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Constraining νSMEFT coefficients: the case of the extra U(1)′
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We study the constraints on low-energy coefficients of the νSMEFT generalization of the Standard
Model effective theory in the simple case of a U(1)′ enlargement of the Standard Model gauge
group. In particular, we analyse the constraints imposed by the requirement that the extended
theory remains free of gauge anomalies. We present the cases of explicit realisations, showing the
obtained correlations among the coefficients of d = 6 operators.

I. INTRODUCTION

The search for physics beyond the Standard Model
(SM) is justified by several motivations. There are
conceptual issues and cosmological observations sug-
gesting the existence of a more fundamental theory
beyond SM. Tensions between SM predictions and ex-
perimental results, in particular in the flavour sector,
reinforce such a widespread conviction. However, di-
rect searches at colliders have not produced evidence
of new particles and/or mediators of new interactions,
yet, hence the alternative way to gain evidence of
physics beyond the Standard Model (BSM) is inves-
tigating virtual effects of possible new heavy degrees
of freedom, as done in flavour physics [1].
In this framework, two approaches can be followed

towards BSM. The first one consists in formulating a
specific extended theory and deriving predictions to
be contrasted with experiment for a validation or a
discrimination with respect to different new physics
(NP) scenarios. The second approach consists in ex-
tending the SM at the electroweak (EW) scale in the
most general way compatible with the SM gauge sym-
metry, investigating the constraints imposed by the
experiments on the resulting generalization.
A remarkable example of the second approach is

the Standard Model effective field theory (SMEFT)
[2–5], widely used in the quest for BSM physics.
The SM is considered as an effective field theory
describing physics at and below the EW scale. At
higher scales a new gauge theory (the UV completion)
should exist, with a gauge group extending the SM
one and undergoing spontaneous symmetry breaking
(SSB) to it. If Λ is the NP scale, at the EW scale
the SMEFT Lagrangian consists of an expansion in
the parameter 1/Λ. The first term of the expansion
is the SM Lagrangian density containing operators of

∗ Electronic address:pietro.colangelo@ba.infn.it
† Electronic address:fulvia.defazio@ba.infn.it
‡ Electronic address:francesco.loparco1@ba.infn.it
§ Electronic address:nicola.losacco@ba.infn.it

canonical dimension up to d = 4. Subsequent terms
are suppressed by powers of 1/Λ and comprise oper-
ators of increasing dimension:

LSMEFT = L(4)
SM + L(5) + L(6) + . . . . (1)

The apex (d) indicates the canonical dimension of the
operators entering in each term L(d) written as

L(d) =
∑
i

Ci
Λd−4

O(d)
i , (2)

with dimensionless Wilson coefficients Ci. The opera-
tors are constructed in terms of the SM fields and sat-
isfy the SM gauge symmetry. SM accidental symme-
tries are allowed to be violated: for example, baryon
and lepton number violating operators are included
in (2), namely odd-dimension operators violating B
and/or L conservation [6]. The operators contain no
reference to the field content of the UV theory. How-
ever, their coefficients depend of the details of such
a theory, i.e. the couplings and masses of the new
particles that, supposed to be M ≃ O(Λ), are in-
tegrated out in the effective field theory (EFT) La-
grangian at the EW scale. A few assumptions con-
cern the UV theory. It should contain only particles
with spin J ≤ 1; new vector fields could be either
gauge fields (massless before SSB in the UV theory)
or massive Proca fields; new fermions can be intro-
duced provided that they are vector-like with respect
to the SM gauge group, to maintain the SM free of
gauge anomalies. Even though in the construction of
the SMEFT operators the latter requirement is taken
into account, in more general frameworks it can be re-
laxed, provided that together with new fermions (not
necessarily vector-like), other contributions are added
that maintain the SM gauge group anomaly free [7].
One can use the construction in two ways. Choos-

ing the UV completion, the Wilson coefficients of the
SMEFT operators can be determined through match-
ing and running procedure [8–10]. On the other hand,
without assumptions on the UV completion, the co-
efficients are treated as parameters. These two steps
are complementary to each other. Having gained
model independent information on the coefficients in
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the effective theory, it is possible to contrast them
with the features required in a specific scenario in
order to validate or discard it.
The phenomenological evidence that neutrinos

have nonvanishing mass induces to consider the
νSMEFT extension of SMEFT, which comprises
three right-handed sterile neutrino fields in the sub-
TeV mass range [11–18]. The inclusion does not in-
validate the requirement that the SM gauge group is
free of gauge anomalies. In the extension, L(5) con-
sists of three operators, while only the Weinberg op-
erator appears at this order in the absence of νR [19].
The choice of the d = 6 operators is not unique, and
different bases have been proposed, i.e. complete sets
of independent, non redundant operators.1 A popular
basis is the Warsaw one [3]. In each basis the oper-
ators are collected in classes according to their field
content.
In our study we focus on the UV completion rep-

resented by the simplest extension of the SM gauge
group comprising a new U(1)′ gauge group, featured
by the gauge coupling gZ [20–23]. Z ′ is the corre-
sponding gauge field, and the z-hypercharge is the
quantum number associated to the new symmetry.
Many NP models introduce such a mediator with
specific z-hypercharge assignments. Experimental
searches for Z ′ rely on the assumptions for the hy-
percharges, and produce exclusion plots in the plane
of the Z ′ production cross section versus MZ′ .2 The
NP scale can be identified with MZ′ acquired after
spontaneous breaking of the new symmetry. We do
not need to specify how such SSB occurs, we only
assume that it happens at a much higher scale than
the SM Higgs vacuum expectation value. We neglect
the mixing with other neutral gauge bosons.3

In the chosen extension we work out the coefficients
of the νSMEFT operators of dimension up to d = 6,
aiming at the relations among them.4 While the gauge
structure of the theory already imposes nontrivial re-
lations among various coefficients, further relations
can be established requiring that the extended gauge
group is anomaly free. We obtain results holding for
a generic U(1)′ extension. We also consider specific
cases: universal Z ′ couplings to the three generations
or only to the third generation; Z ′ only coupled to

1 Sources of redundancies are, e.g., operators obtained one
from the other after integration by parts and discarding a
total derivative; operators that can be discarded using equa-
tions of motion; equivalent operators upon Fiertz transfor-
mations (in the case of four-fermion operators).

2 See, e.g., the review: B.A. Dobrescu and S. Willocq, ”Z′-
boson searches”, in [24].

3 Mixing at tree-level vanishes in models where the SM Higgs
is assumed to be singlet under U(1)′.

4 In the same framework, relations among the coefficients of
d = 6 and d = 8 operators have been worked out in [25].

left- or right-handed fermions; lepto- or hadropho-
bic Z ′; the z-hypercharge assignment of the ABCD
model [26]. In all cases, we find that the number of in-
dependent coefficients is reduced and remarkable cor-
relations can be established among them, which are
peculiar of each extension. The experimental test of
such correlations would shed light on the particular
completion, providing the widest information using
measurements.
The plan of the paper is as follows. After Sec. II

with the notations, in Sec. III we list the νSMEFT
operators generated at the EW scale when the UV
theory contains the new gauge boson Z ′. The impact
of the new gauge boson on the SMEFT Lagrangian
density is considered in Sec. IV, with the list of the
operators obtained when the Z ′ field is integrated
out, the expressions of their Wilson coefficients and
the relations due to the gauge structure of the ex-
tension. In Sec. V we consider the relations that the
fermion z-hypercharges must satisfy to fulfil the re-
quirement of gauge anomaly cancellation in the SM
gauge group extension, and how such relations can
be translated into analogous ones among the SMEFT
coefficients. We than discuss the results for the se-
lected z-hypercharge assignments. The last section
comprises the conclusions.

II. NOTATIONS, Z′ COUPLINGS TO
FERMIONS AND TO THE HIGGS FIELD

The most general renormalizable UV Lagrangian
terms involving the gauge boson Z ′ of a new U(1)′

group can be written as

LZ
′
= LZ

′

free + LZ
′

int,fermions + LZ
′

φ . (3)

The first term in (3) reads

LZ
′

free = −1

4
Z ′
µνZ

′µν +
1

2
M2
Z′Z ′

µZ
′µ . (4)

Z ′
µ is the gauge boson field and Z ′

µν = ∂µZ
′
ν − ∂νZ

′
µ

is the field strength tensor.
The second term in (3) describes the Z ′ coupling

to fermions. We denote by qiL and ℓiL the SU(2)L
left-handed quark and lepton doublets, respectively,
with generation index i = {1, 2, 3}. uiR, d

i
R, ν

i
R, e

i
R

are right-handed singlets.
Before the electroweak SSB the Z ′ couplings to

fermions are flavour conserving, hence we can write

LZ
′

int,fermions =
∑
ψ

LZ
′

int (5)

where the sum extends over all the fermions generi-
cally denoted by ψ and

LZ
′

int = gZ zψ ψ̄ γ
µ ψ Z ′

µ . (6)



3

gZ is the U(1)′ gauge coupling, and zψ the z-
hypercharge of the fermion ψ, i.e. the fermion quan-
tum number related to the new symmetry group. In
SM the fermions are chiral, hence it is useful to write
(6) in terms of the left- and right-handed fermion
fields ψL(R):

LZ
′

int =
[
(∆ψ

L)
ij ψ̄iL γ

µ ψjL + (∆ψ
R)
ij ψ̄iR γ

µ ψjR
]
Z ′
µ ,
(7)

with

(∆ψ
L,R)

ij = gZ zψL,R
δij . (8)

The Z ′ coupling to the SM Higgs field φ is described
by LZ′

φ . We write the covariant derivative acting on

the SM Higgs field as D̄µ = Dµ + i gZ zH Z
′
µ. Dµ

contains only the SM gauge fields and zH is the Higgs
z-hypercharge. Therefore, we have

(D̄µφ)
†(D̄µφ)=(Dµφ)

†(Dµφ) + gH
(
φ† i

↔
Dµ φ

)
Z ′µ

+g2HZ
′
µZ

′µ(φ†φ) , (9)

where φ† i
↔
Dµ φ = φ† (iDµ φ) − (iDµ φ

†)φ and we
have defined

gH = gZ zH . (10)

The last term in (9) can be neglected in the present
study since we are interested in d = 6 operators aris-
ing at the EW scale when Z ′ is integrated out. The
last term in (9) produces a d = 8 operator, its coeffi-
cient would be inversely proportional toM4

Z′ . There-
fore, in (3) we only include

LZ
′

φ = gH
(
φ† i

↔
Dµ φ

)
Z ′µ . (11)

III. νSMEFT OPERATORS GENERATED IN
THE U(1)′ EXTENSION OF SM

In the Warsaw basis the operators are collected in
classes according to their field content. The scalar
field is denoted by φ, with φ̃ defined as φ̃j = ϵjk(φ

k)∗

(j, k are SU(2)L indices). The gauge field strengths

are indicated by X, X̃ being their duals. Fermions
are denoted by ψ. Among the various terms in L(6) in

Eq. (1), we focus on L(6)
Z′ , the set of operators gener-

ated at the EW scale when the SM group is extended
including U(1)′ and the gauge boson Z ′ is integrated

out. L(6)
Z′ consists of the terms 5

L(6)
Z′ =CℓℓOℓℓ + C(1)

qq O(1)
qq

+CeeOee + CuuOuu + CddOdd + C(6)
νν O(6)

νν

+C
(1)
ℓq O(1)

ℓq + C
(1)
ud O(1)

ud + CeuOeu + CedOed

+CℓeOℓe + CℓuOℓu + CℓdOℓd + CqeOqe +

+C(1)
qu O(1)

qu + C
(1)
qd O(1)

qd + CνeOνe + CνuOνu

+CνdOνd + Cℓν Oℓν + Cqν Oqν (12)

+Cφ2 Oφ2 + CφDOφD

+CeφOeφ + CuφOuφ + CdφOdφ + CνφOνφ

+C
(1)
φℓ O(1)

φℓ + CφeOφe + C(1)
φq O(1)

φq

+CφuOφu + CφdOφd + Cφν Oφν + h.c. .

The various operators can be classified in the follow-
ing classes defined in [3, 14]:

• four-fermion operators Oψ1ψ2
(denoted as Oψψ

if ψ1 = ψ2) with structure (L̄L)(L̄L):

[
Oℓℓ

]
ijkp

=
(
ℓ̄iL γµ ℓ

j
L

) (
ℓ̄kL γ

µ ℓpL
)

[
O(1)
qq

]
ijkp

=
(
q̄iL γµ q

j
L

) (
q̄kL γ

µ qpL
)

(13)[
O(1)
ℓq

]
ijkp

=
(
ℓ̄iL γµ ℓ

j
L

) (
q̄kL γ

µ qpL
)
;

• four-fermion operators Oψ1ψ2
with structure

5 While in Eq. (2) the Wilson coefficients are dimensionless,
in (12) it is convenient to include the mass dimension in the

definition of the coefficients. The operator O(6)
νν is denoted

by a superscript to distinguish it from the d = 5 Weinberg
operator Oνν .
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(R̄R)(R̄R):[
Oee

]
ijkp

=
(
ēiR γµ e

j
R

) (
ēkR γ

µ epR
)

[
Ouu

]
ijkp

=
(
ūiR γµ u

j
R

) (
ūkR γ

µ upR
)

[
Odd

]
ijkp

=
(
d̄iR γµ d

j
R

) (
d̄kR γ

µ dpR
)

[
O(1)
ud

]
ijkp

=
(
ūiR γµ u

j
R

) (
d̄kR γ

µ dpR
)

[
Oeu

]
ijkp

=
(
ēiR γµ e

j
R

) (
ūkR γ

µ upR
)

[
Oed

]
ijkp

=
(
ēiR γµ e

j
R

) (
d̄kR γ

µ dpR
)

(14)[
O(6)
νν

]
ijkp

=
(
ν̄iR γµ ν

j
R

) (
ν̄kR γ

µ νpR
)

[
Oνe

]
ijkp

=
(
ν̄iR γµ ν

j
R

) (
ēkR γ

µ epR
)

[
Oνu

]
ijkp

=
(
ν̄iR γµ ν

j
R

) (
ūkR γ

µ upR
)

[
Oνd

]
ijkp

=
(
ν̄iR γµ ν

j
R

) (
d̄kR γ

µ dpR
)
;

• four-fermion operators Oψ1ψ2 with structure
(L̄L)(R̄R):[

Oℓe

]
ijkp

=
(
ℓ̄iL γµ ℓ

j
L

) (
ēkR γ

µ epR
)

[
Oqe

]
ijkp

=
(
q̄iL γµ q

j
L

) (
ēkR γ

µ epR
)

[
Oℓu

]
ijkp

=
(
ℓ̄iL γµ ℓ

j
L

) (
ūkR γ

µ upR
)

[
Oℓd

]
ijkp

=
(
ℓ̄iL γµ ℓ

j
L

) (
d̄kR γ

µ dpR)[
O(1)
qu

]
ijkp

=
(
q̄iL γµ q

j
L

) (
ūkR γ

µ upR) (15)[
O(1)
qd

]
ijkp

=
(
q̄iL γµ q

j
L

) (
d̄kR γ

µ dpR)[
Oℓν

]
ijkp

=
(
ℓ̄iL γ

µ ℓjL
) (
ν̄kR γµ ν

p
R

)
[
Oqν

]
ijkp

=
(
q̄iL γ

µ qjL
) (
ν̄kR γµ ν

p
R

)
;

• operators Oφ∂ involving the Higgs field φ, clas-
sified as φ4D2 in the Warsaw basis:

Oφ□=
(
φ† φ

)
□
(
φ† φ

)
OφD=

(
φ†Dµ φ

) (
(Dµ φ)

† φ
)
; (16)

• operators Oψφ involving the Higgs field φ and
the fermion fields, classified as ψ2φ3:[

Oeφ

]
ij
=
(
φ† φ

) (
ℓ̄iL φe

j
R

)
[
Ouφ

]
ij
=
(
φ† φ

) (
q̄iL φ̃ u

j
R

)
[
Odφ

]
ij
=
(
φ† φ

) (
q̄iL φd

j
R

)
(17)[

Oνφ

]
ij
=
(
φ† φ

) (
ℓ̄iL φ̃ ν

j
R

)
;

• operators Oφψ comprising the Higgs field φ and
the fermion fields, classified as ψ2φ2D:

[
O(1)
φℓ

]
ij
=
(
φ† i

↔
Dµ φ

) (
ℓ̄iL γ

µ ℓjL
)

[
Oφe

]
ij
=
(
φ† i

↔
Dµ φ

) (
ēiR γ

µ ejR
)

[
O(1)
φq

]
ij
=
(
φ† i

↔
Dµ φ

) (
q̄iL γ

µ qjL
)

[
Oφu

]
ij
=
(
φ† i

↔
Dµ φ

) (
ūiR γ

µ ujR
)

(18)

[
Oφd

]
ij
=
(
φ† i

↔
Dµ φ

) (
d̄iR γ

µ djR
)

[
Oφν

]
ij
=
(
φ† i

↔
Dµ φ

) (
ν̄iR γ

µ νjR
)
.

i, j, k, p are generation indices.

IV. RELATIONS AMONG THE WILSON
COEFFICIENTS

The coefficients of the operators in Sec.III can be
expressed in terms of the couplings in Eq. (7) [27].
For four-fermion operators they read:

[
Cℓℓ
]
ijkp

=− (∆ℓ
L)
ij (∆ℓ

L)
kp

2M2
Z′

(19)

[
C(1)
qq

]
ijkp

=−
(∆q

L)
ij (∆q

L)
kp

2M2
Z′

(20)

[
Cee
]
ijkp

=− (∆e
R)
ij (∆e

R)
kp

2M2
Z′

(21)

[
Cuu

]
ijkp

=− (∆u
R)
ij (∆u

R)
kp

2M2
Z′

(22)

[
Cdd

]
ijkp

=− (∆d
R)
ij (∆d

R)
kp

2M2
Z′

(23)

[
C(6)
νν

]
ijkp

=− (∆ν
R)
ij (∆ν

R)
kp

2M2
Z′

(24)
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[
C

(1)
ℓq

]
ijkp

=−
(∆ℓ

L)
ij (∆q

L)
kp

M2
Z′

(25)

[
C

(1)
ud

]
ijkp

=− (∆u
R)
ij (∆d

R)
kp

M2
Z′

(26)

[
Ceu

]
ijkp

=− (∆e
R)
ij (∆u

R)
kp

M2
Z′

(27)

[
Ced
]
ijkp

=− (∆e
R)
ij (∆d

R)
kp

M2
Z′

(28)

[
Cℓe
]
ijkp

=− (∆ℓ
L)
ij (∆e

R)
kp

M2
Z′

(29)

[
Cℓu
]
ijkp

=− (∆ℓ
L)
ij (∆u

R)
kp

M2
Z′

(30)

[
Cℓd
]
ijkp

=− (∆ℓ
L)
ij (∆d

R)
kp

M2
Z′

(31)

[
Cqe
]
ijkp

=−
(∆q

L)
ij (∆e

R)
kp

M2
Z′

(32)

[
C(1)
qu

]
ijkp

=−
(∆q

L)
ij (∆u

R)
kp

M2
Z′

(33)

[
C

(1)
qd

]
ijkp

=−
(∆q

L)
ij (∆d

R)
kp

M2
Z′

(34)

[
Cνe

]
ijkp

=− (∆ν
R)
ij (∆e

R)
kp

M2
Z′

(35)

[
Cνu

]
ijkp

=− (∆ν
R)
ij (∆u

R)
kp

M2
Z′

(36)

[
Cνd

]
ijkp

=− (∆ν
R)
ij (∆d

R)
kp

M2
Z′

(37)

[
Cℓν
]
ijkp

=− (∆ℓ
L)
ij (∆ν

R)
kp

M2
Z′

(38)

[
Cqν

]
ijkp

=−
(∆q

L)
ij (∆ν

R)
kp

M2
Z′

. (39)

The coefficients of the operators Oφ□ and OφD are
given by

Cφ□=− g2H
2M2

Z′
(40)

CφD=−2 g2H
M2
Z′

, (41)

so that

CφD=4Cφ□ (42)

and CφD < 0.

The couplings to fermions enter in the coefficients
of Oeφ, Ouφ and Odφ. However, when the UV com-
pletion consists only of the new U(1)′ group, as con-
sidered in the present study, such coefficients vanish.

The coefficients of O(1)
φℓ , Oφe, O(1)

φq , Oφu and Oφd are
given by [

C
(1)
φℓ

]
ij
=− (∆ℓ

L)
ij gH

M2
Z′

(43)

[
Cφe

]
ij
=− (∆e

R)
ij gH

M2
Z′

(44)

[
C(1)
φq

]
ij
=−

(∆q
L)
ij gH

M2
Z′

(45)

[
Cφu

]
ij
=− (∆u

R)
ij gH

M2
Z′

(46)

[
Cφd

]
ij
=− (∆d

R)
ij gH

M2
Z′

(47)

[
Cφν

]
ij
=− (∆ν

R)
ij gH

M2
Z′

. (48)

ForN generations, the coefficients in Eqs. (19)-(39)
are generally complex matrices in a N4 dimensional
space. However, the coefficients in (19)-(24) corre-
spond to Hermitian operators, hence they are real and
have N4 components. In principle, the coefficients in
Eqs. (43)-(48) involve 2N2 independent parameters.
This parameter counting changes for the UV com-
pletion obtained extending the SM gauge group with
the new U(1)′. We derive relations among the coeffi-
cients before SSB, with unrotated fermion fields and
diagonal Z ′ couplings to fermions. Moreover, in this
case all coefficients are real, since they are expressed
in terms of the (real) z-hypercharges and of gH which
is real as from (10).
Relations exist among the remaining coefficients.

We denote by Cψψ a generic coefficient among those
in Eqs. (19)-(24), and by Cψ1ψ2 a coefficient among
those in Eqs. (25)-(39). The coefficients in Eqs. (43)-
(48) are generically denoted as Cφψ (in all cases ψ =
ℓ, q, ν, e, u, d). We have:[

Cψ1ψ2

]
ijkp

=±2
√[

Cψ1ψ1

]
ijij

[
Cψ2ψ2

]
kpkp

(49)

[
Cψψ

]
ijkp

=

[
Cφψ

]
ij

[
Cφψ

]
kp

CφD
(50)

[
Cψ1ψ2

]
ijkp

=2

[
Cφψ1

]
ij

[
Cφψ2

]
kp

CφD
. (51)

Considering Eq. (8), only the components Ciikk are
nonvanishing among the coefficients in (19)-(39).
Moreover, the coefficients in (19)-(24) are symmetric
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under the exchange ii ↔ kk, so they comprise only
six independent components. It is convenient to use
the notation i = ii , k = kk. As for the coefficients
[Cφψ]ij in Eqs. (43)-(48), they are nonvanishing only

for i = j. We denote them as [Cφψ]i.
6

Summarizing, the following structures of coeffi-
cients are realized:

Cφψ =
( [

Cφψ
]
1

[
Cφψ

]
2

[
Cφψ

]
3

)
(52)

Cψψ =
1

CφD



([
Cφψ

]
1

)2 [
Cφψ

]
1

[
Cφψ

]
2

[
Cφψ

]
1

[
Cφψ

]
3[

Cφψ
]
2

[
Cφψ

]
1

([
Cφψ

]
2

)2 [
Cφψ

]
2

[
Cφψ

]
3[

Cφψ
]
3

[
Cφψ

]
1

[
Cφψ

]
3

[
Cφψ

]
2

([
Cφψ

]
3

)2

 (53)

Cψ1ψ2
=

2

CφD


[
Cφψ1

]
1

[
Cφψ2

]
1

[
Cφψ1

]
1

[
Cφψ2

]
2

[
Cφψ1

]
1

[
Cφψ2

]
3[

Cφψ1

]
2

[
Cφψ2

]
1

[
Cφψ1

]
2

[
Cφψ2

]
2

[
Cφψ1

]
2

[
Cφψ2

]
3[

Cφψ1

]
3

[
Cφψ2

]
1

[
Cφψ1

]
3

[
Cφψ2

]
2

[
Cφψ1

]
3

[
Cφψ2

]
3

 . (54)

The number of independent coefficients in the
dimension-six Lagrangian density (12) is reduced to
19. They can be the 18 coefficients

[
Cψψ

]
i i

for

i = 1, 2, 3 and the six ψ = ℓ, q, ν, e, u, d, and CφD;
alternatively, they can be the 18 coefficients

[
Cφψ

]
i

and CφD. In the next Section we describe the con-
straints for such coefficients obtained requiring that
the extended gauge group is free of gauge anomalies.

V. CONSTRAINTS FROM GAUGE
ANOMALY CANCELLATION

The issue of gauge anomaly cancellation in pres-
ence of a new U(1)′ symmetry has been considered in
many studies [26, 28–34]. In case of a new Z ′ gauge
boson, six gauge anomalies are generated. They can

be expressed introducing the quantities z
(n)
ψ defined

in terms of the sums

z
(n)
ψ =

3∑
i=1

znψi
, (55)

with ψi a fermion in the i generation [28]. The
[SU(3)C ]

2 U(1)
′
, [SU(2)L]

2 U(1)
′
and [U(1)Y ]

2 U(1)
′

6 To avoid confusion, when pedices refer to pairs of indices
or to a single index we write i = 1, 2, 3 and i = 1, 2, 3,
respectively.

anomaly cancellation conditions involve the linear
combinations of hypercharges in (55), and read:

A33z=2 z(1)q − z(1)u − z
(1)
d = 0 (56)

A22z=3 z(1)q + z
(1)
ℓ = 0 (57)

A11z=
1

6
z(1)q − 4

3
z(1)u − 1

3
z
(1)
d +

1

2
z
(1)
ℓ − z(1)e = 0. (58)

The triangular graph involving two gravitons and Z ′

also produces a relation linear in the z-hypercharges:

AGGz = 3 [2 z(1)q − z(1)u − z(1)d ]+2 z
(1)
ℓ − z(1)e − z(1)ν = 0

(59)
which can be simplified using Eq. (56):

AGGz = 2 z
(1)
ℓ − z(1)e − z(1)ν = 0 . (60)

The U(1)Y [U(1)
′
]2 anomaly cancellation condition

involves the quadratic sums in (55):

A1zz = [z(2)q − 2 z(2)u + z
(2)
d ]− [z

(2)
ℓ − z(2)e ] = 0 . (61)

The [U(1)
′
]3 anomaly cancellation condition involves

the cubic sums in (55):

Azzz = 3 [2 z(3)q −z(3)u −z(3)d ]+[2 z
(3)
ℓ −z(3)ν −z(3)e ] = 0 .

(62)
The previous equations provide constraints to the

coefficients in (12). We define

C̃
(n)
φψ=

3∑
i=1

([
Cφψ

]
i

)n
, (63)
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denoting for simplicity C̃
(1)
φψ = C̃φψ. Using Eqs. (43)-

(48) we have

zψi
= −M

2
Z′

gZ

1

gH

[
Cφψ

]
i
, (64)

and Eq. (55) becomes

z
(n)
ψ =

(
−M

2
Z′

gZ

1

gH

)n
C̃

(n)
φψ . (65)

With such definitions, the equations of the gauge
anomaly cancellation conditions read:

A33z→2 C̃φq − C̃φu − C̃φd = 0 (66)

A22z→3 C̃φq + C̃φℓ = 0 (67)

A11z→C̃φq − 8 C̃φu − 2 C̃φd + 3 C̃φℓ − 6 C̃φe = 0 (68)

AGGz→2 C̃φℓ − C̃φe − C̃φν = 0 . (69)

They produce the relations:

C̃φq=
C̃φu + C̃φd

2
(70)

C̃φℓ=−3 C̃φq = −3
C̃φu + C̃φd

2
(71)

C̃φe=−2 C̃φu − C̃φd (72)

C̃φν=−C̃φu − 2 C̃φd . (73)

We also have

A1zz → C̃(2)
φq − 2 C̃(2)

φu + C̃
(2)
φd − C̃

(2)
φℓ + C̃(2)

φe = 0 (74)

Azzz → 3 [2 C̃(3)
φq − C̃(3)

φu − C̃
(3)
φd ]

+[2 C̃
(3)
φℓ − C̃(3)

φν − C̃(3)
φe ] = 0 . (75)

Examples on how the equations representing the
anomaly cancellation conditions (ACE) can be ex-
ploited are discussed below, considering models with
specific z-hypercharge assignments.

VI. APPLICATIONS TO MODELS WITH
SPECIFIC z-HYPERCHARGE ASSIGNMENTS

The anomaly cancellation equations involve 18 pa-
rameters:

[
Cφψ

]
i
for ψ = qi, ℓi, ui, di, νi, ei, and

i = 1, 2, 3. Taking into account the constraints from
the 6 ACE, there are 12 independent parameters.
With other assumptions, further constraints can be
imposed, as discussed below for selected cases.

A. Z′ only coupled to the third generation, and
Z′ universally coupled to the three generations

If Z ′ only couples to one of the generations, e.g.
the third one, we have zψ3

= zψ and zψ1
= zψ2

= 0.
The number of parameters involved in the ACE is 6,
denoted C̄φψ:[

Cφψ
]
3
=C̄φψ ,

[
Cφψ

]
1
=
[
Cφψ

]
2
= 0 . (76)

It follows that

C̃
(n)
φψ=

(
C̄φψ

)n
. (77)

Before discussing the ACE, let us consider the sce-
nario in which Z ′ universally couples to the three
generations: zψ1 = zψ2 = zψ3 = zψ, as in models
where the z-hypercharge is a linear combination of
the SM hypercharge Y and of B−nL, with B and L
the baryon and total lepton number and n an integer
number [28, 35, 36].7 The 6 parameters involved in
the ACE are denoted again by C̄φψ:[

Cφψ
]
1
=
[
Cφψ

]
2
=
[
Cφψ

]
3
= C̄φψ , (78)

and the relation holds:

C̃
(n)
φψ=3

(
C̄φψ

)n
. (79)

The factor 3 factorises in the ACE, hence the two
cases are identical from the viewpoint of solving the
equations and can be discussed together.
Since Eqs. (74)-(75) are automatically satisfied,

they do not represent additional constraints, hence
there are two independent coefficients. One can ex-
press all coefficients in terms of C̄φd and C̄φe:

C̄φq=
C̄φd − C̄φe

4

C̄φu=− C̄φd + C̄φe
2

C̄φℓ=−
3
(
C̄φd − C̄φe

)
4

(80)

C̄φν=
−3 C̄φd + C̄φe

2
.

Correlations among the four coefficients depending
on the two independent ones are obtained, as shown
in Fig. 1 varying C̄φd and C̄φe.

7 Replacing L with a family lepton number or a combination
of Le, Lµ, Lτ different from L does not belong to the gen-
eration independent category [35, 37].
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FIG. 1. Z′ only coupled to the third fermion genera-
tion: Correlations among nonvanishing coefficients, vary-
ing C̄φd and C̄φe in the range [−1, 1].

In this specific scenario, information can also be
obtained on [Cψψ]3 3. Indeed, Eqs. (19)-(23) imply

zψi = ±
(
2
M2
Z′

g2Z

)1/2 (
−
[
Cψψ

]
i i

)1/2
. (81)

As done for Cφψ we define [Cψψ]3 3 = C̄ψψ. The

ACE can be used to relate the nonvanishing z-

FIG. 2. Z′ only coupled to the third generation: Corre-
lation among nonvanishing coefficients, varying C̄dd and
C̄ee in the range [−1, 0]. The green points refer to same-
sign C̄dd and C̄ee, the orange points to the case of opposite
signs.

hypercharges:

zq3=
1

4

(
zd3 − ze3

)
zu3=−1

2

(
zd3 + ze3

)
zℓ3=−3

4

(
zd3 − ze3

)
(82)

zν3=
1

2

(
ze3 − 3 zd3

)
.

Two different cases can be analyzed, depending
whether zd3 and ze3 have same or opposite signs:
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• zd3 > 0, ze3 > 0 and zd3 < 0, ze3 < 0: we have

C̄qq=−

(√
−C̄dd −

√
−C̄ee

4

)2

C̄uu=−

(√
−C̄dd +

√
−C̄ee

2

)2

C̄ℓℓ=− 9

16

(√
−C̄dd −

√
−C̄ee

)2
(83)

C̄νν=−

(√
−C̄ee − 3

√
−C̄dd

2

)2

,

• zd3 < 0, ze3 > 0, and zd3 > 0, ze3 < 0: we have

C̄qq=−

(√
−C̄dd +

√
−C̄ee

4

)2

C̄uu=−

(√
−C̄dd −

√
−C̄ee

2

)2

C̄ℓℓ=− 9

16

(√
−C̄dd +

√
−C̄ee

)2
(84)

C̄νν=−

(√
−C̄ee + 3

√
−C̄dd

2

)2

.

Correlations among the four coefficients are obtained
varying C̄dd and C̄ee, as shown in Fig. 2.

B. Z′ only coupled to left-handed fermions

The possibility that Z ′ only couples to fermions of
a given chirality has been considered, e.g., in [38]. If
Z ′ only couples to left-handed fermions the nonvan-
ishing coefficients are

[
Cφψ

]
i
for ψ = {qi, ℓi}, hence 6

parameters. The number of constraints is reduced to
4 since Eqs. (67) and (68) are redundant. The linear
equations (66) and (69) provide the relations

C̃φq = C̃φℓ = 0 . (85)

The quadratic and cubic ACE provide further rela-
tions, hence the number of independent coefficients
is 2. Varying [Cφℓ]3 and [Cφq]3, correlations are ob-
tained among the remaining coefficients. They are
shown in Fig. 3.
Also in this case the ACE can be exploited to derive

correlations among [Cψψ], choosing [Cℓℓ]3 3 , [Cqq]3 3

as independent coefficients, for same-sign or opposite-
sign zℓ3 and zq3 . The correlations between the re-
maining coefficients [Cℓℓ]3 3 and [Cqq]3 3 are shown in

Fig. 4.

FIG. 3. Z′ only coupled to left-handed fermions: Correla-
tion among nonvanishing coefficients, varying [Cφℓ]3 and
[Cφq]3 in the range [−1, 1].

C. Z′ only coupled to right-handed fermions

If Z ′ only couples to right-handed fermions,
the nonvanishing coefficients are

[
Cφψ

]
i
for ψ =

{ui, di, ei, νi}, hence 12 parameters. The number of
constraints is reduced to 5 since Eq. (67) is automat-
ically satisfied. Eqs. (66), (68) and (69) provide the
relations

C̃φu = −C̃φd = −C̃φe = C̃φν . (86)

The quadratic and cubic ACE give further relations,
so that the number of independent coefficients is 7.

D. Leptophobic Z′

If Z ′ only couples to quarks, the nonvanishing co-
efficients are

[
Cφψ

]
i
for ψ = {qi, ui, di}, therefore
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FIG. 4. Z′ coupled only to left-handed fermions: Corre-
lations among coefficients, varying [Cℓℓ]3 3 and [Cqq]3 3 in

the range [−1, 0]. The color code is the same as in Fig. 2.

9 parameters. The number of constraints is 5, since
Eq. (69) is automatically verified. The other linear
equations provide the relations

C̃φq = C̃φu = C̃φd = 0 , (87)

while the quadratic and cubic ACE read

C̃(2)
φq − 2 C̃(2)

φu + C̃
(2)
φd = 0 (88)

2 C̃(3)
φq − C̃(3)

φu − C̃
(3)
φd = 0 . (89)

Consequently, there are 4 independent coefficients.

E. Hadrophobic Z′

The situation is specular to the leptophobic Z ′.
The expressions of the ACE are

C̃φℓ = C̃φν = C̃φe = 0

−C̃(2)
φℓ + C̃(2)

φe = 0 (90)

2 C̃
(3)
φℓ − C̃(3)

φν − C̃(3)
φe = 0 .

The number of independent coefficients is 4.

For such models the experimental bounds are
weaker than in previous cases, and allow a relatively
light Z ′. Moreover, Z ′ can contribute to lepton-
flavour violating decays and to the lepton anomalous
magnetic moments [39–46], an issue of great interest
at present [47, 48]. Models gauging La − Lb (a, b be-
ing the lepton flavours) belong to this class, namely
models gauging Lµ − Lτ [49–54].

As an example of a hadrophobic model, we can also
consider the Z ′ only coupled to right-handed neutri-
nos, a scenario belonging to the class of neutrinophilic
NP models [55–57]. As for the ACE, setting all z-
hypercharges to 0 but for right-handed neutrinos, we
have that Eq. (90) is satisfied only if at least one
of the three right-handed neutrinos is sterile under
U(1)′. Choosing zν3 = 0, the ACE imply [Cφν ]3 = 0

and [Cφν ]1 = − [Cφν ]2.

F. ABCD model [26]

A model with a heavy gauge boson Z ′ with
flavour nonuniversal quark and lepton couplings
has been considered in [26]. The assignment
of the z-hypercharge to a generic fermion ψi =
{qi, ui, di, ℓi, νi, ei} (i a generation index) is

zψi
= yψ + ϵi . (91)

yψ denote the generation universal SM hypercharges,
ϵi are parameters generation dependent, but univer-
sal within a given generation. This construction pro-
duces quark-lepton correlations. As shown in [26], all
ACE are satisfied provided

3∑
i=1

ϵi = 0 . (92)

The assignment implies the relation

C̃φψ=3

(
−g

2
Z CφD
2M2

Z′

)1/2

yψ . (93)
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For right-handed neutrinos one has C̃φν = 0 since
yν = 0. Nontrivial relations among the SMEFT co-
efficients are predicted:

−6
C̃φq

C̃φe
= −3

2

C̃φu

C̃φe
= 3

C̃φd

C̃φe
= 2

C̃φℓ

C̃φe
. (94)

VII. CONCLUSIONS

The possibility of gaining information on possible
extensions of the SM, in a bottom-up approach, is
largely based on the SM effective field theory frame-
work. It is important to obtain the widest informa-
tion from the phenomenological analysis of the co-
efficients of the operators in the effective field the-
ory Lagrangian. We have discussed the set of con-
straints and relations among the coefficients of the
d = 6 operators if the SM extension includes a non-
anomalous U(1)′. In particular, we have investigated
how the anomaly cancellation equations, involving
the z-hypercharges, can be translated into constraints
for the νSMEFT Wilson coefficients. Such con-
straints become more stringent if particular features
are assumed for the Z ′ couplings to fermions.

We have discussed examples on how the constraints
can be exploited, and which correlations among the
coefficients emerge. Correlations among different co-
efficients imply relations among different physical
processes, which can be searched and tested in ex-
periment. Such processes could also involve neutri-
nos, which motivates our choice of considering the
νSMEFT formulation. The correlations could also
be included in global fit analyses using the data al-
ready available, or that will be collected in the near
future. This provides us with a way for accessing the
long-sighted extension of the Standard Model.
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