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ABSTRACT: We perform a model-independent analysis of the dimension-six terms
that are generated in the low energy effective theory when a hidden sector that
communicates with the Standard Model (SM) through a specific portal operator is
integrated out. We work within the Standard Model Effective Field Theory (SMEFT)
framework and consider the Higgs, neutrino and hypercharge portals. We find that,
for each portal, the forms of the leading dimension-six terms in the low-energy effec-
tive theory are fixed and independent of the dynamics in the hidden sector. For the
Higgs portal, we find that two independent dimension-six terms are generated, one
of which has a sign that, under certain conditions, is fixed by the requirement that
the dynamics in the hidden sector be causal and unitary. In the case of the neutrino
portal, for a single generation of SM fermions and assuming that the hidden sector
does not violate lepton number, a unique dimension-six term is generated, which
corresponds to a specific linear combination of operators in the Warsaw basis. For
the hypercharge portal, a unique dimension-six term is generated, which again cor-
responds to a specific linear combination of operators in the Warsaw basis. For both
the neutrino and hypercharge portals, under certain conditions, the signs of these
terms are fixed by the requirement that the hidden sector be causal and unitary. We
perform a global fit of these dimension-six terms to electroweak precision observables,
Higgs measurements and diboson production data and determine the current bounds
on their coefficients.
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1 Introduction

While the SM of particle physics provides an excellent description of nature up to energies of
order the electroweak scale, it leaves several deep questions unanswered. These include the
nature of dark matter, the origin of neutrino masses, the source of the baryon asymmetry,
and the resolution of the hierarchy problem. Solutions to these puzzles require new physics
beyond the SM.

Experimental data places severe constraints on models of new physics that contain new
states at or below the electroweak scale. In general, the types of new physics that are least
constrained are those that involve a hidden sector in which none of the new particles carry
charges under the SM gauge groups. Such hidden sectors interact with the SM through
terms of the form £ D Og\Ons, which couple gauge-singlet SM operators Ogy to operators
Ops in the hidden sector. The corresponding SM operators are referred to as “portals”. The
hidden sector may contain just a small number of weakly coupled states, but it could also
contain a multitude of states that have strong interactions with each other and exhibit rich
dynamics. Hidden sectors can provide solutions to many of the puzzles of the SM, including
the little hierarchy problem, for example, [1-5], the origin of the neutrino masses [6-10],
the nature of dark matter [11-16] and the origin of the baryon asymmetry [17-21].

The three lowest dimensional portal operators in the SM are the Higgs portal Ogy =
HTH, the neutrino portal Ogy; = £H, and the hypercharge portal Ogy = B,,,. Therefore,
these are the portals most likely to give rise to observable effects. Dedicated searches have
been performed at colliders and beam dumps for hidden sector particles that couple through
these portals. These include searches for scalar particles that mix with the Higgs boson,
heavy neutral leptons that couple through the neutrino portal, and dark photons that mix
with the hypercharge gauge boson.

Even if the states in the hidden sector are too heavy to be directly produced, precision
measurements can still provide sensitivity. When integrated out, the heavy hidden sector
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fields induce higher-dimensional operators that correct the SM Lagrangian. Electroweak
precision observables (EWPO) are sensitive to these higher-dimensional operators. The
resulting effective operators have been worked out for portals to weakly interacting hidden
sectors with a small number of degrees of freedom [22] and the limits from precision elec-
troweak observables determined, see e.g. [23-25]. However, the model-dependent approach
quickly reaches its limitations when considering more general hidden sectors.

In this paper, we consider a general hidden sector that interacts through the Higgs,
neutrino or hypercharge portals. We assume that the portal coupling is small enough to be
treated perturbatively and that the states in the hidden sector have masses above the weak
scale. We show that, for each of these portals, the forms of the leading dimension-six terms
that are generated in the effective Lagrangian when the hidden sector is integrated out are
fixed and independent of the dynamics in the hidden sector, only depending on the portal.
In particular, for the Higgs portal, we find that two independent dimension-six terms are
generated. In the standard Warsaw basis [26] for the SMEFT, these take the form,

Op=(H'H)?® and Opn= (H'H)O(H'H) . (1.1)

For some range of scaling dimensions of the operator Oyg, the sign of the coefficient of the
Opo = (HTH)O(HTH) term is fixed by the requirement that the dynamics in the hidden
sector be causal and unitary. There is no such restriction on the sign of the coefficient of
the Oy = (H'H)?3 operator. In the case of the neutrino portal, for a single generation of
SM fermions and assuming that the hidden sector does not violate lepton number, a unique
dimension-six operator is generated,

O = (¢H)Tio"9,(¢H) (1.2)

where we employ the 2-component spinor conventions described in Ref. [27]. This operator
corresponds to a specific linear combination of two independent operators in the Warsaw
basis. For some range of scaling dimensions of the operator Ong, the coefficient of Oypy
has a definite sign that is fixed by causality and unitarity. For the case of the hypercharge
portal, again a unique dimension-six term is generated,

O = —%((%BW)(WBW) . (1.3)

This operator, which generates a contribution to the Y parameter [28| in universal theo-
ries [29], corresponds to a specific linear combination of several different operators in the
Warsaw basis '. For some range of scaling dimensions of the operator Opg, considerations
of causality and unitarity again fix the sign of its coefficient.

It is important to note that the restrictions we obtain on the signs of the coefficients of
the operators Oy, Oy and Oy p are only applicable to interactions of the specific forms we
are considering and are not expected to be valid for more general ultraviolet completions.
In particular, it is known that the coefficient of the operator Opyg can have either sign,
depending on the field content of the ultraviolet theory [31]. Several authors have used

Note that our definition of the operator Oz2p differs from the commonly used SILH basis operator
05U — _ (9" B,.)(8,B)/2 [30]. However, after integrating by parts, the two can be seen to be related

to each other as Q2 = QOS}BLH.
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unitarity and causality to place restrictions on the signs of operators in the SMEFT that
are completely general and valid for any ultraviolet completion, for example [32, 33|, (for
a review with many additional references see [34]). However, this is usually only possible
for dimension-eight operators, which are expected to be less important for most processes
at low energies. Therefore, rather than aim for complete generality, we choose to focus on
the effective operators at dimension six that arise from a specific class of well-motivated
ultraviolet completions. Our philosophy in this regard is similar to that of Ref. [35], which
considered extensions of the SM based on universal theories and showed that the signs of
the Y and Z parameters are positive.

For each portal, we perform a global fit of the dimension-six terms to EWPO, Higgs
measurements and diboson data and determine the current bounds on their coefficients.
In doing so, we take into account the effects of renormalization group evolution from the
matching scale down to the weak scale. The fits find no significant preference for a hidden
sector coupled through the Higgs, neutrino, or hypercharge portals over the SM.

The outline of this paper is as follows. In Section 2, we determine the forms of the lead-
ing dimension-six operators that arise when a hidden sector that couples to the SM through
a specific portal operator is integrated out, and we study the implications of causality and
unitarity for the signs of their coefficients. In Section 3 we determine the current bounds
on these operators from EWPO, Higgs measurements, and diboson production data. We
conclude in Section 4.

2 Higher Dimensional Operators from Hidden Sectors

In this section, we determine the leading dimension-six operators that arise in the low-
energy effective field theory when a hidden sector that couples to the SM through the
Higgs, neutrino or hypercharge portals is integrated out. We then express these operators
in the Warsaw basis and consider their implications for phenomenology.

2.1 The Higgs Portal

The Higgs portal operator HTH is the lowest dimension gauge invariant scalar operator
composed of the SM fields. Interactions of the SM with a hidden sector through the Higgs
portal can be written as,

LD -AH'HOg, (2.1)

where Og is a gauge invariant scalar operator in the hidden sector. We make no further
assumptions about the nature of the operator Og. It could, for example, represent an ele-
mentary or composite operator of a weakly coupled hidden sector, or a primary or secondary
operator of a strongly coupled theory that is conformal in the ultraviolet. The coupling A is
assumed to be small enough to be treated perturbatively. If the states in the hidden sector
have masses above the weak scale, they may be integrated out, giving rise to corrections
to the SM Lagrangian. We wish to determine the form of the resulting terms in the low
energy effective theory without making any assumptions about the dynamics in the hidden
sector.

At order A, the leading effect is a correction to the Higgs propagator. Since there is no
momentum flow through the vertex, the only effect that arises is a renormalization of the
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Figure 1: Schematic diagrams representing the integrating out of a hidden sector coupled through
the Higgs portal at order A% (left) and \® (right).

Higgs mass term, u>H'H. However, this has no observable consequences, since the value
of ;12 is in any case not known a priori.

We therefore turn our attention to the corrections generated at order A\2. For the pur-
poses of matching, we consider the process H(p1), H(p2) — H(p3), H(pa), shown schemat-
ically in Fig. 1. The corresponding matrix element takes the form

3 ol T{(=iN? [ dlo [ dy(HHOS @) HIHOS| ) Ip1.p2)

)\2
-5 [t [ ay (@1 T{O0s@)05)}19) (oo, T{H H@ H H@)Y Ip1pe) . (22)

where the p; refer to the external momenta on the Higgs lines, and |Q2) is the vacuum state.

The hidden sector dynamics is contained in the matrix element (Q| T{Os(x)Os(y)} [€2).
To simplify this term, we insert a complete set of hidden sector energy-momentum eigen-
states |n) with four-momenta p,,

(Q T{Os(2)Os(y)} 19) = Y T{(2| Os() In) (n| Os(y) |2)}

_ d'k 0 0\, —ik-(z—y) 0 0\ ,—ik-(y—x)
- / P0G~ 1)e 1000 — e )
(2.3)

In deriving the second line we have used the translation invariance of the vacuum state |Q2)
to set (Q] Os(x)|n) = (2] Os(0) |n) e~®P»'* and defined the spectral density function

p(k) =Y (2m)*5* (pn — k) [(2] Os(0) |n) | (2.4)
n
Note that, by construction, p(k) is real and positive. This can be understood as a con-
sequence of unitarity [36]. We now show that p(k) transforms as a scalar under Lorentz
transformations. Consider p(k’), where k' is related to k by a Lorentz transformation,
k" = AP, kY. Then,

p(K') = (2m)°6 (pm — AK) [(2] O5(0) [m)[*. (2.5)

The states |m) are related to the states |n) by an (active) unitary transformation, |m) =
|U(A)n). Since the delta function is invariant under Lorentz transformations, we can write
_ 2

p(K) =3 _(2m)%6* (pn — k) [(Q U MU TH(A)Os(0)U(A) )"

n

(2.6)
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Under a Lorentz transformation the vacuum state |2) and the operator Og(0) are invariant.
It follows that p(k) = p(k’), and so p(k) is invariant under Lorentz transformations. Then,
taking into account that the sum is only over physical states, which necessarily have k% > 0,
we have that

p(k) = p(k*)B(ko) (2.7)

From this we obtain the Kallen-Lehmann spectral representation,

(QIT{Os(x)Os(y)} 1€2)

_ [ d'k 00y —ik-(z—y) 00\, —ik-(y—2) 2
= [ 0 =) 0060 — )k (k?),

o0
= [ av o) Dt~y 02). (2.8)
0

Here Dp(x — y, M?) is the Feynman (position space) propagator. The Kallen-Lehmann
spectral representation is a special case of a dispersion relation, and as such its form is
dictated by causality. The matrix element in Eq. (2.2) then leads to a sum of two terms of
the form

)\Z/d4:c/d4yeip'(m_y)/o dM?p(M?*)Dp(z — y, M?) (2.9)

with p = ps — p4 for the first term and p = p; — p4 for the second. The position integrals
over x and y correspond to taking the Fourier transform of the propagator. Then, omitting
an overall energy-momentum conserving delta function, we are left with a sum of two terms
of the form .
i

_— 2.10
p2 _ M2 + de ( )

—\? /0 dM?p(M?)

Based on our assumption that all the states in the hidden sector have masses much greater
than p?, we can expand these terms out as

+z‘/\2/ooodM2p%2) [(1+W+...>+(1+W+...)} (2.11)

While the constant terms in the square brackets represent a correction to the Higgs quartic
coupling in the SM, which can simply be absorbed into its a priori unknown value, the
p?/M? terms correspond to a higher dimensional operator of the form

Ou(HTH)O*(HTH)

@ 2
Mg

(2.12)

in the low energy effective Lagrangian. Here Mg represents the mass scale of the hidden
sector particles that are being integrated out. The dimensionless coefficient « is positive.

This operator can be expressed in the standard basis for higher dimensional operators,
the Warsaw basis. With a simple integration by parts, we find that the operator of interest
in this case can be written in terms of the Warsaw basis operator Oy

——(H'H)O(H'H) = ——0pn with  a>0. (2.13)



The fact that the sign of « is fixed can be traced to the positivity of the spectral density
function, which is a consequence of unitarity, and the form of the Kallen-Lehmann spectral
representation, which is dictated by causality.

In general, loop diagrams involving the SM fields will give rise to other dimension-
six SMEFT operators at order A\? at the matching scale. However, these effects are loop
suppressed and therefore subleading compared to the contribution to Ogp.

In performing the analysis leading up to Eq. (2.12), we have implicitly assumed that
the integral in Eq. (2.10) does not diverge in the ultraviolet. However, in general, this
assumption may not be valid. Consider, for example, the specific case of an operator Og
of scaling dimension Ag in the ultraviolet, so that p(M?) scales as (M?)*s~2 for large
M?. Then the integral in Eq. (2.10) is ultraviolet-divergent for Ag > 2 and must be
regulated by adding counterterms. However, as shown in Appendix A, for 2 < Ag < 3,
a counterterm for the Higgs quartic suffices to regulate the theory to order A%, and the
sign of o in Eq. (2.12) is unaffected. However, for Ag > 3, the coefficient « of the higher
dimensional term in Eq. (2.12) is also ultraviolet sensitive at order A? and receives most
of its support from unknown ultraviolet physics. It therefore now requires a counterterm,
and our argument that o > 0 no longer applies. For the special case of Ag = 3, « is
only logarithmically divergent, and therefore contributions from scales below the ultraviolet
cutoff are logarithmically enhanced. We therefore expect that, although a counterterm is
still required to account for the unknown ultraviolet physics, o > 0 in this case as well.
Hence our conclusion about the sign of « is expected to be valid for the range of scaling
dimensions Ag < 3.

This result admits a simple understanding based on dimensional analysis. When the
operator Og has a definite scaling dimension Ag in the ultraviolet, we can write the Higgs
portal interaction in Eq. (2.1) as

Lo A HOs = —— 2 Higo (2.14)

S MAs—2 S - :
uv

Here Myv represents an ultraviolet scale and the coupling ) is dimensionless. The higher
dimensional term in Eq. (2.12) is generated at order A? and its coefficient o,/ M7 has mass di-
mension —2. It then follows that o/ M7 is finite and scales as A2(Mig /My ) 22541/ Mig)?
for Ag < 3, but is ultraviolet-divergent and scales as S\Q(AUV /MUV)QAS ~4(1/Ayv)?, where
Ayv is an ultraviolet cutoff, for Ag > 3. For the special case of Ag = 3, the divergence is
only logarithmic and o/ M2, scales as A2(1/Muyv)2In(Ayy /Mig). Therefore the sign of « is
expected to be positive for Ag < 3.

In the more general case, Og may not have a definite scaling dimension in the ultravio-
let. For example, this would be the case if Og consists of a linear combination of operators
of definite scaling dimension. As shown in Appendix A, the conclusion that « is positive is
then satisfied provided that p(M?) does not grow any faster than M? in the ultraviolet.

We now turn our attention to the leading dimension-six operators generated at order 3.
The only such operator is (HTH)?, which arises from diagrams of the schematic form shown
in Fig. 1. This operator is represented by Og in the Warsaw basis. In contrast to Oy,
there is no restriction on the sign of this operator. While loop diagrams involving the SM
fields can generate other dimension-six operators at order A3 at the matching scale, these
effects are loop-suppressed and therefore subleading.
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We now consider the leading physical effects of these operators. In the case of Ogp,
going to unitary gauge, we see that the kinetic term of the physical Higgs boson receives
a correction of order av%w /MIQR. After rescaling the Higgs field to return to the canonical
normalization, the couplings of the Higgs field to the SM fermions and gauge bosons all
receive a common correction of this order. This alters the production rates of the Higgs
boson at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC), but not its branching fractions. The bounds
on the Higgs event rates can therefore be used to constrain Ogp.

In the case of Op, its main effect is to correct the potential for the Higgs doublet
in the SM. After setting the mass of the physical Higgs boson to the observed value, its
trilinear term and quartic couplings receive corrections that cause them to differ from the
SM predictions. At present, these couplings are poorly constrained by the data and so
the bounds on this operator are rather weak. We discuss the constraints on both these
operators in greater detail in Section 3.

2.2 The Neutrino Portal

The neutrino portal interaction can be written as,
LD —yOpfH + h.c. (2.15)

where the SM electroweak doublet lepton field ¢ and the hidden sector operator O trans-
form as left-chiral spinors under the Lorentz group. We adopt the convention in which the
hypercharge of the Higgs doublet has the opposite sign to that of the left handed leptons.
Then the SU(2) gauge indices on these fields are contracted via the antisymmetric tensor,
(H = e/ HY, where €, = (z’aQ)ab. In our analysis, we will assume that the hidden sector
does not violate lepton number. For now, we limit our consideration to a single generation
of SM fermions.

We wish to integrate out the hidden sector to determine the form of the dimension-six
terms in the low energy effective theory. Since Op is not a singlet under Lorentz transfor-
mations, the effects arising from integrating out the hidden sector begin at order y2. For
the purposes of matching at this order, we consider the process ¢(p1)H (p2) — ¢(p3)H (pa),
represented schematically in Fig. 2. The corresponding matrix element is given by

(s, 2(ps),pa| T {(—z:w? [ | d4y[<eH>*op*1<x>[OFeHKy)} p1.2(p). o) =

(i [ d's [ 'y s (o) on| T {(CH) @)H W) Ipr,a(p). p2) (91 TR (@) Or(0)} 19
(2.16)

where z(p13) are the initial and final state lepton spinors, and we employ the notation of
Ref. |27].

Once again, we insert a complete set of hidden sector energy-momentum eigenstates
In) inside the matrix element (Q T{Or'(2)Or(y)} |Q), and express the result as,

4
[ e (00 =) — P — )0 ey (27
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Figure 2: Schematic diagram representing the integrating out of a hidden sector coupled through
the neutrino portal at order 32.

where the spectral density function

(27) 254 k) (Q) O14(0) |n) (n] 0%(0) Q) . (2.18)

We now determine the behavior of p*(k) under a Lorentz transformation. Consider
p¥@(k'), where k' is related to k by a Lorentz transformation, k’* = A*, kY. Then,

p* (k) =D (2m)° 5" (pm — AR) (2] O} (0) [m) (m] OF(0) ), (2.19)

m

where the states |m) are related to the states |n) by an active unitary transformation,
|m) = |U(A)n). Since the delta function is invariant under Lorentz transformations, we can

write

P = 2 o~ ) (0 OF (0) [Un) (Un| 03(0) |92)
Z 2738 (pn — k) (QQUU O (0)U |n) (n] U™ OL0)UTU |Q2) . (2.20)

Under an active Lorentz transformation the vacuum is invariant, while the fermionic oper-
ators transform as

U MO O)U() = (M (4) 1501 (). (2.21)
U A)OR(O)U(A) = OFO) M (A)]§ (2.22)

where M is the representation matrix of the (3,0) Lorentz algebra. Then

P = (M AT |3 @m)%5 (pn — k) (2 O (0) [n) (n] OF(0) [2) | M (A)] 5
" (2.23)

Recognizing the term in square brackets as pBB(k), we have that under Lorentz transfor-

mations the spectral density function transforms as

P (Ak) = [(M’l(/\))*]aﬁpﬁﬂ(k) (M) (2.24)
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Since p®“ is a (2 x 2) Hermitian matrix, we can expand it out in the basis of the * matrices.
From the spinor structure of p(k), we have

k) = pulk) (). (2.25)
Under Lorentz transformations the & matrices transform as
(M HTgh M=t = Af5" . (2.26)

Then, from Eq. (2.24), p,(k) must transform as a covariant vector under Lorentz transfor-
mations. Since p®® is a function of k alone and is constructed from a sum over physical
states, we have that p, (k) must be of the form p, (k) = k,p(k*)0(ko). Therefore the matrix

element in Eq. (2.16) can be simplified to

o0 2 (ip, ot
(il ) | [ an? 2T o), (2.27)

In this expression p = (p; + p2) and p(k2)0(ko) is given by

T 3
p(2)0(00) = TS 54— 1) 3 [n] OR(0) 1) (2.28)

Expanding in powers of p? /M2, the leading term in Eq. (2.27) is given by

[e§) 2
i) (o) | a0, (229)

This corresponds to a dimension-six operator in the low energy effective theory of the form
o

. a
ME, (¢H)Vig"d,(¢H) =

=2 O . (2.30)
Mg

The positivity of p(k?) in Eq. (2.28) dictates that the dimensionless coefficient « in this
equation is necessarily positive. This is again a consequence of the requirement that the
hidden sector dynamics be causal and unitary. In general, loop diagrams involving the
SM fields will give rise to other dimension-six SMEFT operators at the matching scale at
order y2. However, these effects are suppressed by a loop factor and therefore subleading
compared to the operator in Eq. (2.30).

We have determined that the coefficient of the operator Oyp in the low energy effective
theory is necessarily positive. However, in performing the steps leading up to Eq. (2.30),
we have implicitly assumed that the integral in Eq. (2.27) does not diverge in the ultra-
violet, and this assumption must be reexamined. For example, consider the specific case
of an operator O of scaling dimension Ap in the far ultraviolet. Then p(M?) scales as
(M?)Ar=5/2 for large M?. The integral is ultraviolet-divergent for Ap > 5/2 and must
be regulated by adding a counterterm for Opy. Then, for Ap > 5/2, the coefficient «
of the higher dimensional term in Eq. (2.30) receives most of its support from unknown
ultraviolet physics and our argument that o > 0 no longer applies. For the special case
of Ap = 5/2, a is only logarithmically divergent, and therefore contributions from scales
below the ultraviolet cutoff are logarithmically enhanced. We therefore expect that o > 0
in this case as well. Hence our conclusion that « is positive is expected to be valid for

~9/24 -



the range of scaling dimensions Ap < 5/2. In the more general case, Or may not have a
definite scaling dimension in the ultraviolet. In such a case, the conclusion that « is positive
is satisfied provided that p(M?) does not increase with M? in the ultraviolet, but instead
falls or remains constant.

We express the operator in Oy in the Warsaw basis, for later use in Section 3. After
some algebra, we arrive at the linear combination

1
O = 1 |05 - 0] (2.31)

where the Warsaw basis operators (’)g% and ng (omitting generation indices) are defined
as

W _ gt: B s
OlL) = (H'i D H)(0),

I _
0\ = (H'i D, H)(Tr'0). (2.32)

We now consider the realistic case of three generations of SM fermions. In general,
there could also be multiple flavors of fermionic operators Of, in the hidden sector, where
« is a flavor index for the hidden sector operators. Then Eq. (2.15) generalizes to

~o

£ D) _yaiOF,agiH = _AyFi_wOFpéng y (233)
MUV

where ¢ = 1,2,3 is a SM flavor index. After integrating out the hidden sector states, we
obtain
at

- (6:H)ig" 9, (¢;H) . (2.34)
MIR

This is the generalization of Eq. (2.30) to the three flavor case. If the operators Op,
all have the same scaling dimension Ap, and are also orthogonal in flavor space, so that
<OF,Q(9:)O}WB(y)> o 043, then the matrix composed of the o in Eq. (2.33) is expected to
be positive definite for Ap < 5/2.

To understand the leading phenomenological effects of the operator in Eq. (2.34), we set
the Higgs to its VEV. This results in corrections to the kinetic terms of the neutrinos that
scale as av%w /MIQR, without any corresponding change in the kinetic terms of the charged
leptons. After rescaling the kinetic terms of the neutrinos to their canonical values, this
will result in corrections to the couplings of the neutrinos to the W and Z bosons. Such
corrections are very strongly constrained because of the high precision in the measured
values of observables such as the muon lifetime and the Z-boson line shape. We will
determine the constraints on the effective operator in Eq. (2.34) in Section 3, under the
assumption that the couplings to the hidden sector are flavor universal, so that a® oc §.

If the o/ are not flavor diagonal, the couplings of the neutrinos to the weak gauge
bosons violate the lepton flavor symmetries of the SM. This will give rise to charged lepton
flavor violating processes such p — ey and p — 3e, which are very tightly constrained by
data. We leave a careful study of these effects for future work.
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Figure 3: Schematic diagram representing the integrating out of a hidden sector coupled through
the hypercharge portal at order €2.

2.3 The Hypercharge Portal

Interactions of the SM with a hidden sector through the hypercharge portal take the form,

LD —eB,,0M . (2.35)

Here O:’;V is a real antisymmetric rank-2 tensor operator in the hidden sector. As before,
we wish to determine the forms of the dimension-six operators that are generated when
the hidden sector is integrated out. As in the case of the neutrino portal, since O} is not
a singlet under Lorentz transformations, these effects can only arise at order €2 or higher.
The leading effects then arise from corrections to the propagator of the hypercharge gauge
boson, shown schematically in Fig. 3.

At order €2, the correction to the B, 2-point function takes the form

5 OT{ B Bow) (-0 [ o [ 4B 08 @IB02 1)} 1= (230)
62
-5 [ s [ atyiir {05 @07 1)} 1) 01T {By(e') Boly/) Busle)Bas(w)} 0)

The matrix element involving the gauge boson B, and the field strength B, is straight-
forward to evaluate. We therefore start by focusing on the hidden sector matrix element.
As before, we insert a complete set of energy-momentum eigenstates and use translation
invariance to separate out the position dependence,

@1 {0 ()05 () } 19)
=3 0" — )P (0] 04 (0) [m) (n] OF7(0) 2)

+ 0" = a)e P (0] 037(0) In) (n] OF (0)92)

d*q e () i )
:/W{Q(xo_yO)e q-(x=y) 1 aﬁ(q)+0(y0—az0)€ q-(y=x) LoBu (q)} ’ (2.37)

where the tensor 78 is given by

TeB () = (2r) 254 = q) (2] OB (0) n) (n] OF(0) 192) (2.38)

Because O is a real, antisymmetric tensor, 7% is antisymmetric under the exchange of
the indices,  +— v and a +— (. Then Lorentz symmetry constrains 7*%(q) to be of
the general form

78 (q) = pe(g®) e 4 po(¢P)TIE P 1 py (¢TI (), (2.39)
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where e#*# is the Levi-Civita tensor, and

ngaﬁ = guagyﬁ o g,uﬁgya’

% (q) = —g"¢"¢” + ¢"°¢"¢® — ¢"P¢"q* + g"*a"d" . (2.40)
It follows from this general structure that the tensor 7 is symmetric under the exchange
of pairs of indices, (uv) +— (af), so T*P(q) = 7B (q). This allows us to write the
2-point function in Eq. (2.37) as
d*q
(2m)*

We now show that the signs of py and p; in Eq. (2.39) are both positive. Consider

@T {08 @OF W} 1) = [aV?Dee -y 1) [ Lo - MAeedlg) . (2a1)

elements of the tensor 7#*®% of the form m** (no sum). From Eq. (2.38), each such
element is of positive sign. Now consider the case when ¢* is timelike, so that we can choose
a frame in which ¢* is along the time direction, ¢* = \/q>2566. Then, from Egs. (2.39) and
(2.40), choosing u and v to be distinct spatial indices i and j, i # j, (so that both €% and
Hiljij vanish, while Héﬂj = 1), it is straightforward to see that pg(q?) has positive sign for
timelike ¢*. Next, choosing © = 0 and v to be any spacelike index, we find

™% = ¢*p1(¢*) — po(q®) > 0. (2.42)

This shows that p1(q?) has positive sign for timelike ¢*.

We are now in a position to contract the hidden sector matrix element with the SM
matrix element. Note that the p. term does not contribute, since there are no four linearly
independent vectors to contract it with. Working in Feynman gauge, we obtain,

%0 i
62/0 dmr P VPR (po(MQ)Hé‘”a’B+p1(M2)Hﬁwaﬁ(p)>

Gpv 9pu 9Bo Jao
X [ p —p p —p
(“pz—l—ie Vp2+ie><ap2+ie ﬂpz—l—ie)

) PpPo { o 2 —PO(M2) +p2;01(M2)
=i (9’”’_ p? >p2+z'6/0 M p2—M2+ie (243)

where p is the momentum flowing through the propagator, Expanding the integrand out in

powers of p?/M?, we obtain

PpPo i > dM? > dM?
4 2 _Pp M2 2 . M2 MQ M2 .
‘ (gpa p? ) p? +ie {/0 M? po(M7) = p 0 M* (—po(M?) + M?p1(M?))
(2.44)

Note that we get the correct tensor structure, as dictated by gauge invariance. Also, note
that both of the integrands in the curly brackets are positive, the first one due to the
positivity of po(g?) and the second one from the positivity of the expression in Eq. (2.42).
The first integral in the curly brackets represents a contribution to the kinetic term of
the hypercharge gauge boson. It has no observable consequences since it can be absorbed
into the a priori unknown value of the U(1)y gauge coupling. The second term, on the
other hand, has observable effects and corresponds in the low energy effective theory to a
dimension-six operator of the form

1
%OQB where a>0 and O9p = —f(BABW)(a/\B“”). (2.45)
MZ, 2
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Here « is again dimensionless.

It is the positivity of the integrand in the second integral in Eq. (2.44) that led us to
conclude that « is positive. However, in reaching this conclusion we have implicitly assumed
that the integrals in Eq. (2.44) do not diverge in the ultraviolet, and this assumption must
be reexamined. Consider an operator 0% of scaling dimension Ay in the ultraviolet. Then
po(M?) and py (M?) scale as (M?)27~2 and (M?)>773 for large M?. Hence the first integral
in Eq. (2.44) is ultraviolet-divergent for Az > 2 and must be regulated. This can be done
by adding a counterterm for the kinetic term for the hypercharge gauge boson. For Ar > 3,
the second integral in Eq. (2.44) is also ultraviolet-divergent. For A > 3 the coefficient «
of the higher dimensional term in Eq. (2.30) receives most of its support from the unknown
physics at scales of order the cutoff and our argument that o > 0 no longer applies. For the
special case of Ap = 3, a is only logarithmically divergent, and therefore contributions from
scales below the ultraviolet cutoff are logarithmically enhanced. We therefore expect our
argument that o > 0 to apply to this case as well. Hence our conclusion that « is positive is
expected to be valid for the range of scaling dimensions Ap < 3. In the more general case,
the operator Or may not have a definite scaling dimension in the ultraviolet. The conclusion
that « is positive is then satisfied provided that the combination po(M?2) — M?2p1(M?) does
not grow any faster than M? in the ultraviolet.

We can express the operator of Eq. (2.45) in the Warsaw basis. After employing the
equations of motion for the hypercharge gauge boson, we find (see also [29]),

+ (Yq [OSH i + Yy [Ogﬂ i + Yy [OHULz + Yy [OHd]n' +Ye [OHe]ii)

7

iigg T & [Ouulyi; + Y7 [Oadlyj; + % [Oeel;ij

+ (Y(f [Oéé)}iijj YO

+2Y,v; [0} |

(1) (1)
+ 2V, [Oqu]n’jj + 2¥o¥d [qu ]n’jj T 2Yg¥e [Oueliy

1y j

+2YeYy (O + 2YeYaq [Oudl i + 2YeYe [Oge]

1jj 1jj 5]

L2Y,Y, [ofjd)} H2YYe (Ol + 2YaYe [Odliiy; )] with a>0. (2.46)
iijj

Here ¢ is the coupling of the SM U(1)y gauge group, i and j are flavor indices, and Y}

denotes the hypercharge of the corresponding fermion f,

1 12 1 } (2.47)

ervavavf={g-53-3-
The definitions of the Warsaw basis operators Ogp, Ogn, Ons, and Oy in this expression
are given in Table 1.

We now consider the phenomenological implications of the operator in Eq. (2.45). We
see from Eq. (2.46) that through the operator Opp, it gives rise to a correction to the
mass splitting between the W and Z gauge bosons after the Higgs acquires a VEV. This
is very tightly constrained by data. In addition, through the operators of the form Oy
the couplings of the fermions to the Z gauge boson are altered. This is also very tightly
constrained by experiment, as we shall see in Section 3.
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3 Constraints on Portal-Generated SMEFT Operators

In the previous section, we determined the leading dimension-six operators that arise from
a hidden sector that couples to the SM through the Higgs, neutrino and hypercharge por-
tals. In this section, we consider each of these portals in turn and determine the current
constraints on the corresponding dimension-six operators. We parameterize the SMEFT
Lagrangian as

C;
Lo =Lsm+ Y 9% (3.1)

where the O; denote dimension-six operators in the Warsaw basis and the C; represent
dimensionless Wilson coefficients. We use EWPO, Higgs measurements, and diboson pro-
duction data from the LHC to place constraints on the Wilson coefficients of the operators
that arise from portal interactions. We make use of the HEPfit package [37] to determine
the constraints.

In determining the constraints, we take into account the renormalization group evo-
lution from the matching scale A down to the weak scale. At one-loop order, the Wilson
coefficients C; at the matching scale A are related to those at the renormalization scale p
as

Cl(,u) = CZ(A) - % ln<2), with Cz = zj:%jcj . (3.2)
The anomalous dimension matrix 7;; depends on the specific dimension-six SMEFT oper-
ators O; and O;. The complete list of one-loop renormalization group equations for the
dimension-six SMEFT operators is given in Refs. [38-40].

We employ EWPO data from W and Z pole measurements [41]. The fit incorporates
the following observables:

«, G,uv MZ» MWa FZa Oh, A(,FB» Ab,FBa Aba A07 A€7 Rb Rba R . (33)

The asymmetries above are defined as

A D(Z = ;) —T(Z — (hR)
Z:

IN(Z — t+te7) ’
<z qr) — I'(Z q
A, = (Z = qrar) (7 — 4rdr) (3.4)
I'(Z = qq)
where ¢ = e, u, 7 and g = b, c. The contributions to the Z width are parametrized as
I'(Z — had <z q
Ry = (Z — ha rons)’ R, - (Z — qq) ’ (3.5)
INZ — ) I'(Z — hadrons)
where again ¢ = e, u, 7 and g = b, c. The forward-backward symmetries are defined as
oh — ot
Ajpp= ——2B (3.6)
op + 03

where 0'% corresponds to the total cross section for angles # between the incoming and

;%) and o} to angles between (3,7). We in-

corporate Higgs data from [42-44], W boson mass data from [45-48|, and diboson data

outgoing particles that lie in the range (0
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from [45, 49-52].We do not include the recent result for the W boson mass by the CDF
collaboration [53].

The complete list of the dimension-six Warsaw basis operators generated from each
of the three portals is given in Table 1. At tree level, the W and Z pole observables are
sensitive to the following subset of these operators, see for example [23, 24],

Onp, 04,041, 0%, Orre, Otru, Otia, Oue - (3.7)
The corrections to Higgs observables at tree level can arise from the operators
O, O, Onp, O, 041, O%), O, Oru, Orra, Oue (3.8)
The diboson WW and W Z data are sensitive to the operators
Omp, 04, 0%). Ottu, Orra, Ot (3.9)

In the following subsections, we perform a global fit to the dimension-6 effective operators
generated by each of the three portals.

3.1 The Higgs Portal

As discussed above, after integrating out a hidden sector that couples through the Higgs
portal, we generate two independent SMEFT operators Og and Oy at the matching scale
A (see Table 1). The Wilson coefficient Cy of the operator Oy at the EFT matching
scale A is related to the parameters in Eq. (2.13) as

Coo «

PO (3.10)

The arguments in the previous section imply that C'yg < 0 for the range of scaling dimen-
sions Ag < 3.

The immediate effect of the Ogg operator is to modify the Higgs kinetic term, resulting
in a universal correction to the couplings of the Higgs to the SM fermions and gauge
bosons. The corresponding coeflicient C is therefore constrained by LHC data on the
Higgs signal strength. In addition, on renormalization group evolution from the matching

scale A down to the weak scale, the operator Oy generates the operators Ogp, Og;, and

OS’BI at the weak scale, which are severely constrained by EWPO. The contribution to the
operator Opp, related to the oblique T-parameter, is the most significant for EWPO. The
corresponding renormalization group equation takes the form (see e.g. [24]),

. 8 20
Cup = ggl 2Cu: — Cmp + Cg; + 39/2015@ —24 [ycht — ysCrp| + 24(y7 — yg)Cg; )
(3.11)

where the y; are Yukawa couplings and we are showing only the most important terms.
Until a few years ago, this was the dominant effect driving the limits. However, at present
this effect is not as constraining as the direct Higgs measurements.

The O operator, on the other hand, introduces corrections to the Higgs trilinear and
quartic self-interactions. These have not been measured with good precision at the LHC. In
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Higgs portal

On (HIH)? Ouo | (H'TH)DO(H'H)

Neutrino portal

oW | (Y B, H)Enee) || OF) | (i B, H)(E,riyme
HY ( vt Dy )(py*eyr) HY ( v D, Y(UpT i yHLy)

Hypercharge portal

Opp | (H'D,H)*(H'D*H) || Opnp (H'H)O (H'H)

oW | (i T oW | (Hti D, H)(T,n"e
Hq (H'"i Du H)(qp"qr) HY (H'i Dy H)(Epy"ey)

Ony (H“ Du )(ﬁpv“ur) OHa (HTZ’ Bu H) (pryﬂdr)

Oge | (HTi D# H)(eyy*er) || Oy | four-fermion operators

Table 1: The SMEFT operators generated through the Higgs, neutrino and hypercharge portals
in the Warsaw basis.

addition, renormalization group evolution also does not generate the operators that EWPO
are most sensitive to, and so the constraints on Cp are comparatively weak.

In the left plot of Fig. 4, we depict the combined 1 and 2-0 contours for the Higgs
portal operators with Wilson coefficients Ci and C'yg. The matching scale has been taken
to be A =1 TeV. The gray-shaded region is forbidden for the range of scaling dimensions
Ag < 3, as discussed in Sec. 2.1. From the plot, it is evident that Cyg is much more
strongly constrained than Cpy. In the right plot of Fig. 4, we show how Ax? varies as a
function of Cyn. The matching scale has again been taken to be A = 1 TeV. From the
plots, it is clear that the SM point, Cyg = Cyg = 0, is in good agreement with the data.

In these plots, the matching scale has been held fixed at A = 1 TeV. However, we have
verified that any value of the matching scale A in the range from 250 GeV to 10 TeV leads
to very similar constraints on the ratios Cyo/A? and Cy/A%. Tt follows from this that the
effects of renormalization group evolution are not significant.

3.2 The Neutrino Portal

In the previous section, we saw that, for a single generation of SM fermions, integrating out
a hidden sector coupled through the neutrino portal generates the dimension-six operator
O¢pr (2.30) in the SMEFT. We relate the Wilson coefficient of the neutrino portal operator
Cyp at the EFT matching scale A with the parameters in Eq. (2.30) as

Cen _ o 12

[CBVEA (3.12)
The arguments in the previous section imply that Cyyyr > 0 for Ap < 5/2. In the Warsaw
basis, the neutrino portal operator Opy corresponds to a specific linear combination of
the operators Og’z and Og; (2.31), with the Wilson coefficients ng = —C’g’g = Cyp /4.
Generalizing to three generations, we assume that the couplings of the hidden sector to the
SM are universal and flavor diagonal, so that Cypr is the same for all three generations of
leptons at the matching scale A.
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68%, 95% C.L. contours, EWPO+Higgs+diboson data - EWPO+Higgs+diboson data with RGE
[ T 2R — P
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Figure 4: The left plot shows the allowed parameter space (1- and 20 contours) for the coefficients
Cy and Cyp of the Higgs portal operators Oy and Oy for a matching scale A = 1 TeV. The
right plot shows Ax? for Cyo alone for the same matching scale. The gray-shaded regions are
forbidden for some range of scaling dimensions of the operator Og, as discussed in the text. The
plots incorporate data from EWPO, Higgs, and diboson observables and take into account renor-
malization group evolution.

In Fig. 5, we plot Ax? as a function of the Wilson coefficient of the neutrino portal
operator Cyry. We also display the individual contributions to the fit from the SMEFT
operators O(% and 0(3) The matching scale A has been taken as 1 TeV. The region
forbidden for scaling dimension Ap < 5/2 has been shaded grey. The fit shows no significant
preference for a neutrino portal coupling over the SM. We have verified that the fit is quite
insensitive to the value of the matching scale A. In particular, for A anywhere in the
range between 250 GeV and 10 TeV, the limits on Cyy/A? change very little, showing that
renormalization group effects are not significant.

3.3 The Hypercharge Portal

In the previous section, we saw that integrating out a hidden sector coupled through the hy-
percharge portal generates the dimension-six operator Oyp from Eq. (2.45). In the Warsaw
basis, Oyp corresponds to a specific linear combination of several different operators in the
SMEFT as described in Eq. (2.46) The global fit is most sensitive to the operators O( )
(HTi Bu H)(lyy"1,), Ope = (H'i Du H)(epy'e,) and Ogp = (H'D,H)*(H'D,H), Wthh
are severely constrained by EWPO.
In Fig. 6, we present the results of our global fit expressed in terms of the Wilson

coefficient Cyp of the O9p operator. This is related to the parameters in (2.45) as

CQ B (7

A2 = M—IQR . (3.13)
The arguments in the previous section imply that Cyp > 0 for the range of scaling dimen-
sions A7 < 3. In the figure, we plot Ax? as a function of the Wilson coefficient Cop of
the operator Oyp. We also display the individual contributions to Ax? from the most con-
straining Warsaw basis operators. We have again taken the matching scale A to be 1 TeV
and included the effects of renormalization group evolution on the Wilson coefficients. The
region forbidden for scaling dimension Ar < 3 has been shaded gray. We have verified that
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Figure 5: We plot Ax? as a function of the coefficient Cyz of the neutrino portal operator Qg
(black) for a matching scale A = 1 TeV, along with the individual contributions from the Warsaw
basis operators (922 and (’)g’; The gray-shaded region is forbidden for some range of scaling
dimensions of the operator Op, as discussed in the text. The plot incorporates data from EWPO,
Higgs, and diboson observables and takes into account renormalization group evolution.

for matching scales A anywhere in the range between 250 GeV and 10 TeV, the results of the
global fit change very little, showing that renormalization group effects are not significant.
The fit shows no preference for a hidden sector coupled through the hypercharge portal
over the SM. Near-future LHC measurements are expected to have much greater sensitivity
to Cyp [54]. For the numerical study, we have employed the HEPfit package 37|, where
the Op operator is implemented (with a sign convention opposite to ours in Eq. (2.45))
in terms of Warsaw basis operators Eq. (2.46). To ensure the robustness of our results, we
have cross-checked them using a modified version of the Fitmaker package [23], and found
good agreement.

4 Summary and Outlook

In this paper, we have explored universal features of the effect of hidden sectors on the
SM. We have considered hidden sectors that couple to the SM through one of the lowest
dimension portal interactions, namely the Higgs, neutrino, or hypercharge portals, and
determined the forms of the leading dimension-six terms that are generated in the low
energy effective theory when the hidden sector is integrated out. Our results show that, for
any specific portal interaction, the forms of the leading dimension-six operators are fixed
and independent of details of the hidden sector.

In the case of the Higgs portal, we find that two independent dimension-six terms
are generated, one of which has a sign that, under certain conditions, is restricted by the
requirement that the dynamics in the hidden sector be causal and unitary. In the case of
the neutrino portal, for a single generation of SM fermions and assuming that the hidden
sector does not violate lepton number, a unique dimension-six operator is generated. For
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Figure 6: We plot Ax? as a function of the coefficient Cyp of the hypercharge portal operator
Osp (black) for a matching scale A = 1 TeV, along with the contributions of the individual Warsaw
basis operators. The gray-shaded region is forbidden for some range of scaling dimensions of the
operator Op, as discussed in the text. The plot incorporates data from EWPO, Higgs, and diboson
observables and takes into account renormalization group evolution.

the hypercharge portal, again a unique dimension-six operator is generated. For both the
neutrino and hypercharge portals, under certain conditions, the signs of the coefficients of
these operators are fixed by the requirement that the hidden sector be causal and unitary.
Our results for the general forms of the operators and their signs are in agreement with
the results for the corresponding portals in the minimal hidden sector models considered in
Ref. |22].

For each portal, we have discussed the experimental implications of the leading oper-
ators. Translating the operators in question into the Warsaw basis, we have numerically
evaluated the constraints on them from EWPO, Higgs measurements, and diboson produc-
tion data. We find that there is no significant preference for a hidden sector coupled via
the Higgs, neutrino or hypercharge portals over the SM.
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A Regulating the Dispersive Integral

In performing the analysis leading up to Eq. (2.12), we implicitly assumed that the integral
in Eq. (2.10) does not diverge in the ultraviolet. In general, this assumption may not be
valid and must be reexamined. We begin by considering the case of an operator Og that
has a definite scaling dimension Ag in the ultraviolet, so that p(M?) scales as (M?)5s~2

for large M?2. Then the integral in Eq. (2.10) diverges in the ultraviolet for Ag > 2 and
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must be regulated. In this appendix, we discuss the procedure for regulating this integral
and its relation to conventional renormalization schemes. It is convenient to define

. .
Mp(p?) = | dM2p(M?)—— Al
R (A1)
For 2 < Ag < 3, we may regulate this by noting that the difference,
o] (2 2
1I 2 1 2 :/ dM2 M2 l(pO_P ) 7 A9

is finite in the ultraviolet. Here I1x(p?) is the value of Ilp(p?) at some reference off-shell
momentum pZ < 0. We can rewrite this as

) =) + [ anp(nr?) irg 1) (A3
0 (p? — M? +ie) (p — M? + ie) ’

where, in this expression, IIx(p3) is to be treated as a free parameter that incorporates

the unknown ultraviolet physics. It is closely related to the counterterms in a conventional

renormalization scheme. Since p3 < 0, the absorptive part of Eq. (A.3) is exactly the same
as that of Eq. (2.10).

For Ag > 2, the Higgs portal interaction in Eq. (2.1) gives rise to a divergent contri-

bution to the amplitude for the scattering of Higgs fields, HH — HH at order A2. The

corresponding matrix element is of the schematic form,

(3.4l / dh () H(2)Os (x) / d'yH' (y)H (4)Os(y)\p1.p2) - (A4)

which scales as
Hr([p1 — pa]®) + e ([p1 — pal?) .- (A.5)

Once I (p?) has been regulated by the procedure in Egs. (A.2) and (A.3), this matrix
element is also finite.

The procedure we have outlined is equivalent to a conventional renormalization scheme
such as momentum subtraction. To illustrate this, we write the Higgs quartic term as the
sum of a renormalized parameter and a counterterm,

—L D Ag(HTH)?* 40y, (HTH)?, (A.6)

where the value of the renormalized parameter Ay is set by the scattering amplitude at
some reference momenta (p1, p2; P3, Pa) chosen such that (p; —ps)? = (p1 —pa)? = p2, where
[p3| > M7 With this definition, the counterterm d\y is given by

Sry = 20N TIp(pd) | (A7)

where, for simplicity, we are neglecting the SM contributions. Then the sum of the (reg-
ulated) contributions to the amplitude from the interaction in Eq. (2.1) cancel exactly
against the counterterm contribution when the incoming and outgoing particles have the
reference momenta, but sum to a non-zero value for other values of the external momenta.
For general incoming and outgoing momenta, the matrix element is given by

—idg — N {Tp([p1 — ps]®) — Or(pg) } — X {Tp([pr — pal®) = r(p3) } - (A.8)
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This is finite and well-behaved in the ultraviolet. For |(p1 — p3)?| < Mf;, we can expand
out

(M?) (p1 — p3)°
M2 ME

o0
{1 = ) = e )} = {116(0) ~Tr(o)} =i [~ an? (A.9)
and similarly for |(p1 — ps)?| < Mp. Comparing to Eq. (2.11), we see that the terms
of order p?/M? are unchanged by the regulation procedure. It follows from this that the
coefficient of the operator Qg is finite and unaltered by the regulation procedure for this
range of scaling dimensions, and the prediction for its sign is therefore valid.

In the more general case, the operator Og may not have a definite scaling dimension.
However, it is clear that the same regularization procedure can be applied provided that
p(M?) does not grow any faster than M? in the ultraviolet. Therefore, if this condition
holds, the prediction for the sign of the coefficient of the operator Opg is valid.

For Ag > 3, the right hand side of Eq. (A.3) is still ultraviolet divergent after the
renormalization procedure outlined above and additional regulation is needed. For 3 <
Ag < 4, we note that the difference

(TP~ M)~ o0 [ =48]} = [ dbrp(or?) iog —r)”
F\P ) —UFr(py) — Po) P — D = p
o T (p2 — M2 + i€) (p2 — M2 + ie)”
(A.10)
is finite. This can be rewritten as an expression for Iz (p?),
) = Te(o) + Weod) [ 93] + [ aMZp(r) e —p)
rF\p ) =Urp bo) [P — D p .
‘ P 0 0 (p? — M2 + ie) (p%—M2+ie)2
(A.11)

Here Mg (p2) and and IT%(p3) are to be treated as free parameters that incorporate the
unknown ultraviolet physics. They are related to the counterterms in a conventional renor-
malization scheme. Once again the absorptive part of Eq. (2.10) is unaffected by the
regularization procedure.

Once Tz (p?) has been regulated following the procedure in Eqs. (A.10) and (A.11),
the contribution to the matrix element in Eq. (A.4) is finite. In a renormalization scheme
based on momentum subtraction, we will now require counterterms corresponding to both
(H'H)? and (HTH)9*(HTH). These are related to the parameters Iz (p2) and I (p3).
Since a counterterm is now required for the operator (HTH)9?*(H'H), the prediction for
the sign of its coefficient is no longer valid, except for the special case of Ag = 3, when the
remaining divergence in Eq. (A.9) is only logarithmic.
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