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The weak mixing angle is a probe of the vector-axial coupling structure
of electroweak interactions. It has been measured precisely at the Z-pole by
experiments at the LEP and SLD colliders, but its energy dependence above
MZ remains unconstrained.

In this contribution we propose to exploit measurements of Neutral-Current
Drell Yan at large invariant dilepton masses at the Large Hadron Collider, to
determine the scale dependence of the weak mixing angle in the MS renor-
malisation scheme, sin2 θMS

w (µ). Such a measurement can be used to test the
Standard Model predictions for theMS running at TeV scales, and to set model-
independent constraints on new states with electroweak quantum numbers. To
this end, we present an implementation of sin2 θMS

w (µ) in the POWHEG-BOX
Monte Carlo event generator, which we use to explore the potential of future
analyses with the LHC Run 3 and High-Luminosity datasets. In particular,
the impact of the higher order corrections and of the uncertainties due to the
knowledge of parton distribution functions are studied. This contribution is
based on [1].

PRESENTED AT

DIS2023: XXX International Workshop on Deep-Inelastic Scattering and
Related Subjects,

Michigan State University, USA, 27-31 March 2023

ar
X

iv
:2

30
7.

10
73

7v
2 

 [
he

p-
ph

] 
 2

7 
Ju

l 2
02

3



1 Introduction

The electroweak mixing angle, θw, is one of the fundamental parameters of the Standard
Model (SM) of particle physics. It has a crucial role in the gauge structure of the electroweak
interaction, as it regulates the mixing of the unphysical fields to give the photon and Z-
boson fields, and it enters the unification relation of the weak and electromagnetic forces.
In the electroweak (EW) SM Lagrangian it is defined as:

sin θw =
e

g2
=

g1√
g21 + g22

, (1)

where e is the positron charge, while g1 and g2 are the U(1)Y and SU(2)L gauge couplings.
In the on-shell renormalization scheme, the weak mixing angle is defined in terms of the W
and Z masses, in such a way that the relation:

sin2 θOS
w = 1− M2

W

M2
Z

(2)

holds at all orders in perturbation theory. Another possible definition is the effective one,
that is introduced at the Z-boson peak, namely:

sin2 θfeff =
1

4|Qf |

(
1− Re

gfV
gfA

)
, (3)

where Qf is the electric charge of fermion f in units of the positron charge, and gfV (A) are

the effective vector (axial-vector) couplings of fermion f to the Z boson. At tree-level, all
definitions coincide, but they start to differ when considering radiative corrections, acquiring
a dependence on the renormalization scheme and on the input parameter scheme used.

In the modified minimal-subtraction (MS) renormalization scheme, the one used here,

the running quantity sin2 θMS
w (µ) is defined as:

sin2 θMS
w (µ) ≡ 4παMS(µ)

g22
MS

(µ)
, (4)

where µ is the renormalization scale and αMS(µ) is the running electromagnetic coupling.
The EW mixing angle at the MZ scale has been determined by using the effective

definition sin2 θfeff , at both leptonic [2] and hadronic colliders [3–6], with a precision at the

sub-percent level. At low energies sin2 θw has been extracted via measurements of atomic
parity violation, neutrino, and polarised electron scattering on fixed targets [7–15].

Although some results on the EW mixing angle at large space-like scales have been
obtained from deep inelastic scattering (DIS) data [16, 17], the running at time-like scales
above the Z-boson mass has never been experimentally probed. Measuring the running of
sin2 θw at high energies serves as an important test of the SM consistency, while, on the
other hand, the high energy regime offers an indirect means for probing new states carrying
EW quantum numbers, potentially leading to modifications in the running of the EW gauge
couplings[18, 19]. The question this contribution tries to answer is: will it be possible to

test the running of sin2 θMS
w (µ) at high energies at the LHC?
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2 Implementation of the running in POWHEG-BOX

The sensitivity to sin2 θw is here studied by exploiting the substantial dataset of neutral-
current Drell-Yan (NCDY) events at high dilepton invariant masses (mℓℓ) expected to be
produced in proton-proton collisions at the LHC, with a center-of-mass energy of

√
s =

13.6 TeV.
To improve the accuracy of existing analyses, that rely on leading order (LO) EWmatrix

elements, a full EW next-to-leading order (NLO) calculation has been implemented. It
features a hybrid renormalization scheme, where the Lagrangian parameters e and sin2 θw
are renormalized in the MS scheme, by following the convention in [20], while the Z-

boson mass is taken in the on-shell scheme: (αMS(µ), sin2 θMS
w (µ),MZ). The code lies in

the framework of an upgraded version [21] of the Z ew-BMNNPV package [22] of the
POWHEG-BOX [23–25] Monte Carlo (MC) event generator. In the presented study, the
running parameters are calculated by activating the decoupling option for the W boson and
top quark for µ < MW and µ < mtop, respectively, while we set to zero the O(α) threshold
corrections.

3 Analysis and fit strategy

We investigate the triple differential NCDY cross sections as a function of the dilepton
invariant mass mℓℓ, rapidity yℓℓ, and of the cosine of the angle between the incoming and
outgoing fermions in the Collins-Soper reference frame, θCS :

d3σ

dmℓℓ dyℓℓ d cos θCS
. (5)

At the Z peak, the EW mixing angle has been usually extracted by measuring the forward-
backward asymmetry AFB, but at high energy the absolute differential cross section is a
more suitable observable for the extraction of sin2 θMS

w (µ), as it can be seen by defining the

sensitivity to sin2 θMS
w (µ) as the logarithmic derivative multiplied by sin2 θMS

w (µ), that at
1 TeV is found to be three times larger for the cross-sections than for AFB.

We consider NCDY production at the LHC by analysing two scenarios: LHC Run 3
(integrated luminositiy of 300 fb−1) and High-Luminosity LHC (HL-LHC, 3000 fb−1). We
evaluate the triple differential NCDY cross section in six bins in mℓℓ, from 116 GeV up to
5000 GeV, six bins in |yℓℓ| from 0.0 to 2.5, and two bins in cos θCS for the forward and back-
ward directions. Fiducial selections, usually employed in ATLAS and CMS measurements,
are applied to the leptons, that are defined at Born level.

The MC predictions are generated at NLO QCD+NLO EW with POWHEG-BOX,
excluding photonic corrections, and are then interfaced to PYTHIA8.307 [26] to include
the effect of parton showering, underlying event, hadronization and QED radiation from
quarks.

Since we are using a scheme with sin2 θMS
w (µ) in input, we can consistently generate tem-

plates at any order in perturbation theory, by varying the MS parameter to be determined
in the template fit procedure, thus allowing a solid precision determination of sin2 θMS

w (µ)
at hadronic colliders. The input EW parameters for the generation of the nominal pseudo-
data are set to their MS values taken at µ = MZ . Templates are generated assuming the
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SM running of αMS(µ), and setting the initial condition for the running of sin2 θMS
w (µ) in

each mℓℓ bin to the expected SM prediction at the central value of the bin m̂ℓℓ, varied by
±0.01. In each mℓℓ bin, 10

9 MC events are generated.
Detector response is emulated with parameterized lepton efficiencies and resolutions,

inspired by those derived by ATLAS at Run 2 [27–29] and evaluated with RIVET [30].

4 Uncertainties

Statistical uncertainties in the pseudo-data are computed from the predicted number of
events at reconstructed level in each bin. Systematic uncertainties in the lepton reconstruc-
tion and efficiencies are taken by ATLAS measurements at Run 2 [31] and extrapolated
to the working conditions at Run 3 and HL-LHC, assuming a reduction factor of 2 and 4,
respectively, while the uncertainty in the luminosity determination is 1.5% for Run 3 and
1% for HL-LHC.

We estimate theoretical uncertainties due to PDFs by propagating the
NNPDF31_nnlo_as_0118_hessian eigenvectors, and PDF variations by using grids gener-
ated with Madgraph_aMC@NLO and aMCfast [32, 33]. Since the NCDY production cross
section is known up to N3LO in αS , the n3loxs code [34] is employed to compute cross-
sections and 7-point variations of the renormalization and factorization scales, µR and µF ,
as a function of mℓℓ at N3LO in QCD, finding that N3LO corrections to the cross section
are small, 2% at maximum. The uncertainty associated to missing EW higher-order con-
tributions is estimated by squaring the size of the NLO weak correction, that amounts to
a maximum of 1% in the last mℓℓ bin considered. Within the MS scheme, an alternative
way to quantify this source of uncertainty is given by a 2-point scale variation in µ, which
results in a change of the cross sections by about 0.1% at NLO w.r.t. some % at LO.

Fig. 1 shows the contributions of different uncertainty sources to the triple differential
NCDY cross sections in the electron channel for the HL-LHC scenario, together with the
representative variation of sin2 θMS

w (µ = m̂ℓℓ) by ±0.01. Results in the muon channel are
similar.

5 Results

The sensitivity to the running is assessed by extracting the expected value of sin2 θMS
w (µ)

and evaluating its uncertainty δ sin2 θMS
w (µ) as a function of m̂ℓℓ, assuming SM running for

αMS(µ). The expected δ sin2 θMS
w (µ) values for each mℓℓ bin are simultaneously obtained

in the fit to the triple differential cross section pseudo-data, by minimising a χ2 function
with the xFitter analysis tool [35]. When computing the χ2, the cross-section is considered

linearly dependent on δ sin2 θMS
w (µ), while the expected statistical and experimental sys-

tematic uncertainties, the theoretical uncertainties from PDFs and missing higher orders
are included as nuisance parameters and are constrained in the fit. The obtained values of
δ sin2 θMS

w (µ) are presented in Fig. 2. They range from about 1% (1%) to 7% (3%) for the
LHC Run 3 (HL-LHC) scenario.

The largest contribution to the uncertainty on δ sin2 θMS
W (µ) comes from the PDFs at

large x. We repeat the fit using alternative PDF sets, one of them including also the photon,

3
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Figure 1: Relative contribution of the different sources of uncertainty to the triple differential cross section
dσ/d|yℓℓ|dmℓℓ in the forward (up) and backward (bottom) directions, for the electron channel in the HL-

LHC scenario. The variation of sin2 θMS
w (µ = m̂ℓℓ) by a factor ±0.01 in each bin is also shown.

and find that the contribution of the PDF uncertainty to δ sin2 θMS
W (µ) amounts to some %

at maximum and can vary significantly with the PDF set used, by up to a factor 2 in the
last mℓℓ bin. Future PDFs fits and analyses could however improve these figures by the
time HL-LHC will start to run.

6 Conclusions and future prospects

In this contribution, we show that NCDY measurements at current and future LHC runs
will probe the MS running of the electroweak mixing angle with a precision at the percent
level, by using the triple differential NCDY cross sections in mℓℓ, yℓℓ and cos θCS and under
the assumption of SM running of the electromagnetic coupling constant.

A future determination of sin2 θMS
W (µ) at the TeV scale will allow a consistency test of the

SM, as it can be connected to low-energy existing measurements via the evolution predicted
by the renormalization group equation. The present analysis is framed in a general context
where several measurements are foreseen to probe the weak mixing angle with high precision
at the Z pole and higher energies [36–40], as well as at lower scales [41–48, & references
therein].

Moreover, a high energy determination of the weak mixing angle could indirectly probe
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Figure 2: SM running of the EW mixing angle (blue line), together with the combined experimental
measurement at µ = MZ (violet point). The expected results obtained in our analysis are shown in black
crosses (black squares) for the LHC Run 3 (HL-LHC), shifted for readibility to left and right, respectively.

The outer error bars are the total expected uncertainty on sin2 θMS
w (µ), while the inner error bars include

only statistical and experimental uncertainties.

new physics particles, provided that they carry EW quantum numbers and thus enter the
running of the EW gauge couplings. The pure SM approach presented here is particularly
valuable as it is complementary to general methods that make use of Effective Field The-
ories [49–51], and could be an additional useful tool to explore new physics beyond the
SM.
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