a concrete
extended electroweak model. Thus, we considered an SU(2)7,xU(1)y xU(1)ys gauge group
which has been employed in the literature to provide a model for a dark sector that consists
of a new gauge boson (which has been called either a dark Z’ or a dark photon) that is
feebly coupled to the Standard Model via kinetic mixing. The dark Z’ can then be used
to mediate the interactions of a new fermion or scalar that is neutral with respect to the
Standard Model gauge group and hence is a candidate for dark matter. In analyzing the
SU(2),xU(1)y xU(1)ys model described above, we have provided exact analytical results
as well as approximate results that are obtained to first and second order in the kinetic
mixing parameter. We then demonstrate how the unitarity sum rules can be used to
provide consistency checks on these results (which allows one to expose errors that have
appeared in the literature due to inconsistent expansions).

Finally, we have introduced a parameter p’ of the SU(2);xU(1)y xU(1)y» model that
serves as the analog of the p parameter of the Standard Model. Whereas the tree-
level value for p in the Standard Model is p = 1, this latter result is modified in the
SU(2)1,xU(1)y xU(1)ys model, whereas the tree-level value of p’ = 1 is maintained. In this
analysis, it is important to define the tree-level value of the weak mixing angle 8y in terms
of my, agm and the Fermi constant G in order to apply the same definition of fyy to both
the SU(2),xU(1)y and SU(2)r,xU(1)y xU(1)ys models. Having done so, one can then re-
late the definitions of p and p’, to physical observables of the SU(2)z,xU(1)y xU(1)y model.
These results can be applied to models of dark photons, such as those in refs. [22, 27, 44],
or to more specific studies of dark matter, such as ref. [49].
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A Comparison of notation between this paper and others

For the convenience of the reader, we provide a comparison of the notation employed in
section 6 with that of ref. [27] in table 2.
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Parameters This paper | ref. [27]
sine of the weak angle SWw Sw
kinetic mixing term € —Cyy sin 'y
X field rescaling factor n 1/cos x
squared mass of Z° interaction-eigenstate mQZO ]\;[%
squared mass of X interaction-eigenstate 52m220 M %,
79X squared mass mixing angle « £

Table 2. Comparison between the parameters in this paper and those of ref. [27].

To obtain the physical mass eigenstates of the neutral gauge boson, the first step is to
perform a field redefinition to obtain canonical kinetic energy terms (CK) for the neutral
gauge fields. One then constructs the 3 x 3 squared mass matrix of the neutral gauge bosons.
It is straightforward to identify the eigenstate with zero eigenvalue (corresponding to the
photon), thereby reducing the relevant neutral gauge boson squared mass matrix to a 2 x 2
matrix. In the final step, this matrix is diagonalized to obtain the mass-eigenstate fields
identified as the Z boson of the SM and the dark Z boson. Schematically, the notation for
the fields used in this paper as compared to those of ref. [27] is indicated below:

(4,2° x) X2 (4, 7, 7p) |

This paper: (W3, B, X) 5 (w3, B, x) T,

Mass

T (A,2,2') M5 (A, 20,20) . (AD)

ref. [27]: (W3,B,Z') K, (w3, B, 2)

Note that the model analyzed in ref. [27] is slightly more general than the one con-
sidered here, since the former allows for the new scalar S to have nonzero hypercharge Y.
Setting the latter to zero corresponds to setting M2 = 0 in the notation of ref. [27].
Moreover, ref. [27] defines one further field by

A=syW?+eéwB. (A.2)

This definition is not needed in section 6, and thus we do not make use of it.

B Algebraic conditions for p’ =1

The toy model introduced in section 6 is one of many examples of theories with a tree level
value of p/ = 1. More generally, consider a scalar extended SU(2);xU(1)y electroweak
model, where each scalar multiplet (with weak isospin 7" and U(1)y hypercharge Y') satisfies

T(T +1) =3Y2. (B.1)

Such models naturally yield p = 1 at tree-level, independently of the values of the neutral
scalar field vacuum expectation values.
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If we extend the electroweak gauge group to SU(2)rxU(1)y x U(1)ys, then we must
assign U(1)y+ quantum numbers to all the scalar fields. As a concrete example, suppose we
consider a scalar sector that contains the SM Higgs doublet field and a second scalar mul-
tiplet with gauge quantum numbers (7,Y,Y”). Then, the squared mass matrix previously
obtained in eq. (6.21) is modified as follows:
g%8%[T(T+1)—-3Y?]

QC%ngD

X X

1—

M%,, =m% : (B.2)
where the matrix elements denoted by x above are not relevant for this discussion. In par-
ticular, the matrix element explicitly exhibited in eq. (B.2) does not depend on Y’ and thus
can be identified with mzo = my /ey when eq. (B.1) is satisfied. Because the definition of
p' makes use of the relation mzocy = my with mzo as defined in eq. (6.16), the analysis
of section 6.2.4 implies that p’ = 1 at tree level when (B.1) is satisfied, independently of
the values of the neutral scalar field vacuum expectation values.

In the toy model introduced in section 6, the SU(2);,xU(1)y x U(1)y+ gauge quantum
numbers of the scalar field S are (7,Y,Y’) = (0,0, 1). In this case, eq. (B.2) reduces to the
squared mass matrix obtained in eq. (6.21), and we obtain p’ = 1 as advertised. Moreover,
in this simple model, the tree-level value of p ~ 1 [cf. eq. (6.62)] because the off-diagonal
element of eq. (6.21) were proportional to the small kinetic mixing parameter e. This latter
result does not persist in more general models where eq. (B.1) is satisfied and p/ = 1 is
obtained. To illustrate this point, consider a modification of the toy model examined in
section 6 in which € = 0 and S is replaced by a scalar field with gauge quantum numbers
(T,Y,Y’) such that eq. (B.1) is satisfied. In this case, the squared mass matrix previously
obtained in eq. (6.21) is modified as follows:

. _gY 52
CwgbD
Mz, =mi , (B.3)
_gY 6 52
Cwygp

Because this matrix is not diagonal, sin « is now determined by vp/v and gp. In this case,
eq. (6.61) shows that the tree-level value of p can deviate significantly from 1, since there
is no reason for sin « to be particularly small.
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