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A new scalar particle with generic couplings to the standard-model particles is a possible source for
the lepton anomalous magnetic moment and the violation of the weak equivalence principle. Here,
one-loop contributions to the lepton anomalous magnetic moment, involving the scalar-photon and
scalar-lepton couplings, are calculated. Then, with the recent experimental results of the electron
anomalous magnetic moment, the muon anomalous magnetic moment, and the MICROSCOPE
mission, we find that a scalar which couples merely to the photon or leptons can not be consistent
with three experimental results. It has to couple to both the photon and leptons simultaneously.
Improved constraints on scalar-lepton and scalar-photon couplings are set: |λe| = (1.8−8.2)×10−6 ,
|λµ| = (2.5−4.8)×10−4 , and |λγ | = (1.5−6.5)×10−14 eV−1 or (1.4−6.1)×10−13 eV−1. We find that
the naive scaling relationship between the scalar-muon coupling and the scalar-electron coupling is
not favored by three experimental results. Furthermore, we show that the minimal standard-model
extension by one scalar is also not favored for scalar mass below 104 eV.

I. INTRODUCTION

Many theories beyond the standard model (SM) of par-
ticle physics suggest the existence of additional spin-0
bosons, which could be motivated by various issues, e. g.
axions in the strong CP problem [1–3], axion-like-particle
candidates in dark matter detection [4], extensions in the
scalar sector of the SM [5–8], moduli in string theory [9–
11], and dilatons in gravitational physics [12, 13]. Such a
broad class of particles can be involved in various kinds of
couplings to the SM particles, which can be either funda-
mental or effective, depending on the specific mechanism
associated with the sign of new physics. The search for
such particles, and consequently constraining the mass
and coupling parameters, can be carried out by various
experimental methods [14, 15].
In particular, the lepton anomalous magnetic moment,

with the rapid improvement of experimental measure-
ments, has been used as a stringent probe for the hy-
pothetical spin-0 bosons. The SM prediction of the lep-
ton anomalous magnetic moment can be derived as a
function of the fine structure constant α, and has been
calculated in many studies (for example, see Refs. [16–
18] for the electron, and Refs. [19–21] for the muon).
The fine structure constant can be best measured by
atomic recoil experiments. Applied to 133Cs, the ex-
periment gave the result α−1

Cs = 137.035999046(27) [22].

Applied to 87Rb, the experiment gave the result α−1
Rb =

∗ Email: dfgao@wipm.ac.cn
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137.035999206(11) [23]. These two results differ by 5.5σ
from each other. Accordingly, this would produce two
different SM predictions of the electron anomalous mag-
netic moment: aSMe (αCs) = 1159652181.61(23)× 10−12

and aSMe (αRb) = 1159652180.252(95)× 10−12. The elec-
tron anomalous magnetic moment can also be directly
measured with one-electron quantum cyclotrons, where
the best result is aMeas

e = 1159652180.59(13)×10−12 [24].
Thus, for the electron, the discrepancies between the SM
prediction and the measurement are

δaEXP
e (Cs) = aMeas

e − aSMe (αCs) = −1.02(26)× 10−12,

and

δaEXP
e (Rb) = aMeas

e − aSMe (αRb) = 0.34(16)× 10−12. (1)

The discrepancies are about 4.0σ for the 133Cs recoil ex-
periment and 2.1σ for the 87Rb recoil experiment, re-
spectively. In other words, there are signs of new physics
at the 4.0σ level for the 133Cs recoil experiment and at
the 2.1σ level for the 87Rb recoil experiment, although
the signs are not so strong. For the muon, the discrep-
ancy between the SM prediction and the measurement is
found to be [25]:

δaEXP
µ = aMeas

µ − aSMµ = 2.49(48)× 10−9 , (2)

which is about 5.2σ. In this case, the sign of new physics
is quite strong. Suppose that the discrepancy between
the SM prediction and the measurement for the lepton
anomalous magnetic moments is caused by hypotheti-
cal spin-0 bosons. Then, the lepton anomalous magnetic
moments could be used to constrain their masses and
coupling parameters (for example, see Refs. [26–28]).
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On the other hand, high precision tests of the weak
equivalence principle (WEP) violation can also be used
to probe hypothetical spin-0 particles [12, 13, 29]. The
MICROSCOPE mission [30, 31] has achieved the highest
precision of the WEP test, where the Eötvös parameter
η is measured to be

η(Pt,Ti)EXP = −1.5(2.7)× 10−15. (3)

Although there is no sign of new physics even at the
1σ level, the result (3) can still be used to set useful
constraints on new physics models. Suppose that the
WEP violation is caused by new light scalar particles
through their couplings to the SM particles. Then, the
MICROSCOPE mission can set new constraints on such
scalar particles [29, 32].

In this work, we investigate the possibility that a light
scalar can account for the discrepancy (1) for the elec-
tron, the discrepancy (2) for the muon, and the WEP vio-
lation (3). Here, we concentrate on the scalar coupling to
the photon and its Yukawa couplings to leptons. In that
context, we restrict ourself to the scalar mass range be-
low the electronic mass, where the light scalar is regarded
as a dark matter candidate and gets more and more at-
tentions from various experiments [14, 33, 34]. The ad-
vantage of combining these three experiments together
lies in the fact that these three experiments cover all the
four fundamental interactions in nature. We get new con-
straints on the new scalar particle, which could not be
obtained by using either the lepton anomalous magnetic
moment or the WEP violation individually. One of our
important findings is that the new scalar has to couple to
both the photon and leptons simultaneously. This indi-
cates that the scalar-photon and scalar-lepton couplings
are effective couplings and maybe come from some more
fundamental coupling.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we write
down the Lagrangian with couplings to the SM parti-
cles. Then, the results of the one-loop contribution to
lepton anomalous magnetic moments and the scalar con-
tribution to the Eötvös parameter are summarized. De-
tailed calculations are given in Appendixes A and B. In
Sec. III, we consider the cases where the new scalar cou-
ples either to the photon or to leptons alone. We find
that scalar models with either scalar-photon coupling or
scalar-lepton couplings can not be consistent with all
three experimental results ((1), (2) and (3)) at the 2σ
level. In Sec. IV, we discuss the case where the new
scalar couples to both the photon and leptons simulta-
neously. Improved constraints on scalar-photon coupling
and scalar-lepton couplings are found. The minimal SM
extension model in the scalar sector, and the naive scaling
relationship between scalar-muon coupling and scalar-
electron coupling are not favored by three experimental
results. Finally, conclusion and discussion are given in
Sec. V.

II. THE SCALAR MODEL & CALCULATION

FOR δal AND η

To be specific, let us work on the linear coupling model,
where linear couplings between the new scalar φ and the
SM particles are assumed. Following Ref. [13], the gen-
eral interaction terms can be written as follows,

Lint = φ

[

λγFµνF
µν +

λgβ3
2g3

FA
µνF

Aµν

+
∑

i=l,q

(λi + γmi
λgmi)ψ̄iψi



 , (4)

where ψl stands for the lepton fields for l = e, µ and ψq

stands for the quark fields for q = u, d. g3 is the QCD
gauge coupling, and β3 is the β-function for g3. mi de-
notes the fermionic masses (leptons and quarks). γmi

is the anomalous dimension due to the renormalization-
group running of the quark masses. λγ and λg denote
the couplings to the U(1) photon and the SU(3) glu-
ons, respectively. λl denotes the dimensionless Yukawa
coupling to leptons, and λq denotes the dimensionless
Yukawa coupling to quarks. In total, there are six cou-
pling parameters (λµ,λe,λγ ,λu,λd, and λg).

A. One-Loop Contribution to δal

Suppose that the discrepancy between the SM predic-
tion and the measurement for the lepton anomalous mag-
netic moments, δal (l = e or µ), is caused by the new
scalar φ. Since the Yukawa coupling λl is assumed to
be small, it is enough to consider the contribution from
one-loop Feynman diagrams to δal.
At one-loop level, there exist two types of Feynman di-

agrams. One is called the Scalar-Lepton-Lepton loop dia-
gram (Fig. 1) and the other is called the Scalar-Lepton-
Photon loop diagram (Fig. 2). Using the Passarino-
Veltman Renormalization [35, 36], we can calculate them.
The details of the calculation are given in Appendix A.
Here we summarize the main results.

FIG. 1. The Scalar-Lepton-Lepton loop diagram
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FIG. 2. The Scalar-Lepton-Photon loop diagrams

For the Scalar-Lepton-Lepton loop diagram, its contri-
bution to δal is calculated to be

δal1(mφ) = λl
2asll(rl) , (5)

with

asll(rl) =







−2rl
2−3rl

2 log(rl
2)+rl

4 log(rl
2)−2

√
4rl2−rl4rl

2 cos−1(
rl
2
)+2

√
4rl2−rl4 cos−1(

rl
2
)+3

16π2 if rl ≤ 2,
−2rl

2−3rl
2 log(rl

2)+rl
4 log(rl

2)−2
√

rl4−4rl2rl
2 cosh−1(

rl
2
)+2

√
rl4−4rl2 cosh−1(

rl
2
)+3

16π2 if rl ≥ 2.
(6)

Here rl ≡ mφ/ml, where mφ is the mass for φ. In Ref.
[27], the authors calculated the same diagram. Our result
is consistent with theirs.

Similarly, the contribution from the Scalar-Lepton-

Photon loop diagrams is found to be

δal2(mφ) = λlλγmlbslγ(rl) , (7)

with

bslγ(rl) =







−2rl
2−6rl

2 log(rl
2)+rl

4 log(rl
2)−2

√
4rl2−rl4rl

2 cos−1(
rl
2
)+8

√
4rl2−rl4 cos−1(

rl
2
)+18

48π2 if rl ≤ 2,
−2rl

2−6rl
2 log(rl

2)+rl
4 log(rl

2)−2
√

rl4−4rl2rl
2 cosh−1(

rl
2
)+8

√
rl4−4rl2 cosh−1(

rl
2
)+18

48π2 if rl ≥ 2.
(8)

Then, the total one-loop contribution of the scalar field
to δal is

δal = δal1 + δal2 = λl
2asll(rl) + λlλγmlbslγ(rl) . (9)

One can see that λl appears in both terms, and λγ ap-
pears only in the second term. Note that, at one-loop
level, δal does not get contributions from the scalar-quark
coupling λq and the scalar-gluon coupling λg.
It is also worth noticing the behaviors of asll(rl) and

bslγ(rl) as functions of rl. As shown in Fig. 3, both
asll(rl) and bslγ(rl) are positive for mφ < me, which is
the mass range we focus on in this work.

B. Contribution of the scalar φ to η

The φ contribution to the Eötvös parameter has been
calculated in Refs. [13, 37]. The summary of the calcu-
lation is given in Appendix B. Here, we quote the results
as follows.
For two test bodies freely falling towards the Earth,

the Eötvös parameter η is found to be

η =

(

1 +
RE

Λφ

)

I

(

RE

Λφ

)

(ζA − ζB)ζEe
−RE/Λφ ,

I(x) ≡ 3(x cosh (x) − sinh (x))

x3
, (10)

where RE is the radius of the Earth, Λφ ≡ ~/mφ is the
Compton wavelength of the scalar φ. ζA,B is the so-called
scalar-charge for a mass, which is given in Eq. (B3). ζE
is the scalar-charge for the Earth, which is

ζE = −1.808× 1018λe + 2.319× 1025λγ · eV (11)

−3.133× 1027λg · eV − 3.973× 1019λd − 3.967× 1019λu

According to Refs. [29–31], the MICROSCOPE mis-
sion result (3) was achieved for a pair of test masses,
which have different compositions [PtRh(90/10) and
TiAlV(90/6/4) alloys]. The scalar-charges for them are

ζPt = −1.496× 1018λe + 5.766× 1025λγ · eV (12)

−3.149× 1027λg · eV − 4.320× 1019λd − 4.231× 1019λu

ζTi = −1.707× 1018λe + 3.101× 1025λγ · eV (13)

−3.159× 1027λg · eV − 4.159× 1019λd − 4.123× 1019λu

With Eqs. (10-13), one can write down the Eötvös pa-
rameter η(Pt,Ti) for the MICROSCOPE mission

η(Pt,Ti) =

(

1 +
RE

Λφ

)

I

(

RE

Λφ

)

e−RE/Λφ (14)
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(a)

(b)

FIG. 3. (a) The behavior of asll(rl). (b) The behavior of
bslγ(rl).

×(−1.808× 1018λe + 2.319× 1025λγ · eV
−3.133× 1027λg · eV − 3.973× 1019λd − 3.967× 1019λu)

×(2.115× 1017λe + 2.664× 1025λγ · eV
+9.823× 1024λg · eV − 1.613× 1018λd − 1.087× 1018λu)

It is clear that Eq. (14) depends on five coupling param-
eters (λe,λγ ,λu,λd, and λg), which is very different to the
case of Eq. (9), where δal depends only on three coupling
parameters (λe, λµ and λγ).
To fully utilize these three experimental results ((1),

(2) and (3)), let us mainly focus on the scalar-photon
coupling λγ and the scalar-lepton couplings (λe and λµ)
in the following. In other words, we restrict our attention
to the subspace, determined by λu = λd = λg = 0, of the
full six-dimensional parameter space. In this subspace,
Eq. (14) is reduced to

η′(Pt,Ti) =

(

1 +
RE

Λφ

)

I

(

RE

Λφ

)

e
−

RE
Λφ

(

−3.824× 1035λ2e

+6.179× 1050λ2γ · eV2 − 4.328× 1043λeλγ · eV
)

(15)

Note that, in the following, constraints on coupling pa-
rameters are set at the 2σ level, which is the common
confidential level of new physics for all three experimen-
tal results.

III. INCOMPATIBILITY WITH THREE

EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS FOR CASES WITH

EITHER λγ OR λl ONLY

First, let us consider the case with λγ coupling param-
eter only. According to Eq. (9), it is easy to see that
δal = 0. Obviously, this case is incompatible with results
(1) and (2). But, according to Eq. (15), it is OK with
the result (3). In one word, it can not be consistent with
all three experimental results.

(a)

(b)

FIG. 4. (a) Constraint on λe set by the experimental result
(1). (b) Constraint on λµ set by the experimental result (2).
The allowed regions are shown in blue.

Next, let us consider the case with λl coupling param-
eter only. With Eq. (9), it is straightforward to find
out constraints on λe set by the experimental result (1)
and on λµ set by the experimental result (2), as shown
in Figs. 4(a) and 4(b). It looks OK with experimental
results (1) and (2).
Then, inserting the constraint on λe (shown in Fig.

4(a)) into Eq. (15), we would get a constraint on η, as
shown in Fig. (5). Compared with the MICROSCOPE
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FIG. 5. Constraint on η set by the experimental result (1),
where the allowed region is shown in blue. As comparison,
the MICROSCOPE result (3) is shown in red.

result (3), there exists a huge inconsistency. This shows
that the model with only λl coupling could be consistent
with two lepton anomalous magnetic moment measure-
ments, but can not satisfy all three experimental results
simultaneously.

The above two cases force us to consider the case with
both λγ and λl couplings, which is the subject of the
following section.

IV. FULL CONSTRAINTS ON λe, λµ AND λγ

WITH ALL THREE EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

A. Constraints on individual parameters

With three independent experimental results, we can
fully constrain all three coupling parameters: λe, λµ and
λγ . Inserting results (1), (2) and (3) into Eqs. (9) and
(15), we can solve them and find out the constraints, as
shown in Figs. 6(a), 6(b) and 6(c). One can see that,
for the scalar mass below 104 eV, the allowed regions for
all three coupling parameters are flat straps. In other
words, constraints on three coupling parameters are al-
most independent of the scalar mass for mφ < 104 eV.
For |λe|, the constraint is (1.8−8.2)×10−6. For |λµ|, the
constraint is (2.5− 4.8)× 10−4. For |λγ |, the constraints
are (1.5−6.5)×10−14 eV−1 and (1.4−6.1)×10−13 eV−1.
Clearly, all three coupling parameters are nonzero at the
2σ level, which shows sign of new physics. The reason is
mainly attributed to the muon anomalous magnetic mo-
ment measurement (2), which indicts a 5.2σ confidential
level of new physics. The results here again confirm our
discussion in Sec. III, which states that the model with
either λγ or λl alone can not be consistent with all three
experimental results.

(a)

(b)

(c)

FIG. 6. (a) Full constraint on λe. (b) Full constraint on λµ.
(c) Full constraint on λγ . The allowed regions are shown in
violet.
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B. Constraints on parameter pairs

After constraints on individual parameters are found,
we continue to investigate correlations among three cou-
pling parameters.

(a)

(b)

FIG. 7. (a) Constraint on the λe-λγ pair. (b) Constraint on
the λµ-λγ pair. The allowed regions determined by all three
experimental results are shown in violet. As comparison, the
allowed regions determined by lepton anomalous magnetic
moment measurement alone are shown in blue. Without los-
ing generality, we have taken a typical value mφ = 10−14 eV
to draw the figures.

Constraints on the λe-λγ and λµ-λγ pairs are shown in
Fig. 7. Actually, according to Eq. (9), the lepton anoma-
lous magnetic moment measurements alone can be used
to set constraints on the λe-λγ and λµ-λγ pairs, which
are shown as blue regions in Fig. 7. Compared with blue
regions which spread a large area in parameter space, the
violet regions only cover finite areas. This greatly con-

fine the allowed parameter region, which clearly shows
the advantage of putting all three experimental results
together to constrain the scalar model.
Another interesting issue is about the so-called naive

scaling [38]. It states that contributions from new physics
to lepton anomalous magnetic moments scale with the
square of lepton masses. In other words, naive scaling
indicates that δaµ/δae = (mµ/me)

2. In Eq. (9), one has
asee = asµµ and bseγ = bsµγ for mφ < me. Then, naive
scaling implies that λµ/λe = mµ/me. In Fig. 8, |λµ/λe|
versusmφ diagram is drawn. Clearly, it shows that naive
scaling is not favored by three experimental results.

FIG. 8. Constraint on the ratio λµ/λe, where the violet region
is the allowed region. The red line is the naive scaling value,
mµ/me.

C. The minimal SM extension by one scalar

In this subsection, let us focus particularly on a class of
scalar models, which introduce new scalars by extending
the scalar sector of the SM. In the minimal extension
of the SM scalar sector [5–8], it contains an additional
real scalar field with no gauge quantum numbers. Such
a scalar field does not couple to the SM particles directly
but rather through its mixing with the Higgs field. The
relevant part of the Lagrangian is the following [8]

Vϕ = −m
2
h

2
H†H + λh(H

†H)2 +AϕH†H +
m2

ϕ

2
ϕ2 ,

where H stands for the Higgs field, and A stands for the
coupling parameter between H and the new scalar field
ϕ.
After spontaneous symmetry breaking, one has two

vacuum expectation values,
〈

H†H
〉

= v2/2 and 〈ϕ〉 =
ϕ0, with v =246 GeV. Following the notations in Ref.
[8], the above interaction will induce some effective cou-
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plings between the scalar and the SM fields, which is

Leff =
Av

m2
h

(

ghff f̄f +
ghγγ
v

FµνF
µν + · · ·

)

φ , (16)

where φ ≡ ϕ−ϕ0. ghff stands for the Yukawa couplings
of the Higgs field to the SM fermions, and ghγγ stands
for the effective coupling of the Higgs field to the elec-
tromagnetic field. In the SM, ghqq = mq/v for quarks,
ghll = ml/v for leptons, and ghγγ ≃ α/(8π).
Compared to our notations, it is easy to write down

the translation between them

λγ =
A

m2
h

ghγγ , λi =
Av

m2
h

ghff . (17)

Of course, λγ , λe and λµ are not independent to each
other. They should satisfy the following relations

λe/λγ = vghee/ghγγ = 8πme/α = 1.8× 109 eV ,

λµ/λγ = vghµµ/ghγγ = 8πmµ/α = 3.6× 1011 eV .(18)

One can easily see that the naive scaling, λµ/λe =
mµ/me, is satisfied for the model (16).
Actually, since there is only one coupling parameter A

in the model, the experimental results (1) and (2) can
set two independent bounds for A, by inserting Eq. (17)
into Eq. (9). As shown in Fig. 9, the allowed region set
by the result (1) is drawn in blue, and the allowed region
set by the result (2) is drawn in green. Clearly, there is a
very narrow overlap between the two allowed ranges. For
mφ < 104 eV, there is no overlap at all. This means that
the minimal SM extension by one scalar is not in favor
for mφ < 104 eV. Note that this statement holds for
the whole six-dimensional parameter space spanned by
λµ,λe,λγ ,λu,λd, and λg, since δal does not depend on the
scalar-quark coupling λq and the scalar-gluon coupling
λg.

V. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

The lepton anomalous magnetic moment together with
the WEP violation involve all the four fundamental in-
teractions in nature. Suppose that discrepancies between
the SM predictions and measurements for the lepton
(electron and muon) anomalous magnetic moments, and
the WEP violation are all caused by a new scalar. By
combining these three experiments together, we get new
constraints on the new scalar, which could not be ob-
tained by using either the lepton anomalous magnetic
moment or the WEP violation alone. First, we find that
the new scalar has to couple to both the photon and lep-
tons simultaneously. Second, we show that the naive scal-
ing relationship between the scalar-muon coupling and
the scalar-electron coupling is not favored by three exper-
imental results. Furthermore, the minimal SM extension
by one scalar is also not favored for mφ < 104 eV.
For the electron anomalous magnetic moment, new

measurement is ongoing to realize new precision [24].

FIG. 9. Constraint on A, where the blue region is the allowed
region set by the result (1), and the green region is the allowed
region set by the result (2).

Analysis of the remaining data for the muon anomalous
magnetic moment is underway and is expected to give
further improvement in statistical precision [25]. More-
over, some space-based proposals, such as STE-QUEST
[39], plan to push the WEP test to the 10−17-level with
atom interferometry. Thus, one could expect to set bet-
ter bounds on the new scalar in the future.
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Appendix A: Calculation of one loop contribution to

δal

We work on the linear coupling model, where linear
couplings between the new scalar φ and the SM particles
are assumed. Following Ref. [13], the general interaction
terms can be written as follows,

Lint = φ

[

λγFµνF
µν +

λgβ3
2g3

FA
µνF

Aµν

+
∑

i=l,q

(λi + γmi
λgmi)ψ̄iψi



 . (A1)
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Note that the relation between notations used in Ref.
[13] and ours is: λγ ≡ κde, λg ≡ −κdg, λi ≡ −κmidmi

,

where κ ≡
√
4πG. The corresponding Feynman rules are

given in Fig. 10.

(a) (b)

FIG. 10. (a) The Scalar-Lepton-Lepton Vertex: iλe. (b) The
Scalar-Photon-Photon Vertex: 4iλγ [k1

νk2
µ − gµνk1 · k2].

As discussed in [40], one can obtain various form fac-
tors Fi’s extracted from the lepton-photon vertex Γµ =
γµF1(q

2) + iσµν

2ml
qνF2(q

2) + iσµν

2ml
qνγ5F3(q

2) + 1
2ml

(qµ −
q2

2ml
γµ)γ5F4(q

2), where q is the momentum of the exter-

nal photon with on-shell condition q2 = 0. The lepton
anomalous magnetic moment al is defined to be

al ≡ Re(F2(0)),

δal ≡ al − aSMl , (A2)

where the SM prediction aSMl has been calculated in
many studies (for example, see Refs. [16–18] for the elec-
tron, and Refs. [19–21] for the muon).
At one-loop level, two types of Feynman diagrams con-

tribute to δal: the Scalar-Lepton-Lepton loop diagram
(Fig. 11), and the Scalar-Lepton-Photon loop diagram
(Fig. 12). We denote contributions of the former dia-
gram as δal1, and the latter as δal2. Then, we have

δal = δal1 + δal2 ≡ Re(F
(1)
2 (0) + F

(2)
2 (0)) , (A3)

where F
(i)
2 stands for the form factors of the two dia-

grams.

FIG. 11. The Scalar-Lepton-Lepton loop diagram

FIG. 12. The Scalar-Lepton-Photon loop diagrams

Let us first calculate the Scalar-Lepton-Lepton loop
diagram (Fig. 11), using the Passarino-Veltman Renor-
malization [35, 36]. With the help of FeynCalc [41, 42]
and FeynArts [43], we can derive the amplitude of Fig.
11 :

Amp01 = 2iπ2eλl
2ml(p

µ
1 + pµ2 )

[

2C1(m
2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
φ,m

2
l ,m

2
l ) + C11(m

2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
φ,m

2
l ,m

2
l ) (A4)

+C12(m
2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
φ,m

2
l ,m

2
l )
]

(ϕ(p2,ml)) · (ϕ(p1,ml))− iπ2eλl
2
[

B0(0,m
2
l ,m

2
l ) +m2

φC0(0,m
2
l ,m

2
l ,m

2
l ,m

2
l ,m

2
φ)

−4m2
lC0(0,m

2
l ,m

2
l ,m

2
l ,m

2
l ,m

2
φ)− 2C00(m

2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
φ,m

2
l ,m

2
l )
]

(ϕ(p2,ml)) · γµ · (ϕ(p1,ml)) ,

where ϕ(pi,me) stands for the electron field, p1 is the
incoming momentum of the lepton and p2 is the outcom-

ing momentum. The involved one-point, two-point and
three-point Passarino-Veltman coefficient functions are
defined as follows

A0(m
2
0) = µ

2ǫ

∫

ddk

(2π)d
1

k2 −m2
0 + iε

, (A5)



9

B{0,µ,µν}(p
2;m2

0,m
2
i ) = µ

2ǫ

∫

ddk

(2π)d
{1, kµ, kµkν}

(k2 −m2
0 + iε)((k + p)2 −m2

i + iε)
, (A6)

C{0,µ,µν}(p
2
1, q

2, p22;m
2
0,m

2
1,m

2
2) = µ

2ǫ

∫

ddk

(2π)d
{1, kµ, kµkν}

(k2 −m2
0 + iε)((k + p1)2 −m2

1 + iε)((k + p2)2 −m2
2 + iε)

,(A7)

Cµ = p1µC1 + p2µC2 , (A8)

Cµν = gµνC00 + p1µp1νC11 + p2µp2νC22 + (p1µp2ν + p2µp1ν)C12 , (A9)

where {0, µ, µν} stands for an index being 0, µ, or µν
which corresponds to the momentum {1, kµ, kµkν} being
1, kµ, or kµkν . ε is the infinitesimal in Feynman prescrip-
tion of pole. µ is the ’t Hooft parameter as a mass pa-
rameter introduced through dimensional regularization.
ǫ ≡ (4 − d)/2 is the dimension regulated under the di-
mensional regularization.

F
(1)
2 (0) can be extracted from the piece proportional

to (pµ1 + pµ2 ) in Eq. (A4), which yields

F
(1)
2 (0) = 4π2λl

2m2
l

[

2C1(m
2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
φ,m

2
l ,m

2
l )

+C11(m
2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
φ,m

2
l ,m

2
l ) + C12(m

2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
φ,m

2
l ,m

2
l )
]

.

Coefficient functions (C1, C11 and C12) can be evaluated
with Mathematica packages, such as PackageX [44, 45].
Then, we get

F
(1)
2 (0) = − 1

16π2m4
l

λl
2



m4
φ log(

m2
φ

m2
l

)2m2
φ

√

m4
φ − 4m2

φm
2
l log(

m2
φ +

√

m4
φ − 4m2

φm
2
l

2mφml
) +m2

l

(

−3m2
φ log(

m2
φ

m2
l

)

−2m2
φ + 2

√

m4
φ − 4m2

φm
2
l log(

m2
φ +

√

m4
φ − 4m2

φm
2
l

2mφml
)



+ 3m4
l



 , (A10)

which is consistent with the result in Ref. [27]. Finally,
we find the contribution to δal, which is

δal1(mφ) = Re(F
(1)
2 (0)) ≡ λl

2asll(rl) , (A11)

with

asll(rl) =







−2rl
2−3rl

2 log(rl
2)+rl

4 log(rl
2)−2

√
4rl2−rl4rl

2 cos−1(
rl
2
)+2

√
4rl2−rl4 cos−1(

rl
2
)+3

16π2 if rl ≤ 2,
−2rl

2−3rl
2 log(rl

2)+rl
4 log(rl

2)−2
√

rl4−4rl2rl
2 cosh−1(

rl
2
)+2

√
rl4−4rl2 cosh−1(

rl
2
)+3

16π2 if rl ≥ 2,
(A12)

where rl ≡ mφ/ml with l = e, µ.

Next, let us calculate the contribution from the

Sacalar-Lepton-Photon loop diagram (Fig. 12). Simi-
lar to the first diagram, its amplitude is calculated to
be

Amp02 = iπ2eλlλγ(p
µ
1 + pµ2 )

[

B0(m
2
l , 0,m

2
l ) +m2

φC0(0,m
2
l ,m

2
l ,m

2
φ, 0,m

2
l )− 2m2

lC0(0,m
2
l ,m

2
l ,m

2
φ, 0,m

2
l )

−2m2
lC1(m

2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
l ,m

2
φ, 0)− 2m2

lC2(m
2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
l , 0,m

2
φ) (A13)

−2m2
lC12(m

2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
l , 0,m

2
φ)− 2m2

lC12(m
2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
l ,m

2
φ, 0)

]

(ϕ(p2,ml)) · (ϕ(p1,ml))

+iπ2eλlλγ
[

m2
φp

µ
1C1(m

2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
l ,m

2
φ, 0) +m2

φp
µ
2C2(m

2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
l , 0,m

2
φ)− 4m2

l p
µ
1C1(m

2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
l , 0,m

2
φ)

−4m2
l p

µ
2C2(m

2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
l ,m

2
φ, 0)− 2m2

l p
µ
1C11(m

2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
l , 0,m

2
φ)− 2m2

l p
µ
1C11(m

2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
l ,m

2
φ, 0)
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−2m2
l p

µ
2C22(m

2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
l , 0,m

2
φ)− 2m2

l p
µ
2C22(m

2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
l ,m

2
φ, 0)

]

(ϕ(p2,ml)) · (ϕ(p1,ml))

− iπ
2eλlλγ
2ml

[

4m2
lB0(m

2
l ,m

2
φ,m

2
l )− 2m2

lm
2
φC0(0,m

2
l ,m

2
l ,m

2
φ, 0,m

2
l )−m2

lm
2
φC2(m

2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
l ,m

2
φ, 0)− 2A0(m

2
l )

−m2
lm

2
φC1(m

2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
l , 0,m

2
φ) +m2

lm
2
φC1(m

2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
l ,m

2
φ, 0) +m2

lm
2
φC2(m

2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
l , 0,m

2
φ) + A0(m

2
φ)

−m2
φB0(m

2
l ,m

2
φ,m

2
l ) + 4m2

lC00(m
2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
l , 0,m

2
φ) + 4m2

lC00(m
2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
l ,m

2
φ, 0)

]

(ϕ(p2,ml)) · γµ · (ϕ(p1,ml))

F
(2)
2 (0) can be extracted from the piece proportional to (pµ1 + pµ2 ) in Eq. (A13), which turns out to be

ie

2ml
(pµ

1 + pµ2 )F
(2)
2 (0) = iπ2eλlλγ(p

µ
1 + pµ2 )

[

B0(m
2
l , 0,m

2
l ) +m2

φC0(0,m
2
l ,m

2
l ,m

2
φ, 0,m

2
l ) (A14)

−2m2
lC0(0,m

2
l ,m

2
l ,m

2
φ, 0,m

2
l )− 2m2

lC1(m
2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
l ,m

2
φ, 0)− 2m2

lC2(m
2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
l , 0,m

2
φ)

−2m2
lC12(m

2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
l , 0,m

2
φ)− 2m2

lC12(m
2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
l ,m

2
φ, 0)

]

(ϕ(p2,ml)) · (ϕ(p1,ml))

+iπ2eλlλγ
[

m2
φp

µ
1C1(m

2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
l ,m

2
φ, 0) +m2

φp
µ
2C2(m

2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
l , 0,m

2
φ)− 4m2

l p
µ
1C1(m

2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
l , 0,m

2
φ)

−4m2
l p

µ
2C2(m

2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
l ,m

2
φ, 0)− 2m2

l p
µ
1C11(m

2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
l , 0,m

2
φ)− 2m2

l p
µ
1C11(m

2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
l ,m

2
φ, 0)

−2m2
l p

µ
2C22(m

2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
l , 0,m

2
φ)− 2m2

l p
µ
2C22(m

2
l , 0,m

2
l ,m

2
l ,m

2
φ, 0)

]

After coefficient functions are evaluated with PackageX [44, 45], we get

F
(2)
2 (0) = − 1

48π2m3
l

λlλγ



m4
φ log (

m2
φ

m2
l

)− 2m2
φ

√

m4
φ − 4m2

φm
2
l log (

m2
φ +

√

m4
φ − 4m2

φm
2
l

2mφml
) (A15)

−m2
l



6m2
φ log (

m2
φ

m2
l

) + 2m2
φ − 8

√

m4
φ − 4m2

φm
2
l log (

m2
φ +

√

m4
φ − 4m2

φm
2
l

2mφml
)



+ 6m4
l

(

log (
µ
2

m2
l

) + 3 +
1

ǭ

)



 ,

where 1
ǭ ≡ 1

ǫ − γ + log(4π) with the Euler’s constant

γ. The term, −λlλγml

8π2

1
ǭ , is the regularized UV di-

vergence which can be cancelled at low energy. The

IR part, −λlλγml

8π2 log ( µ
2

m2

l

), can be cancelled by the

bremsstrahlung effect. Finally, we arrive at

δal2(mφ) = Re(F
(2)
2 (0)) ≡ λlλγmlbslγ(rl), (A16)

where

bslγ(rl) =







−2rl
2−6rl

2 log(rl
2)+rl

4 log(rl
2)−2

√
4rl2−rl4rl

2 cos−1(
rl
2
)+8

√
4rl2−rl4 cos−1(

rl
2
)+18

48π2 if rl ≤ 2,
−2rl

2−6rl
2 log(rl

2)+rl
4 log(rl

2)−2
√

rl4−4rl2rl
2 cosh−1(

rl
2
)+8

√
rl4−4rl2 cosh−1(

rl
2
)+18

48π2 if rl ≥ 2.
(A17)

Appendix B: Calculation of contribution of the

scalar φ to η

For the scalar model (4), the φ contribution to the
Eötvös parameter has been calculated in Refs. [13, 37].

Here, we quote their results as following. It is straight-
forward to check that the Newtonian interaction between
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a mass A and a mass B will be modified into the form

V = −GmAmB

rAB
(1 + ζAζBe

−rAB/Λφ) , (B1)

where G is the Newtonian constant. Λφ ≡ ~/mφ is the
Compton wavelength of the scalar φ.
ζA is the so-called scalar-charge for a mass. The scalar

model leads to the φ-dependence for lepton and quark
masses. Ordinary matter is made of atoms, which can be
further decomposed into fundamental particles (photons,
electrons, gluons and quarks). Thus, the scalar model (4)
leads to the φ-dependence for atomic mass, which gives
the definition for ζA,

ζA = −κ−1

[

λg +
1

mA

(

(λm̂ − λgm̂)
∂mA

∂m̂
− 4λγα

∂mA

∂α

+(λδm − λgδm)
∂mA

∂δm
+ (λme

− λgme)
∂mA

∂me

)]

, (B2)

where m̂ = md+mu

2 , δm = md − mu, λm̂ = λd+λu

2 , and
λδm = λd − λu.
The calculation of ζA is quite complicated, which has

been done in Ref. [13],

ζA = −κ−1

[

λg + (
λm̂
m̂

− λg)Qm̂ + (
λδm
δm

− λg)Qδm

+(
λe
me

− λg)Qme
− 4λγQe

]

(B3)

= −κ−1

[

(1 −Qm̂ −Qδm −Qme
)λg +

λe
me

Qme
− 4λγQe

+(
Qm̂

md +mu
+

Qδm

md −mu
)λd + (

Qm̂

md +mu
− Qδm

md −mu
)λu

]

where

Qm̂ =FA

[

0.093− 0.036

A1/3
− 0.02

(A− 2Z)2

A2

− 1.4× 10−4Z(Z − 1)

A4/3

]

(B4a)

Qδm =FA

[

0.0017
A− 2Z

A

]

(B4b)

Qme
=FA

[

5.5× 10−4Z

A

]

, (B4c)

and

Qe = FA

[

− 1.4+8.2
Z

A
+7.7

Z(Z − 1)

A4/3

]

× 10−4 . (B4d)

Z is the atomic number, and A is the mass number of
atoms. The factor FA can be replaced by one in lowest
approximation.

For two test bodies freely falling towards the Earth,
the Eötvös parameter η is found to be [37]

η =

(

1 +
RE

Λφ

)

I

(

RE

Λφ

)

(ζA − ζB)ζEe
−RE/Λφ ,

I(x) ≡ 3(x cosh (x) − sinh (x))

x3
, (B5)

where RE is the radius of the Earth. Here, the fac-
tor I(x) takes into account the fact that the Earth is
a sphere of finite size. According to Ref. [46], the Earth
is made of 49.83% Oxygen, 15.19% Iron, 15.14% Mag-
nesium, 14.23% Silicon, 2.14% Sulfur, 1.38% Aluminum
and 1% Calcium. Then, one can calculate the scalar-
charge of the Earth,

ζE = −1.808× 1018λe + 2.319× 1025λγ · eV (B6)

−3.133× 1027λg · eV − 3.973× 1019λd − 3.967× 1019λu .
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Eur. J. Phys. 26, 545 (2005).

[41] R. Mertig, M. Böhm, and A. Denner,
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