
IPARCOS-UCM-25-014

Oblique parameters at next-to-leading order within
electroweak strongly-coupled scenarios: constraining heavy resonances

Antonio Pich1, Ignasi Rosell2, and Juan José Sanz-Cillero3
1 IFIC, Universitat de València – CSIC, Apt. Correus 22085, E-46071 València, Spain

2 Departamento de Matemáticas, Física y Ciencias Tecnológicas,
Universidad Cardenal Herrera-CEU, CEU Universities,

E-46115 Alfara del Patriarca, València, Spain and
3 Departamento de Física Teórica and Instituto de Física de Partículas y del Cosmos IPARCOS,

Universidad Complutense de Madrid, E-28040 Madrid, Spain

Using a general (non-linear) effective field theory description of the Standard Model electroweak
symmetry breaking, we analyse the impact on the electroweak oblique parameters of hypothetical
heavy resonance states strongly coupled to the SM particles. We present a next-to-leading order
calculation of S and T that updates and generalizes our previous results, including P–odd operators
in the Lagrangian, fermionic cuts and the current experimental bounds. We demonstrate that in any
strongly-coupled underlying theory where the two Weinberg Sum Rules are satisfied, as happens in
asymptotically free gauge theories, the masses of the heavy vector and axial-vector states must be
heavier than 10 TeV. Lighter resonances with masses around 2-3 TeV are only possible in theoretical
scenarios where the 2nd Weinberg Sum Rule is not fulfilled.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The first two runs of the LHC have confirmed the Stan-
dard Model (SM) as the right theory of the electroweak
interactions at the energy scales explored so far. The dis-
covery of a Higgs-like1 particle [1], with couplings fully
compatible with the SM expectations, has completed the
SM spectrum of fundamental fields and no new states
have yet been observed. Therefore, the available data
suggest the existence of a mass gap between the SM and
any hypothetical New-Physics (NP) degrees of freedom.
This gap justifies the use of effective field theories to
search for fingerprints of heavy scales at low energies in
a systematic way.

The main ingredients for the construction of any effec-
tive field theory are the particle content, the symmetries
and the power counting. In the electroweak case, the
power counting to be used depends on the way of intro-
ducing the Higgs field [2, 3]. One can consider the more
common linear realization of the electroweak symmetry
breaking (EWSB) [4], assuming the Higgs to be part of a
doublet together with the three electroweak (EW) Gold-
stones, as in the SM, or the more general non-linear re-
alization [3], without assuming any specific relation be-
tween the Higgs h and the three Goldstone fields φ⃗. We
follow here the second option [5, 6], where an expansion
in generalized momenta is adopted. Note that the lin-
ear realization is a particular case of the more general
non-linear one.

In addition to the (non-linear) electroweak effective
theory, containing only the SM particle content, we con-

1 Although it might not be the SM Higgs boson, we will refer to
this particle as “Higgs”.

sider an underlying strongly-coupled scenario incorporat-
ing bosonic heavy resonances with JP = 0± and JP = 1±

which interact with the SM particles. In previous works,
we have investigated the contributions of these heavy
states to the low-energy couplings (LECs) of the effec-
tive electroweak Lagrangian [5–8]. Here, we are going to
analyse the constraints on the heavy resonance masses
emerging from the electroweak oblique parameters [9].

In Ref. [10], we already presented a one-loop calcu-
lation of the S and T parameters within this strongly-
coupled scenario, incorporating the recently discovered
Higgs boson into our previous Higgsless calculation [11].
Our analysis provided generic (model-independent) and
quite strong constraints on the Higgs couplings and the
heavy scales. Making only some mild assumptions on
the high-energy behaviour of the underlying fundamen-
tal theory, we were able to show that the precision elec-
troweak data require the Higgs-like scalar to have a
hWW coupling very close to the SM one, while the mass
of the vector and axial-vector resonances should be quite
degenerate and above 4 TeV. Our findings were much
more restrictive that the LHC data available at that time.

The much larger statistics collected in recent years
[12, 13] has made possible to obtain a more precise ex-
perimental measurement of the hWW coupling (in SM
units): κW = 1.023 ± 0.026 [14]. We can profit this
additional information to update our analysis and inves-
tigate the numerical impact of the different approxima-
tions that were made in Ref. [10]. Thus, we will no-longer
consider κW as a free parameter and will take instead its
experimental value as an input. We can then extend the
analysis to a broader set of possible interactions. While
Ref. [10] only studied the bosonic P-even sector, we will
now take into account P-even and P-odd operators.

The oblique parameters S and T can be conveniently
computed through two convergent dispersive representa-
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tions in terms of corresponding spectral functions, which
at leading order (LO) are generated by the exchange of
massive vector and axial-vector states (T = 0 at LO).
The next-to-leading-order (NLO) contributions are dom-
inated by the lightest two-particle cuts. Corrections from
multi-particle cuts involving heavy resonances are kine-
matically suppressed and have been estimated to be very
small [11]. For this reason, one can safely disregard any
contributions from intermediate fermionic resonances.
Ref. [10] computed the leading NLO contributions from
two-Goldstone (φφ) and Higgs-Goldstone (hφ) interme-
diate states. In addition, we will also consider the cor-
rections induced by the (light) fermion-antifermion (ψψ̄)
cut.

Our resonance Lagrangian is presented in Section II,
whereas the S and T parameters and their calculation
in terms of dispersive representations are discussed in
Section III. The LO calculation of the oblique parame-
ters and its phenomenological consequences are shown in
Section IV. Section V contains the NLO calculation of
these observables and an extensive discussion of the as-
sumed short-distance constraints, which play a very im-
portant role in the theoretical analysis. The phenomeno-
logical implications of these estimations are studied in
Section VI. Figures 2 and 3 constitute the main result
of this work. Finally, we discuss the main conclusions in
Section VII. Some technical details of the calculation are
explained in Appendices A and B.

II. THE LAGRANGIAN

Although the expansion in powers of generalized mo-
menta [3, 5, 6, 15] is not directly applicable to the reso-
nance theory, one can construct the effective Lagrangian
in a consistent phenomenological way, à la Weinberg [15],
which interpolates between the low-energy and the high-
energy regimes: the appropriate low-energy predictions
are generated and a given short-distance behavior is im-
posed [16, 17]. Then,

LRT =
∑
d̂≥2

L(d̂)
RT , (1)

where the operators are not ordered according to their
canonical dimensions and one must use instead the chi-
ral dimension d̂, which reflects their infrared behavior at
low momenta [15]. Taking into account that here we are
interested in the NLO resonance contributions to the S
and T parameters from only SM cuts, we only need to
consider O(p2) operators with up to one spin-1 bosonic
resonance field [5, 6].

Following the notation of Refs. [5, 6], the dimension of
the resonance representation is indicated with upper and
lower indices in the scheme RSU(3)

SU(2), where R stands for
any of the four possible JPC bosonic states with quantum
numbers 0++ (S), 0−+ (P), 1−− (V) and 1++ (A). The
normalization used for the SU(2) triplet resonances is

Rn3 =
1√
2

3∑
i=1

σiR
n
3,i , (2)

with ⟨σiσj ⟩2 = 2δij and ⟨· · · ⟩2 indicating an SU(2)
trace. In addition, the resonances are classified in Ref. [6]
according to their SU(3)C color quantum numbers, e.g.,
for color octets one has R8

m =
∑8
a=1 T

aR8,a
m , with

⟨T aT b ⟩3 = δab/2 and ⟨· · · ⟩3 indicating an SU(3) trace.
However, colored resonances are irrelevant for the present
work: only color-singlet resonances R1

m contribute to our
determination of the oblique parameters. To simplify the
notation, we will denote the SU(2) triplet R1

3 resonance
masses as MR. The SU(2) singlet resonances R1

1 will be
essentially irrelevant for this work and their masses will
be denoted as MR1

when they are later discussed.
The scalar and pseudoscalar resonances do not con-

tribute either to the oblique parameters at the level of
accuracy we are considering. They do not generate any
tree-level (LO) contribution to S and T , while their first
NLO contributions originate from cuts involving their
heavy masses, which are kinematically suppressed in
comparison to the contributions from light-particle cuts
that we are going to include in our calculation.

The spin-1 resonances V and A can be described with
either a four-vector Proca field R̂µ or with an antisym-
metric tensor Rµν . Both descriptions are equivalent, as
they generate the same physical predictions, once proper
short-distance constraints are implemented [17]. How-
ever, they involve different sets of Goldstone operators
without resonance fields that compensate their different
scaling with momenta. For simplicity, we keep here both
formalisms because, as it was demonstrated in Ref. [5],
the sum of tree-level resonance-exchange contributions
from the O(p2) resonance Lagrangian with Proca and
antisymmetric spin-1 resonances gives the complete (non-
redundant and correct) set of predictions for the O(p4)
LECs of the electroweak effective theory, without any ad-
ditional contributions from local operators without reso-
nance fields.

The relevant terms of the electroweak resonance La-
grangian contributing to our NLO calculation of the
oblique parameters are [5, 6]:
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∆LRT =
∑
ξ

[
i ξ̄γµdµξ − v

(
ξ̄LYξR + h.c.

)]
+
v2

4

(
1 +

2κW
v

h

)
⟨uµuµ ⟩2

+ ⟨V 1
3µν

(
FV

2
√
2
fµν+ +

iGV

2
√
2
[uµ, uν ] +

F̃V

2
√
2
fµν− +

λ̃hV1√
2
[(∂µh)uν − (∂νh)uµ] + C

V 1
3

0 JµνT

)
⟩2

+ ⟨A1
3µν

(
FA

2
√
2
fµν− +

λhA1√
2
[(∂µh)uν − (∂νh)uµ] +

F̃A

2
√
2
fµν+ +

iG̃A

2
√
2
[uµ, uν ] + C̃

A1
3

0 JµνT

)
⟩2

+ V̂ 1
1µ

(̃
cT ⟨uµT ⟩2 +

cV̂
1
1

√
2
⟨ JµV ⟩2 +

c̃V̂
1
1

√
2
⟨ JµA ⟩2

)
+ Â1

1µ

(
cT ⟨uµT ⟩2 +

cÂ
1
1

√
2
⟨ JµA ⟩2 +

c̃Â
1
1

√
2
⟨ JµV ⟩2

)
. (3)

The first line shows the non-resonant interactions; the
second and third lines contain the vector and axial-vector
contributions with an antisymmetric formalism; and the
last line displays additional vector and axial-vector oper-
ators with the Proca formalism. Couplings with (with-
out) a tilde indicate P-odd (P-even) operators.

The Goldstone fields are parametrized through the
SU(2) matrix U = u2 = exp (iσ⃗φ⃗/v), where v =

(
√
2GF )

−1/2 = 246 GeV is the EWSB scale, uµ =
−iu†DµUu

† with Dµ the appropriate covariant deriva-
tive, and fµν± contain the gauge-boson field strengths.
The known fermions ψi = (ui, di)

T , (νi, ei)
T are incorpo-

rated through the fields ξ = u†ψL+uψR and the fermion
bilinears JµV = ξ̄γµξ, JµA = ξ̄γµγ5ξ and JµνT = ξ̄σµνξ.
The couplings c̃T and cT in the last line account for
the explicit breaking of custodial symmetry, induced by
quantum loops with internal U(1)Y gauge-boson lines,
through the SU(2) spurion T . All technical details can
be found in Refs. [5, 6].

III. OBLIQUE PARAMETERS

From now on we follow the notation of Refs. [10, 11].
The computation is performed in the Landau gauge, so
that the gauge boson propagators are transverse and
their self-energies,

Lv.p. =− 1

2
W 3
µ Π

µν
33 (s)W

3
ν − 1

2
BµΠ

µν
00 (s)Bν

−W 3
µ Π

µν
30 (s)Bν −W+

µ ΠµνWW (s)W−
ν , (4)

can be decomposed as

Πµνij (q
2) =

(
−gµν + qµqν

q2

)
Πij(q

2). (5)

The precise definitions of the S and T oblique parameters
involve the quantities

e3 =
g

g′
Π̃30(0) , e1 =

Π33(0)−ΠWW (0)

M2
W

, (6)

where the tree-level Goldstone contribution has been re-
moved from Π30(s) in the form [9]:

Π30(s) = s Π̃30(s) +
g2 tan θW

4
v2 . (7)

The S and T precision observables parametrize the devi-
ations of e3 and e1 with respect to the SM contributions
eSM3 and eSM1 , respectively:

S =
16π

g2
(
e3 − eSM3

)
, T =

4π

g′ 2 cos2 θW

(
e1 − eSM1

)
.

(8)
As experimental values for S and T we consider the

values given by the Particle Data Group [14], S =
−0.05 ± 0.07 and T = 0.00 ± 0.06 (with a correlation of
0.93). Note that we are taking the set of values assuming
that the oblique parameter U = 0, which is expected to
be suppressed compared to S and T .

A. Dispersive representation for S and T

A useful dispersive representation for the S parameter
was introduced by Peskin and Takeuchi [9]:

S =
16π

g2 tan θW

∫ ∞

0

ds

s
[ρS(s) − ρS(s)

SM] , (9)

with the spectral function

ρS(s) =
1

π
ImΠ̃30(s) . (10)

The SM one-loop spectral function reads (at lowest order
in g and g′)

ρS(s)
SM =

g2 tan θW
192π2

[
θ(s)−

(
1−m2

h

s

)3

θ
(
s−m2

h

)
+
∑
ψ

θ
(
s−4m2

ψ

)√
1−

4m2
ψ

s

(
6m2

ψ

s
+8Tψ3 xψ

(
1+

2m2
ψ

s

)),
(11)



4

where there is a sum over all the SM fermion ψψ cuts
and xψ = 1

2 (B− L)ψ is the corresponding U(1)X charge
of the fermion ψ (1/6 for quarks and −1/2 for leptons).
In the SM, and neglecting corrections of O(m2

h/s) and
O(m2

ψ/s), the hφ and φφ contributions to the spectral
function ρS(s) cancel each other, and a similar cancella-
tion occurs when the ρS cuts with up and down compo-
nents are summed up, for a given fermion doublet (e.g.,
t with b for quarks, and νe with e− for leptons).

For the computation of T , we will use the Ward-
Takahashi identity worked out in Ref. [18]. In the Landau
gauge, instead of studying the more cumbersome corre-
lators Π33 and ΠWW , one simply needs to compute the
self-energies of the electroweak Goldstones [18]:

e1 =
Z(+)

Z(0)
− 1 ≃ Σ′(0)(0) − Σ′(+)(0) . (12)

The constants Z(+) and Z(0) are the wave-function renor-
malizations for the charged and neutral Goldstones, re-
spectively. More precisely, they are provided by the
derivative of the Goldstone self-energies at zero momen-
tum: Z(i) = 1 − Σ′(i)(0), with Σ′(s) ≡ dΣ(s)/ds. This
leads to the second identity in (12), which holds as far as
the calculation remains at the NLO.

In Ref. [10] we showed that, once proper short-distance
conditions have been imposed, the spectral function of
the Goldstone self-energy difference,

ρT (s) =
1

π
Im[Σ(0)(s)− Σ(+)(s)] , (13)

vanishes at high energies. Hence, one is allowed to re-
cover the low-energy value of the self-energy difference
and the T parameter by means of a convergent disper-
sion relation:

T =
4π

g′ 2 cos2 θW

∫ ∞

0

ds

s2
[ρT (s) − ρT (s)

SM] , (14)

where the SM one-loop spectral function reads (at lowest
order in g and g′)

ρT (s)
SM =

3g′ 2s

64π2

[
− θ(s) +

(
1− m4

h

s2

)
θ(s−m2

h)

]
+
NCs

8π2v2

[
(m2

t+m
2
b)βtb−m2

tβtt−m2
bβbb−

(m2
t−m2

b)
2

s
βtb

]
,

(15)

with NC the number of colors of the fermion doublet,
βij ≡ s−1λ1/2(s,m2

i ,m
2
j ) θ

(
s− [mi +mj ]

2
)

and the
Källén function λ(x, y, z) = x2+y2+z2−2xy−2yz−2zx.
The SM hφ and φφ contributions to the spectral func-
tion ρT (s) cancel each other at high energies. A simi-
lar high-energy cancellation occurs between the top and
bottom components of the SU(2) doublet because this
fermion-loop contribution should vanish in the limitmt =
mb where custodial symmetry is recovered. Therefore,
ρT (s)

SM behaves like ∼ 1/s at high energies, both for

boson and fermion contributions, separately. However,
the SM fermion cuts generate identical contributions in
the BSM extension, except for additional terms involving
the custodial-breaking couplings cT and c̃T . Thus, the
fermionic contributions to T are suppressed by additional
powers of g′, which we will neglect in this work, so T will
be solely determined by the bosonic loops.

IV. LO CALCULATION

T vanishes at LO (TLO = 0), whereas there is a LO
contribution to S (SLO ̸= 0) given by2

Π30(s)|LO =
g2 tan θW

4
s

(
v2

s
+
F 2
V −F̃ 2

V

M2
V −s

−F 2
A−F̃ 2

A

M2
A−s

)
,

(16)
Therefore,

SLO = 4π

(
F 2
V − F̃ 2

V

M2
V

− F 2
A − F̃ 2

A

M2
A

)
. (17)

A. Weinberg Sum Rules

The W 3B correlator Π30(s) can be written in terms of
the vector (R + L) and axial-vector (R − L) two-point
functions as [9],

Π30(s) =
g2 tan θW

4
s [ΠV V (s)−ΠAA(s)] . (18)

The assumed chiral symmetry of the underlying elec-
troweak theory implies that this correlator is an order
parameter of the EWSB. In asymptotically-free gauge
theories it vanishes at short distances as 1/s3 [19], im-
plying two superconvergent sum rules, the so-called first
and second Weinberg Sum Rules (WSRs) [20]:

1. 1st WSR (vanishing of the 1/s term of ΠV V (s) −
ΠAA(s)). At LO, and from (16) and (18), one
gets [8]:(

F 2
V − F̃ 2

V

)
−
(
F 2
A − F̃ 2

A

)
= v2 . (19)

2. 2nd WSR (vanishing of the 1/s2 term of ΠV V (s)−
ΠAA(s)). At LO, and from (16) and (18), one
gets [8]:(
F 2
V − F̃ 2

V

)
M2
V −

(
F 2
A − F̃ 2

A

)
M2
A = 0 . (20)

2 The tree-level contributions from the Proca operators in (3) can
be considered subleading and will be taken into account in the
NLO analysis of the next section.
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While the 1st WSR is expected to be also fulfilled in gauge
theories with nontrivial ultraviolet (UV) fixed points, the
validity of the 2nd WSR depends on the particular type
of UV theory considered [21].

When both WSRs are satisfied, they imply [8]:

F 2
V −F̃ 2

V =
v2M2

A

M2
A −M2

V

, F 2
A−F̃ 2

A =
v2M2

V

M2
A −M2

V

. (21)

Therefore, the differences F 2
V−F̃ 2

V , F 2
A−F̃ 2

A andM2
A−M2

V
must have the same sign. In the absence of P-odd cou-
plings, these relations fix FV and FA in terms of the
vector and axial-vector masses and, moreover, require
that MA > MV . This mass hierarchy remains valid if
F̃ 2
V < F 2

V and F̃ 2
A < F 2

A, which is a reasonable work-
ing assumption that we will adopt. We will also assume
that the inequality MA > MV is fulfilled in all dynamical
scenarios, even when the 2nd WSR does not apply.

B. Phenomenology at LO

We want to analyze now the implications of the short-
distance constraints of (19) and (20) in the LO prediction
of S, given in (17).

If one considers both WSRs, the combinations of res-
onance couplings F 2

V − F̃ 2
V and F 2

A − F̃ 2
A are determined

by (21), so one gets

SLO = 4πv2
(

1

M2
V

+
1

M2
A

)
=

4πv2

M2
V

(
1+

M2
V

M2
A

)
. (22)

Therefore, and assuming MA > MV , the prediction for
SLO is bounded by

4πv2

M2
V

< SLO <
8πv2

M2
V

. (23)

If one considers only the 1st WSR, and assumingMA >

MV and F̃ 2
A < F 2

A, Eq. (19) allows us to get a lower bound
for SLO:

SLO = 4π

{
v2

M2
V

+
(
F 2
A−F̃ 2

A

)( 1

M2
V

− 1

M2
A

)}
>

4πv2

M2
V

.

(24)
These results are identical to the ones we got in

Ref. [10]. The inclusion of P-odd operators has not
changed the LO predictions because the couplings F̃V,A
get reabsorbed through the relations (19) – (21). In Fig-
ure 1 we show these predictions, together with the ex-
perimentally allowed region at 68% and 95% CL [14].
The gray area assumes both WSRs and MA > MV .
The colored curves indicate explicitly the predicted re-
sults for MA = MV (orange), MA = 1.1MV (blue),
MA = 1.2MV (red) and MA → ∞ (dark gray). When
only the 1st WSR is considered (and assuming MA > MV

and F̃ 2
V,A < F 2

V,A), the allowed range gets enlarged to the

0 1 2 3 4 5

-0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

MV (TeV)

S
L
O

FIG. 1. LO predictions for S. The green area covers the
experimentally allowed region, at 68% and 95% CL. The gray
region assumes the two WSRs and we indicate explicitly the
corresponding lines for MA = MV (orange), MA = 1.1MV

(blue), MA = 1.2MV (red) and MA → ∞ (dark gray). If
only the 1st WSR is considered, the allowed region is given
by both, the gray and the brown areas (assuming MA > MV ).

brown region. Note that the experimental data imply
MV ∼>2.8TeV (95% CL).3

V. NLO CALCULATION

Taking into account the previous results, it is straight-
forward to write Π30(s)|NLO as:

Π30(s)|NLO =
g2 tan θW

4
s

(
v2

s
+
F r 2V −F̃ r 2V
Mr 2
V −s

−F r 2A −F̃ r 2A
Mr 2
A −s

+Π(s)

)
, (25)

where the one-loop contribution from the two-particle
cuts is contained in Π(s). One gets now

Π̃30(s)|NLO=
g2 tan θW

4

(
F r 2V −F̃ r 2V
Mr 2
V −s

−F r 2A −F̃ r 2A
Mr 2
A −s

+Π(s)

)
,

(26)
and then finally

SNLO = 4π

(
F r 2V −F̃ r 2V
Mr 2
V

−F r 2A −F̃ r 2A
Mr 2
A

)
+ S, (27)

being S = 4π
[
Π(0)−Π(0)SM

]
.

3 This procedure is equivalent to the comparison of the theoretical
prediction of the electroweak effective theory LEC F1 with its
experimentally allowed region done in Ref. [8] (top-left plot in
Figure 1 of [8]); consequently, this limit updates the bound for
MV that was found there.
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In order to be able to estimate the renormalized cou-
plings of (27), one can consider the high-energy expansion
of the contribution from the two-particle cuts,

Π(s) =
v2

s

[
δ(1)
NLO

+ δ̃(1)
NLO

log

(
−s
M2
V

)]
+
v2M2

V

s2

[
δ(2)
NLO

+ δ̃(2)
NLO

log

(
−s
M2
V

)]
+O

(
1

s3

)
,

(28)

so that the 1st and 2nd WSRs get modified from their LO
expressions in (19) and (20) to, respectively,(

F r 2V −F̃ r 2V
)
−
(
F r 2A −F̃ r 2A

)
= v2

(
1+δ(1)

NLO

)
, (29)(

F r 2V −F̃ r 2V
)
Mr 2
V −

(
F r 2A −F̃ r 2A

)
Mr 2
A = v2Mr 2

V δ(2)
NLO

,

(30)
plus the additional conditions δ̃(1)

NLO
= 0 (1st WSR) and

δ̃(2)
NLO

= 0 (2nd WSR). Note that in (28) we have assumed
that Π(s) vanishes at high energies, since, as we will see,
well-behaved form factors are considered.

If we assume the validity of both WSRs, it is then
possible to determine the combination of NLO resonance
couplings appearing in (27), since from (29) and (30) one
can get:

F r 2V −F̃ r 2V =
v2Mr 2

A

Mr 2
A −Mr 2

V

(
1+δ(1)

NLO
−Mr 2

V

Mr 2
A

δ(2)
NLO

)
,

F r 2A −F̃ r 2A =
v2Mr 2

V

Mr 2
A −Mr 2

V

(
1+δ(1)

NLO
−δ(2)

NLO

)
, (31)

and therefore

SNLO=4πv2
[

1

Mr 2
V

+
1

Mr 2
A

](
1+δ

(1)
NLO−

Mr 2
V δ

(2)
NLO

Mr 2
V +Mr 2

A

)
+S.

(32)
Note the similarity between the NLO results of (31) and
(32) with the LO results of (21) and (22).

If we only consider the 1st WSR, it is possible to get
at least a lower bound for S:

SNLO = 4π

{
v2

Mr 2
V

(
1+δ(1)

NLO

)
+
(
F r 2A −F̃ r 2A

)( 1

Mr 2
V

− 1

Mr 2
A

)}
+ S >

4πv2

Mr 2
V

(
1 + δ(1)

NLO

)
+ S . (33)

Note that we have assumed that Mr 2
A > Mr 2

V and that
F̃ r 2A < F r 2A . Again, notice the similarity between the
NLO result of (33) and the LO result of (24).

A. Custodial-breaking corrections to S

The LO results shown in (16) receive small tree-level
corrections from the custodial-breaking operators with

coefficients cT and c̃T , appearing in the Lagrangian (3).
The corresponding contributions to Π30(s)|LO and SLO

are given by

∆Π30(s)|LO =− g2 tan θW
4

s

[
2v2

s
(σV + σA)

+
v2σV
M2
V − s

+
v2σA
M2
A − s

]
, (34)

∆SLO =− 4πv2
(
σV
M2
V

+
σA
M2
A

)
, (35)

where we have introduced the dimensionless combina-
tions of parameters σV ≡ g2 tan2 θW c̃2T /(v

2M2
V ) and

σA ≡ g2 tan2 θW c2T /(v
2M2

A). Assuming that cT ∼ c̃T ∼
v2 and MR ∼ 1TeV, one gets σV ∼ σA ∼ 10−2 ≪ 1.
Moreover, note that the new contributions of (34) and
(35) are subleading in g′ compared to (16) and (17), re-
spectively.4 That is why these custodial-breaking con-
tributions have not been taken into account in our LO
analysis. We will include the small corrections (34) and
(35) together with the NLO contributions. Terms of
O(c̃4T ), O(c4T ), O(c̃2T c

2
T ) and higher are tiny and will

be neglected in the NLO analysis.
The custodial-breaking contributions of (34) can be re-

absorbed into v2, F r 2V − F̃ r 2V and F r 2A − F̃ r 2A , in (25), via
the redefinitions:

v2 → v2 − 2v2 (σV + σA) ,

F r 2V − F̃ r 2V → F r 2V − F̃ r 2V − v2σV ,

F r 2A − F̃ r 2A → F r 2A − F̃ r 2A + v2σA . (36)

Therefore, the custodial-breaking corrections are already
included in the NLO expressions (32) and (33).

B. Bosonic cuts

1. φφ cut

The two-Goldstone (φφ) contribution to the spectral
function ρS(s) can be written in terms of the correspond-
ing vector (VFF) and axial-vector (AFF) form factors,

ρS(s)|φφ = θ(s)
g2 tan θW

192π2

(
|FV
φφ(s)|2−|FA

φφ(s)|2
)
,

(37)
which are defined through

⟨φ+ φ−|δSRT

δv3µ
|0⟩ = (pφ+ − pφ−)µ FV

φφ(q
2) ,

⟨φ+ φ−|δSRT

δa3µ
|0⟩ = (pφ+ − pφ−)µ FA

φφ(q
2) , (38)

4 The couplings cT and c̃T account for custodial-breaking effects
of O(g′). Therefore, σV,A are of O(g′ 2).
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with q = pφ+ + pφ− , where SRT is the action of the
electroweak resonance theory. The sources vµ = vaµσ

a/2
and aµ = aaµσ

a/2 incorporate the U(1)Y and SU(2)L
gauge bosons Bµ and W a

µ : vµ + aµ = −g′Bµσ3/2 and
vµ− aµ = −gW a

µσ
a/2. The VFF and AFF were given in

Ref. [5]:5

FV
φφ(s) = 1 +

FV GV

v2
s

M2
V − s

+
F̃A G̃A

v2
s

M2
A − s

,

FA
φφ(s) = − F̃V GV

v2
s

M2
V − s

− FA G̃A

v2
s

M2
A − s

. (39)

2. hφ cut

The Higgs-Goldstone (hφ) contribution to the spectral
function can be also written in terms of the corresponding
vector and axial form factors,

ρS(s)|hφ = θ(s−m2
h)
g2 tan θW

192π2

(
1− m2

h

s

)3

×
(
|FV
hφ(s)|2 − |FA

hφ(s)|2
)
, (40)

which are defined through

⟨φ0 h|δSRT

δv3µ
|0⟩ = iPµνT (q) (pφ0 − ph)ν FV

hφ(q
2) ,

⟨φ0 h|δSRT

δa3µ
|0⟩ = iPµνT (q) (pφ0 − ph)ν FA

hφ(q
2) , (41)

with PµνT (q) = gµν − qµqν/q2. They are given by:

FV
hφ(s) = − κW

(
F̃A λ

hA
1

κW v

s

M2
A−s

+
FV λ̃

hV
1

κW v

s

M2
V −s

)
,

FA
hφ(s) =κW

(
1 +

FA λ
hA
1

κW v

s

M2
A−s

+
F̃V λ̃

hV
1

κW v

s

M2
V −s

)
.

(42)

3. High-energy constraints and contributions to S

As it can be observed in (39) and (42), all the four form
factors we have just introduced are non-zero at s = q2 →
∞, implying an unacceptable bad UV behaviour of the
spectral function ρS(s). Following the same procedure
used in Ref. [10], we require these form factors to vanish

5 Notice the typo in Ref. [5], where the φφ AFF carries an addi-
tional (−1) global factor.

at very high energies, which enforces the following short-
distance conditions [8]:

v2−FV GV −F̃A G̃A = 0 , F̃V GV +FA G̃A = 0 ,

F̃A λ
hA
1 +FV λ̃

hV
1 = 0 , κW v−FA λhA1 − F̃V λ̃

hV
1 = 0 .

(43)

These relations determine the couplings GV , G̃A, λhA1
and λ̃hV1 in terms of the remaining parameters [22]:

GV
FA

= − G̃A
F̃V

=
λhA1 v

κWFV
= − λ̃hV1 v

κW F̃A
=

v2

FV FA − F̃V F̃A
.

(44)

Once these determinations are used, the form factors of
(39) and (42) can be written as:6

FV
φφ(s) =

M2
V

M2
V − s

+Ω ϕ(s) ,

FA
φφ(s) = −FA

F̃A
Ω ϕ(s) ,

FV
hφ(s) = κW

FV

F̃V
Ω ϕ(s) ,

FA
hφ(s) = κW

{
M2
A

M2
A − s

− Ω ϕ(s)

}
, (45)

where

Ω =
F̃V F̃A

FV FA − F̃V F̃A
(46)

and

ϕ(s) =
s

M2
V −s

− s

M2
A−s

=
(M2

A−M2
V ) s

(M2
V −s)(M2

A−s)
. (47)

Therefore,

ρS(s)|φφ+hφ = θ(s)
g2 tan θW

192π2 ×{(
M2
V

M2
V − s

)2

− κ2W

(
M2
A

M2
A − s

)2

+ 2Ω ϕ(s)

[
M2
V

M2
V − s

+ κ2W
M2
A

M2
A − s

]
+ Ω2 ϕ2(s)

[(
1−F 2

A

F̃ 2
A

)
− κ2W

(
1−F 2

V

F̃ 2
V

)]}
, (48)

where we have neglected corrections of O
(
m2
h/s
)
.

6 In the absence of P-odd operators, the UV conditions of (43) im-
ply FV

φφ(s) = M2
V /(M2

V − s) and FA
hφ(s) = κW M2

A/(M2
A − s),

while FA
φφ(s) = FV

hφ(s) = 0. Therefore, in Ref. [10] it was possi-
ble to determine ρS(s)|φφ+hφ in terms of only three parameters
(κW , MV and MA).
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Since the resulting form factors of (45) fall as 1/s at
very high energies, ρS(s)|φφ+hφ ∼ 1/s2 when s→ ∞, see
(48), and, consequently,

δ̃(1)
NLO

∣∣
φφ+hφ

= 0 . (49)

Although we consider the experimental measurement
for κW , the remaining six free parameters in (48) (MV ,
FV , F̃V , MA, FA, F̃A) make mandatory the use of ap-
proximations before analysing the phenomenology of our
results. Consequently, we consider two different ap-
proaches.

Approach A [P-even]. In this first approach we
neglect the odd-parity couplings, that is, F̃V = F̃A =

G̃A = λ̃hV1 = 0, which translates into Ω = 0 in (48), so
that

ρS(s)|Aφφ+hφ = θ(s)
g2 tan θW

192π2 ×{(
M2
V

M2
V − s

)2

− κ2W

(
M2
A

M2
A − s

)2
}
, (50)

where again we have neglected corrections of O
(
m2
h/s
)
.

The corresponding contribution to S is given by:

S
∣∣A
φφ+hφ

=
1

12π

{(
log

M2
V

m2
h

− 17

6

)
−κ2W

(
log

M2
A

m2
h

− 17

6

)}
,

(51)

and the different terms contributing to the high-energy
expansion of Π(s) in (28) are:

δ(1)
NLO

∣∣A
φφ+hφ

=
M2
V

48π2v2

(
1−κ2W

M2
A

M2
V

)
, (52)

δ(2)
NLO

∣∣A
φφ+hφ

=
M2
V

48π2v2

(
1−κ2W

M4
A

M4
V

[
1+log

M2
A

M2
V

])
, (53)

δ̃(2)
NLO

∣∣A
φφ+hφ

=
M2
V

48π2v2

(
−1+κ2W

M4
A

M4
V

)
. (54)

In (51)-(54) we have neglected corrections of O
(
m2
h/M

2
V

)
and O

(
m2
h/M

2
A

)
.

In case of considering both WSRs, these results and
(32) allow us to obtain the contributions from the bosonic
cuts in Approach A:

SNLO=4πv2
(

1

Mr 2
V

+
1

Mr 2
A

)
+SNLO|φφ,hφ+SNLO|ψψ̄ ,

(55)

SNLO|Aφφ,hφ=
1

12π

[(
1− κ2W

)(
log

M2
V

m2
h

− 11

6

)
+κ2W

(
M2
A

M2
V

− 1

)
log

M2
A

M2
V

]
, (56)

Note that in (56) the contributions coming from (52)
and (53) are included and the only additional ingredi-
ent would be the vanishing of (54) enforced by the 2nd

WSR.

If only the 1st WSR is imposed, inserting the results of
(51) and (52) in (33) allows us to obtain a lower bound
for S in case of assuming only bosonic cuts:

SNLO >
4πv2

Mr 2
V

+ ∆SNLO|φφ,hφ + ∆SNLO|ψψ̄ , (57)

∆SNLO|Aφφ,hφ =
1

12π

[(
1− κ2W

)(
log

M2
V

m2
h

− 11

6

)
−κ2W

(
log

M2
A

M2
V

− 1 +
M2
A

M2
V

)]
. (58)

Note again that in (58) the contribution coming from
(52) is included. All the results of Approach A presented
here correspond to the ones reported in Ref. [10], where
only P-even operators and bosonic contributions were an-
alyzed.

Be aware of the different definitions

SNLO|cut =

[
S + 4πv2

(
1

Mr 2
V

+
1

Mr 2
A

)
δ
(1)
NLO

−
4πv2δ

(2)
NLO

Mr 2
A

]
cut

, (59)

in (55) for two WSRs, and

∆SNLO|cut =

[
S +

4πv2δ
(1)
NLO

Mr 2
V

]
cut

, (60)

in (57) for the 1st WSR case.
Approach B [P-odd/even]. In this second approach

we consider the odd-parity couplings to be subleading.
Therefore, in (48) we perform an expansion in F̃V,A/FV,A,
so that

Ω =
F̃V F̃A
FV FA

+O

(
F̃ 4
V,A

F 4
V,A

)
, (61)

and one finds:

ρS(s)|Bφφ+hφ = ρS(s)|Aφφ+hφ + θ(s)
g2 tan θW

192π2 ×

s(M2
A−M2

V )

(M2
A−s)2(M2

V −s)2

{
(M2

A−M2
V )s

[
κ2W

F̃ 2
A

F 2
A

− F̃ 2
V

F 2
V

]

+ 2
F̃AF̃V
FAFV

{
M2
A

[
(1 + κ2W )M2

V − κ2W s
]
−M2

V s
}}

+O

(
F̃ 4
V,A

F 4
V,A

)
, (62)

where again we have neglected corrections of O
(
m2
h/s
)
.
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The corresponding contribution to S is given by:

S
∣∣B
φφ+hφ

=S
∣∣A
φφ+hφ

+
1

12π

{
2

(
F̃V
FV

− F̃A
FA

)(
F̃V
FV

+κ2W
F̃A
FA

)

+
M2
V

M2
A−M2

V

log
M2
A

M2
V

[
F̃V
FV

(
2
F̃A
FA

−
(
1+

M2
A

M2
V

)
F̃V
FV

)

−κ2W
F̃A
FA

(
2
M2
A

M2
V

F̃V
FV

−
(
1+

M2
A

M2
V

)
F̃A
FA

)]}
+O

(
F̃ 4
V,A

F 4
V,A

)
,

(63)

and the different terms contributing to the high-energy
expansion of Π(s) in (28) are:

δ(1)
NLO

∣∣B
φφ+hφ

= δ(1)
NLO

∣∣A
φφ+hφ

+
M2
V

48π2v2

{
F̃V
FV

[
2
F̃A
FA

−
(
1 +

M2
A

M2
V

)
F̃V
FV

]
− κ2W

F̃A
FA

[
2
M2
A

M2
V

F̃V
FV

−
(
1 +

M2
A

M2
V

)
F̃A
FA

]

+
2M2

A

M2
A−M2

V

(
F̃V
FV

− F̃A
FA

)(
F̃V
FV

+ κ2W
F̃A
FA

)
log

M2
A

M2
V

}
+O

(
F̃ 4
V,A

F 4
V,A

)
, (64)

δ(2)
NLO

∣∣B
φφ+hφ

= δ(2)
NLO

∣∣A
φφ+hφ

+
M2
V

48π2v2

{
F̃V
FV

(
2
F̃A
FA

− F̃V
FV

− M4
A

M4
V

F̃V
FV

)
+ κ2W

F̃A
FA

[
F̃A
FA

+
M4
A

M4
V

(
F̃A
FA

− 2
F̃V
FV

)]

+
M4
A

(M2
A−M2

V)M
2
V

[
F̃V
FV

(
3
F̃V
FV

−2
F̃A
FA

−M2
A

M2
V

F̃V
FV

)
+κ2W

F̃A
FA

(
4
F̃V
FV

−3
F̃A
FA

+
M2
A

M2
V

(
F̃A
FA

−2
F̃V
FV

))]
log

M2
A

M2
V

}
+O

(
F̃ 4
V,A

F 4
V,A

)
,

(65)

δ̃(2)
NLO

∣∣B
φφ+hφ

= δ̃(2)
NLO

∣∣A
φφ+hφ

+
M2
A−M2

V

48π2v2

[(
M2
A

M2
V

−1

)(
F̃ 2
V

F 2
V

−κ2W
F̃ 2
A

F 2
A

)
+
2F̃V F̃A
FV FA

(
1+κ2W

M2
A

M2
V

)]
+O

(
F̃ 4
V,A

F 4
V,A

)
. (66)

In case of considering both WSRs, these results and
(32) allow us to obtain the contributions from the bosonic
cuts in Approach B [22],

SNLO|Bφφ,hφ= SNLO|Aφφ,hφ+
1

12π

(
M2
A

M2
V

−1

)
log

M2
A

M2
V

×(
F̃ 2
V

F 2
V

+ 2κ2W
F̃V F̃A
FV FA

− κ2W
F̃ 2
A

F 2
A

)
+O

(
F̃ 4
V,A

F 4
V,A

)
, (67)

where we follow the notation of (55) and (56), so that
in (67) the contributions coming from (64) and (65) are
included and the only additional ingredient would be the
vanishing of (66) imposed by the 2nd WSR. As it can be
observed, there are many cancellations between (63) and
(64)-(65).

In case of considering only the 1st WSR, the results of
(63) and (64) together with (33) allow us to obtain the
lower bound (57) for S (considering only bosonic cuts)

with [22]

∆SNLO|Bφφ,hφ = ∆SNLO|Aφφ,hφ +
1

12π

{(
1− M2

A

M2
V

)
×[

F̃ 2
V

F 2
V

+ κ2W
F̃A
FA

(
2
F̃V
FV

− F̃A
FA

)]

+log
M2
A

M2
V

(
F̃ 2
V

F 2
V

−κ2W
F̃ 2
A

F 2
A

−2
F̃V F̃A
FV FA

)}
+O

(
F̃ 4
V,A

F 4
V,A

)
,

(68)

where we follow the notation of (57) and (58), so that in
this result the contribution coming from (64) is included.

4. Contributions to T

The self-energy of the charged Goldstone receives a
non-zero contribution from loops with a B gauge boson
and a Goldstone, while the contributions to the neutral
self-energy originate in a hB cut. The calculation of these
diagrams involves the same vertices that have been used
before for the S parameter. Therefore, the one-loop self-
energies can be also expressed in terms of the previous
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form factors:

Σ(+)(q2)
∣∣∣
φB

= g′ 2qµqν

∫
dDk

i(2π)D
∣∣FV
φφ(k

2) + FA
φφ(k

2)
∣∣2

× gµν − kµkν/k2

k2 (q − k)2
,

Σ(0)(q2)
∣∣∣
hB

= g′ 2qµqν

∫
dDk

i(2π)D
∣∣FV
hφ(k

2) + FA
hφ(k

2)
∣∣2

× gµν − kµkν/k2

k2 [(q − k)2 −m2
h]
, (69)

which allow us to get T by using Eqs. (13)-(15). Notice
that the relevant form-factor combination for the φB and

hB absorptive cuts is of the form FV +FA, as the inter-
mediate B boson interacts through a V +A current.

Thus, the same φφ and hφ form factors entering the
calculation of S determine the one-loop contributions to
T . Therefore, once the conditions (43) have been imple-
mented, the four form factors are very well behaved at
high energies, implying also a good UV convergence of
the Goldstone self-energies. This allows us to perform
an unambiguous determination of ρT (s) in terms of the
resonance masses and κW :

ρT (s)
∣∣A
φφ,hφ

=
g′ 2s

64π2

{
θ(s)

[
3(κ2W−1)+

2s

M2
V

− 2κ2W s

M2
A

]
−θ(s−M2

V )

(
1−M2

V

s

)2(
1+

2s

M2
V

)
+θ(s−M2

A)κ
2
W

(
1−M2

A

s

)2(
1+

2s

M2
A

)}
,

ρT (s)
∣∣B
φφ,hφ

=ρT (s)
∣∣A
φφ,hφ

+
g′ 2

64π2M2
AM

2
V

(
M2
A −M2

V

)
s

{
−2s3

(
M2
A −M2

V

)2
θ(s)

[
F̃V
FV

+ κ2W
F̃A
FA

]

+2M2
A

(
M2
V −s

)2
θ(s−M2

V )

[
F̃V
FV

(
M2
A

(
s+ 2M2

V

)
− 2sM2

V −M4
V

)
+
F̃A
FA

κ2WM
2
A

(
s−M2

V

)]

+ 2M2
V

(
M2
A−s

)2
θ(s−M2

A)

[
F̃V
FV

M2
V

(
s−M2

A

)
+
F̃A
FA

κ2W

(
sM2

V −M4
A + 2M2

A

(
M2
V − s

) )]

+ 2s3
(
M2
A −M2

V

)2 (
1 + κ2W

)
θ(s)

F̃V
FV

F̃A
FA

+M2
A

(
M2
V − s

)2
θ(s−M2

V )

[
κ2W

F̃A
FA

(
M2
A

(
M2
V

(
2
F̃V
FV

+3
F̃A
FA

)
−2s

F̃V
FV

)

−M2
V

(
M2
V +2s

) F̃A
FA

)
+
F̃V
FV

(
M2
V

(
M2
V +2s

)(F̃V
FV

+2
F̃A
FA

)
−M2

A

(
2s
F̃A
FA

+M2
V

(
3
F̃V
FV

+4
F̃A
FA

)))]

+M2
V

(
M2
A − s

)2
θ(s−M2

A)

[
− F̃V
FV

(
2M2

V s
F̃A
FA

+M4
A

F̃V
FV

+M2
A

(
2s
F̃V
FV

−M2
V

(
3
F̃V
FV

+ 2
F̃A
FA

)))

+κ2W
F̃A
FA

(
− 2M2

V s
F̃V
FV

+M4
A

(
2
F̃V
FV

+
F̃A
FA

)
+M2

A

(
2s

(
2
F̃V
FV

+
F̃A
FA

)
−M2

V

(
4
F̃V
FV

+ 3
F̃A
FA

)))]}
+O

(
F̃ 3
V,A

F 3
V,A

)
,

(70)

where terms of O(m2
h/s) have been neglected and we give the result in both approaches, A and B. Note that

ρT (s)
∣∣
φφ,hφ

= 0 in the SM up to O(m2
h/s) corrections. Following the procedure of Subsection III A, T reads

T
∣∣A
φφ,hφ

=
3

16π cos2 θW

[(
1−κ2W

)(
1−log

M2
V

m2
h

)
+κ2W log

M2
A

M2
V

]
, (71)

and [22]

T
∣∣B
φφ,hφ

=T
∣∣A
φφ,hφ

+
3

16π cos2 θW

{
2κ2W

F̃A
FA

−2
F̃V
FV

+
M2
V

M2
A−M2

V

log
M2
A

M2
V

(
2
F̃V
FV

−2κ2W
M2
A

M2
V

F̃A
FA

)

+
M2
V

M2
A−M2

V

log
M2
A

M2
V

[(
κ2W

F̃ 2
A

F 2
A

− F̃ 2
V

F 2
V

)(
1+

M2
A

M2
V

)
+ 2

F̃V F̃A
FV FA

(
κ2W

M2
A

M2
V

−1

)]

+ 2

(
F̃ 2
V

F 2
V

−κ2W
F̃ 2
A

F 2
A

+
(
1−κ2W

) F̃V F̃A
FV FA

)}
+O

(
F̃ 3
V,A

F 3
V,A

)
. (72)
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As before, terms of O(m2
h/M

2
V,A) have been neglected.

As expected, Approach A recovers the result in Ref. [10].
The terms in the first line of Eq. (72), after T

∣∣A
φφ,hφ

,

provide the first-order correction (O(F̃R/FR)) to the P-
even limit while the second and third lines provide the
second-order correction (O(F̃ 2

R/F
2
R)). In order to extract

the results in (71) and (72) from the spectral functions
in (70) a clarification is needed: we have provided the
ρT (s) functions in the limit m2

h/M
2
R → 0, neglecting cor-

rections proportional to m2
h. However, as the hB thresh-

old goes then down to s = 0, the T–dispersive integral
from (14) has now an infrared logarithmic divergence. Its
regularization and connection with the physical T (up to
O(m2

h/M
2
V,A) corrections) is discussed in Appendix A.

From a practical point of view, this procedure amounts
to integrate from s = m2

h up to s → ∞ the hB con-
tribution to the dispersive expression in (14), neglecting
O(m2

h/M
2
V,A) contributions.

C. ψψ̄ cut

For the sake of clarity, some of the technicalities of
the calculation of the fermion-antifermion (ψψ̄) con-
tribution to the spectral function have been relegated
to Appendix B. Neglecting the masses of SM-particles
(mψ = 0) and discarding also subleading contributions
in g′, the result can be given in terms of two form fac-
tors:

ρS(s)|ψψ̄ =
∑
ψ

θ(s)
g2 tan θW

192π2

[
8T 3

ψ xψ +

s

2

(∣∣∣FV3

2,ψψ̄

∣∣∣2−∣∣∣FA3

2,ψψ̄

∣∣∣2)] ,(73)

where all the non-SM pieces are contained in the cor-
responding vector and axial-vector fermion-antifermion
form factors, which are reported in Appendix B,

FV3

2,ψψ̄
= − 4

√
2T 3

ψ

(
FV C

V 1
3

0

M2
V − s

+
F̃AC̃

A1
3

0

M2
A − s

)
,

FA3

2,ψψ̄
= 4

√
2T 3

ψ

(
F̃V C

V 1
3

0

M2
V − s

+
FAC̃

A1
3

0

M2
A − s

)
. (74)

Note that the SM contribution to Eq. (73) is consistent
with (11), once mψ → 0 and the resonance couplings are
set to zero.

The fermionic-cut contributions in (73) exhibit a differ-
ent high-energy behavior than the bosonic contributions
in (37) and (40). Leaving aside the SM term in (73),
which cancels at short distances when adding the con-
tributions of the fermions of every family, the ψψ̄ cut
generates an O(1/s) contribution to ρS(s) while the φφ
and hφ spectral amplitudes were nominally of O(s0).7

7 This is not a surprise and is consistent with the power counting

In order to recover a proper UV behaviour, the φφ and
hφ form factors have been enforced before to vanish at
large momenta, which leads to ρS(s)|φφ,hφ ∼ O(1/s2).
Once this is implemented, the contribution from the two-
fermion cut would dominate at high energies, generating
an O(1/s) behaviour that is not compatible with the first
WSR.

Indeed, and contrary to what happens with the φφ and
hφ cuts, the fermionic cuts generate a logarithmic contri-
bution of O(s−1) to the renormalized one-loop correlator,
Π(s) ∼ δ̃(1)

NLO

v2

s log
(

−s
M2

V

)
, with

δ̃(1)
NLO

|ψψ = − 1

12π2v2
×[(

FV C
V 1
3

0 +F̃AC̃
A1

3
0

)2
−
(
F̃V C

V 1
3

0 +FAC̃
A1

3
0

)2]
.

(75)

Thus, fermion cuts yield the only contribution to δ̃(1)
NLO

.
The requirement that the 1st WSR must be fulfilled
demands that the combination of resonance couplings
in (75) vanishes. Before making any P-odd expansion,
this implies

C̃
A1

3
0 = ∓

(
FV ± F̃V

FA ± F̃A

)
C
V 1
3

0 . (76)

We will further assume a theory close to the P–
symmetric case, where F̃V /FV and F̃A/FA are of a simi-
lar symmetry-breaking order that we denote as O(ϵP ). A
thorough analysis shows that, in addition to the trivial
solution C

V 1
3

0 = C̃
A1

3
0 = 0, the fulfilment of the iden-

tity (76) requires that both C
V 1
3

0 and C̃
A1

3
0 have a sim-

ilar suppression of O(ϵP ). Expanding around the P–
symmetric limit, one finds:(

FV C
V 1
3

0

)2
=
(
FAC̃

A1
3

0

)2
+ O(ϵ3P ) , (77)

which implies,

∣∣∣FV3

2,ψψ̄

∣∣∣2−∣∣∣FA3

2,ψψ̄

∣∣∣2 = 8
(
FV C

V 1
3

0

)2 [ 1

(M2
V − s)2

− 1

(M2
A − s)2

]
+ O(ϵ3P ) , (78)

where the lowest non-trivial contribution is of O(ϵ2P ).

adopted in Refs. [5, 6]. Owing to their weak coupling to the
strong sector, the fermion bilinears are assumed to be O(p2),
while a naïve dimensional analysis would assign them an O(p)
scaling.
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Neglecting terms of O(ϵ3P ), one finally finds the follow-
ing contributions to the S–parameter:

δ(1)
NLO

∣∣
ψψ̄

= − F 2
V (C

V 1
3

0 )2

12π2v2
log

M2
A

M2
V

,

δ(2)
NLO

∣∣
ψψ̄

=
F 2
V (C

V 1
3

0 )2

12π2v2

(
1 − M2

A

M2
V

− 2M2
A

M2
V

log
M2
A

M2
V

)
,

δ̃(2)
NLO

∣∣
ψψ̄

=
F 2
V (C

V 1
3

0 )2

6π2v2

(
M2
A

M2
V

− 1

)
,

S
∣∣
ψψ̄

= −F
2
V (C

V 1
3

0 )2

3πM2
V

(
1− M2

V

M2
A

)
. (79)

Combining these results, the total fermionic contribu-
tions to the S–parameter take the forms (up to O(ϵ3P )
corrections):

SNLO|ψψ̄ =
F 2
V (C

V 1
3

0 )2

3πM2
V

(
1− M2

V

M2
A

)
log

M2
A

M2
V

, (80)

∆SNLO|ψψ̄ = − F 2
V (C

V 1
3

0 )2

3πM2
V

(
1− M2

V

M2
A

+ log
M2
A

M2
V

)
,

(81)

to be inserted in (55) and (57), respectively, for the two
WSRs and 1st WSR cases.

Furthermore, the two WSRs of (21) provide at O(ϵ0P )
the relation F 2

V = v2M2
A/(M

2
A −M2

V ), which allows us
to rewrite the fermionic contribution (80) in the simpler
form

SNLO|ψψ̄ =
v2 (C

V 1
3

0 )2

3πM2
V

log
M2
A

M2
V

+O(ϵ3P ) . (82)

An estimate of (81), which only considers the 1st WSR,
can be obtained by assuming that F 2

V ∼ v2. Therefore,
up to a logarithmic dependence on the ratioM2

A/M
2
V , the

absolute size of the fermion-cut contributions is roughly
bounded by the ratio v2(C

V 1
3

0 )2/(3πM2
V ), both in (81)

and (82).
An upper limit on the vector coupling (C

V 1
3

0 )2 can be
extracted from LHC diboson-production studies (WW ,
WZ, ZZ, Wh and Zh; see [23] and references therein).
Adapting to our more general theoretical framework the
phenomenological analysis performed within the so-called
Heavy-Vector-Triplet model B [24], Ref. [6] obtained the
(95% CL) experimental constraint (C

V 1
3

0 )2 < 5 × 10−3,
for MV ≤ 4.15 TeV. Assuming that for heavier vector
masses this coupling does not grow faster than M2

V , one
finds that the fermionic contributions to the S parame-
ter happen to be extremely small. The experimentally
suppressed ratio,

v2 (C
V 1
3

0 )2

3πM2
V

∼< 3 · 10−5 , (83)

is actually not very much enhanced by the logarithmic
factors, since log (M2

A/M
2
V ) ∼< 10 even for such a huge V -

A splitting as MA ∼ 102MV . The size of the fermion-cut
contribution is essentially invisible in our plots for the
oblique parameters, within the much larger uncertainties
of the order of δS ∼ 0.1. Hence, this contribution will be
finally neglected and dropped in our analysis.

VI. PHENOMENOLOGY

A. Approach A

We remind again that in this Approach we are neglect-
ing odd-parity couplings and then, taking into account
that the fermionic contributions can be neglected, we re-
cover the results of Ref. [10]. The only difference is that,
as it has been explained in Section I, we no-longer con-
sider κW as a free parameter and we take instead its ex-
perimental value given in Ref. [14], κW = 1.023± 0.026.
Within this Approach, S and T are given in terms of
only two free parameters, MV and MA. Depending on
the assumptions related to the Weinberg Sum Rules, we
consider two possibilities:

1. 1st WSR and 2nd WSR. If both WSRs are as-
sumed, S and T are determined in (55)-(56) (ne-
glecting the fermion-cut contribution) and (71), re-
spectively. Furthermore, the vanishing of δ̃(2)

NLO
can

be used to determine MA in terms of MV , see (54):

δ̃(2)
NLO

∣∣A=0 −→ M2
A=

M2
V

κW
, (84)

where MA is required to be higher than MV , as ex-
plained in Section IV A, so that κW is constrained
to be κW <1. The left panel in Figure 2 shows the
results which follow from these assumptions.

2. 1st WSR. If one assumes only the 1st WSR and
MA>MV , a lower bound of S and a determination
of T are given in (57)-(58) (neglecting again the
fermion-cut contribution) and (71), respectively.
The comparison between our estimations and the
experimental values is shown in the top panels of
Figure 3.

B. Approach B

In this Approach odd-parity couplings are supposed
to be subleading and, consequently, an expansion in
F̃V,A/FV,A is followed. The expressions of S and T are
then given in terms of four free parameters: MV , MA,
F̃V /FV and F̃A/FA, but the last two ones are expected
to be small in our expansion and we will assume a nor-
mal distribution with F̃V,A/FV,A = 0.00 ± 0.33. Anew
depending on the assumed Weinberg Sum Rules we have
two possibilities:
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FIG. 2. NLO determinations of S and T , following Approach A (P–even; left) or B (P–odd/even; right), and assuming both
WSRs. The ellipses give the experimentally allowed regions of S and T at 68%, 95% and 99% CL [14]. The different colors
of the points correspond to different values of MV : MV = 5 (green), 7 (purple), 10 (yellow) and 20 (cyan) TeV. For each
case, we plot our predictions at 68%, 95% and 99% CL. MA is determined by δ̃(2)

NLO
= 0, taking into account that MA>MV .

These constraints imply in general values of MA very close to MV , so that similar results are obtained in both approaches, A
and B, respectively including only-P-even operators and both P-even and P-odd terms. The values of κW (Approaches A and
B) and F̃V,A/FV,A (Approach B) have been generated considering normal distributions given by κW = 1.023 ± 0.026 [14] and
F̃V,A/FV,A = 0.00± 0.33.

1. 1st WSR and 2nd WSR. If one assumes both
WSRs, S and T are determined in (55), (56) and
(67) (neglecting the fermion-cut contribution), and
(71) and (72), respectively. In Section IV A it is
demonstrated that, by considering both WSRs and
within this Approach, MA is required to be higher
than MV . In addition, we demand the 2nd WSR
constraint δ̃(2)

NLO
= 0 for the imaginary part of the

loop contribution in Eqs. (54) and (66). We analyt-
ically extract MA as a function of MV , κW , F̃V /FV
and F̃A/FA and employ this value in the Approach-
B predictions of Figure 2. Expanding this solution
up to O(ϵ2P ) in the parity violation expansion, one
can observe how Eq. (84) becomes now corrected:

M2
A=

M2
V

κW

(
1 +

(κW − 1)2

2

[
F̃ 2
A

F 2
A

− F̃ 2
V

κ2WF
2
V

]
(85)

+
(κ2W − 1)

κW

F̃V F̃A
FV FA

+ O

(
F̃ 4
V,A

F 4
V,A

))
.

We obtain very close values to MV , MA ∼> MV .
In the right panel of Figure 2 we show the results
following from these assumptions.

2. 1st WSR. Assuming only the 1st WSR and MA>
MV , we have reported a lower bound of S and a de-

termination of T in (57), (58) and (68) (neglecting
once more the fermion-cut contribution), and (71)
and (72), respectively. The comparison between
our results and the experimental values is shown in
the bottom panels of Figure 3.

VII. DISCUSSION

Using a general (non-linear) effective field theory de-
scription of the SM EWSB, we have analysed the impact
on the electroweak oblique parameters of hypothetical
heavy resonance states strongly coupled to the SM par-
ticles. We have presented a next-to-leading order cal-
culation of S and T that updates and generalizes our
previous results in Ref. [10], including a more general
Lagrangian [5, 6], fermionic cuts and the current exper-
imental bounds [14]. In particular, we have studied the
numerical sensitivity to subleading contributions from P-
odd operators that were neglected in Ref. [10].

The use of dispersion relations has avoided any depen-
dences on unphysical cut-offs. Another important ingre-
dient of our analysis are the high-energy constraints en-
forced in the effective field theory description. These are
very generic conditions, which originate from requiring a
proper UV behaviour of the underlying strongly-coupled
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FIG. 3. NLO determinations of S and T , following Approach A (P–even; top) or B (P–odd/even; bottom), and assuming only
the 1st WSR, so only lower bounds on S are shown. The ellipses give the experimentally allowed regions of S and T at 68%,
95% and 99% CL [14]. The different colors of the points correspond to different values of MV : MV = 2 (red), 3 (orange) and
10 (yellow) TeV. MA is assumed to be higher than MV and we have considered different values in terms of MV : MA = MV

(left), MA = 1.2 MV (centered) and MA = 1.5 MV (right). For each case, we plot our predictions at 68%, 95% and 99% CL.
The values of κW (Approaches A and B) and F̃V,A/FV,A (Approach B) have been generated considering normal distributions
given by κW = 1.023± 0.026 [14] and F̃V,A/FV,A = 0.00± 0.33.

theory. Assuming well-behaved form factors [8] and the
WSRs [20] allows us to determine S and T in terms of
only a few resonance parameters. The two WSRs are
rigorously fulfilled in any asymptotically-free gauge the-
ory [19]. Gauge theories with non-trivial UV fixed points
are also expected to satisfy the 1st WSR, while the va-
lidity of the 2nd WSR depends on the particular type
of UV theory considered [21]. Therefore, we have per-
formed the analyses in the two possible situations, with
and without imposing the 2nd WSR, so that our results
can be applied in full generality.

At LO the oblique parameter T vanishes, while S only
receives contributions from tree-level exchanges of vec-
tor and axial-vector resonances. The NLO corrections
are dominated by the lightest two-particle cuts (φφ, hφ
and ψψ̄); contributions from multi-particle cuts involving
heavy resonances have been estimated to be very small,

owing to their kinematic suppression in the dispersion
relation [11].

Assuming that the odd-parity couplings generate sub-
leading corrections, we have performed an expansion in
powers of F̃V,A/FV,A ∼ O(ϵP ), and compared the lowest-
order results of O(ϵ0P ) (Approach A) with those obtained
at O(ϵ2P ) (Approach B). While the first Approach up-
dates our previous work with the more recent data, the
second one allows us to assess the possible role of P-odd
operators.

An important finding of this analysis is that the first
WSR enforces a severe suppression of the fermion-cut
contribution to the S parameter (contributions to T are
suppressed by additional powers of g′). The leading con-
tribution is of O(ϵ2P ) and its size can be bounded by LHC
data as being smaller than 10−4 and therefore completely



15

negligible compared to the current experimental error of
the parameter S.

Figure 2 summarizes the results of our analysis for the
underlying theories that satisfy the two WSRs. This is
a very constraining condition that implies MA ≥ MV .
Moreover, at O(ϵ0P ) (left panel) kW = M2

V /M
2
A ≤ 1;

the current experimental value kW = 1.023 ± 0.026 [14]
forces then the vector and axial-vector masses to be quite
degenerate. Those two masses remain quite close even
when O(ϵ2P ) corrections are included (right panel), so
that very similar results are obtained in the two Ap-
proaches, A and B. This is clearly exhibited in the figure,
where one cannot see any sizeable difference between the
two panels. The ellipses display the experimentally al-
lowed regions of S and T at 68%, 95% and 99% CL, while
the colored points correspond to the predicted values for
MV = 5 (green), 7 (purple), 10 (yellow) and 20 (cyan)
TeV. The predictions for lighter vector masses lie outside
the range displayed and are obviously excluded. Within
each color, the plotted variation corresponds to the range
of MA values allowed by the WSRs, and (in Approach
B) the variation of the P-odd couplings in the range
F̃V,A/FV,A = 0.00±0.33, assuming a normal distribution.
These results can be summarized in a quite strong state-
ment: in any strongly-coupled underlying theory where
the two WSRs are satisfied,

MA ≥ MV ∼> 10 TeV (95% CL). (86)

There is much more flexibility when the underlying
theory does not satisfy the 2nd WSR because the vector
and axial-vector masses are no-longer so tightly related.
Assuming that the inequality MA > MV is still fulfilled,
we then obtain the results displayed in Figure 3. The
colored regions show the predicted lower bounds on S
and the corresponding value of T , for MV = 2 (red), 3
(orange) and 10 (yellow) TeV. The results are displayed
for three different values of the mass ratio MA/MV : 1
(left), 1.2 (center) and 1.5 (right). The top panels corre-
spond to Approach A and the bottom ones to Approach
B. As in the previous scenario, the distribution of points
within each color has been generated considering normal
distributions for kW = 1.023±0.026 and (in Approach B)
F̃V,A/FV,A = 0.00±0.33. Obviously, one now gets a much
broader distribution of points in Approach B, although
a similar trend is observed in the two Approaches. The
lower bound on S decreases when MV increases, while
larger values of MA imply smaller lower bounds on S
and slightly larger values of T . From these results, we
can conclude that, for underlying theories where the 2nd
WSR does not apply, the current electroweak precision
data allow for massive resonances at the natural elec-
troweak scale, i.e.,

MA ≥ MV ∼> 2 TeV (95% CL). (87)

In summary, we conclude that the P -odd operators and
the contributions from the fermionic cuts discussed in
this article introduce mild corrections to the oblique pa-
rameters and, hence, to our previous MV,A mass bounds

for theories including only P-even operators. These
findings corroborate the conclusions drawn in prior re-
search [10], providing additional evidence in support of
them.
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Appendix A: T and S dispersion relations in the
mh = 0 limit

The parameter T is given by the expression:

T =
4π

g′2 cos2 θW

∫ ∞

0

∆ρT (s) ds

s2
(A1)

=
4π

g′2 cos2 θW

(∫ ∞

0

∆ρT (s)|φB ds
s2

+

∫ ∞

m2
h

∆ρT (s)|hB ds
s2

)
,

with ∆ρT (s) = ρT (s)−ρT (s)SM. This integral is infrared
(IR) divergent in the limit mh = 0 and needs to be reg-
ulated with an IR cut-off ϵ, which defines:

T (0)
ϵ ≡ 4π

g′2 cos2 θW

∫ ∞

ϵ→0

∆ρT (s) ds

s2

∣∣∣∣
mh=0

. (A2)

The difference of these two expressions yields:

T − T (0)
ϵ

= − 4π

g′2 cos2 θW

∫ m2
h

ϵ→0

∆ρT (s)|hB,mh=0

s2
ds+O

(
m2
h

)
=

3

16π cos2 θW
(κ2W − 1) log

ϵ

m2
h

+ O
(
m2
h

)
, (A3)

where we have used the structure of the spectral function
at mh = 0, provided by the low-energy EW effective
theory at LO, O(p2), and neglecting O(p4) and higher-
order corrections:

∆ρT (s)

∣∣∣∣
hB,mh=0

=
3g′ 2s

64π2
(κ2W − 1) θ(s) + O(s2) ,

(A4)
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Notice that only the hB–cut contributes to this ex-
pression at lowest order in the chiral expansion, i.e.,
∆ρT (s)|mh=0 = ∆ρT (s)|hB,mh=0 +O(s2).

By means of Eqs. (A2) and (A3) it is then possible
to directly use the mh = 0 spectral functions in (70) to
extract the parameter T in Eqs. (71) and (72), up to
O(m2

h/M
2
R) corrections.

Following a similar argumentation for the Peskin-
Takeuchi dispersive relation in Eq. (9), with the mh = 0
spectral function (48), leads to an analogous result for
the parameter S:

S − S(0)
ϵ

= − 16π

g2 tan θW

∫ m2
h

ϵ→0

∆ρS(s)|hφ,mh=0

s
ds+O

(
m2
h

)
= − 1

12π
(κ2W − 1) log

ϵ

m2
h

+ O
(
m2
h

)
. (A5)

Appendix B: Fermion form factors and spectral
functions

Let us consider the form factors for a generic spin–1
current J µ (which might be vector or axial-vector, custo-
dial triplet or singlet) coupled to a fermion-antifermion
pair in the final state [25]. The corresponding matrix
element has the general Lorentz decomposition:

FJ µ

ψψ̄
≡ ⟨ψ(p1, λ1)ψ(p2, λ2)| J µ|0⟩

= ū(λ1)(p1)

[
γµ FJ

1,ψψ̄
(q2) +

i

2
σµνqν FJ

2,ψψ̄
(q2)

+

(
γµ − 2mψ

q2
qµ
)
γ5 FJ

3,ψψ̄
(q2)

]
v(λ2)(p2) ,(B1)

with q = p1 + p2.
We will make use of the optical theorem to relate

these form factors to the spectral function of the JJ ′–
correlator,

ImΠµνJJ ′(q) =

(
−gµν + qµqν

q2

)
ImΠJJ ′(q2),

where unitarity provides the two-fermion absorptive cuts:

ImΠJJ ′(q2) = −
∑
ψ

∑
λ1,λ2

θ
(
q2−4m2

ψ

) βψ
48π

FJ µ

ψψ̄
FJ ∗
ψψ̄ µ

,

(B2)
with the phase-space factor βψ(q2) =

√
1− 4m2

ψ/q
2. Af-

ter some algebra, one can extract the relation with the
three possible form factors:

ImΠJJ ′(q2) =∑
ψ

θ
(
q2−4m2

ψ

) q2βψ
12π

[(
1 +

2m2
ψ

q2

)
FJ

1,ψψ̄
FJ ′ ∗

1,ψψ̄
+

+
q2

8

(
1 +

8m2
ψ

q2

)
FJ

2,ψψ̄
FJ ′ ∗

2,ψψ̄

+

(
1−

4m2
ψ

q2

)
FJ

3,ψψ̄
FJ ′ ∗

3,ψψ̄

+
3mψ

2

{
FJ

1,ψψ̄
FJ ′ ∗

2,ψψ̄
+ FJ

2,ψψ̄
FJ ′ ∗

1,ψψ̄

}]
=
∑
ψ

θ
(
q2
)
q2

12π

[
FJ

1,ψψ̄
FJ ′ ∗

1,ψψ̄
+
q2

8
FJ

2,ψψ̄
FJ ′ ∗

2,ψψ̄
+FJ

3,ψψ̄
FJ ′ ∗

3,ψψ̄

]
+. . . (B3)

where the dots stand for O(mψ) corrections, which vanish
when the SM particle masses are neglected.

For the study of the parameter S we will need the W3B
correlator, where the corresponding currents are related
to the singlet and triplet vector and axial-vector currents
through,

J µ
W 3 = − g

2
(Vµ3 −Aµ

3 ) ,

J µ
B = − g′

2

(
Vµ3 +Aµ

3 + 2X µ
(0)

)
, (B4)

stemming from the relations between the covariant
sources and the physical gauge fields [5, 6]:

vµ = vaµ
σa

2
=
raµ+ℓ

a
µ

2

σa

2
=

(
−1

2
g′Bµ−

1

2
gW 3

µ

)
σ3

2
+ . . .

aµ = aaµ
σa

2
=
raµ−ℓaµ

2

σa

2
=

(
−1

2
g′Bµ+

1

2
gW 3

µ

)
σ3

2
+ . . .

Xµ = − g′Bµ . (B5)

Taking this into account the W 3B correlator is given by

Π30 =
gg′

4

[
ΠV3V3

−ΠA3A3
+2ΠV3X(0)

−2ΠA3X(0)

]
.(B6)

Our resonance Lagrangian (3) produces the following
form factors for a current J µ with a final ψψ state:

• Form factors for a triplet vector current (J µ = Vµ3 ):

FV3

1,ψψ̄
= T 3

ψ ,

FV3

2,ψψ̄
= − 4

√
2T 3

ψ

(
FV C

V 1
3

0

M2
V − q2

+
F̃AC̃

A1
3

0

M2
A − q2

)
,

FV3

3,ψψ̄
= 0 . (B7)

• Form factors for a triplet axial-vector current
(J µ = Aµ

3 ):

FA3

1,ψψ̄
=

1√
2

g′c̃T c
V̂1

M2
V1

− q2
+

1√
2

g′cT c̃
Â1

M2
A1

− q2
,

FA3

2,ψψ̄
= 4

√
2T 3

ψ

(
F̃V C

V 1
3

0

M2
V − q2

+
FAC̃

A1
3

0

M2
A − q2

)
,

FA3

3,ψψ̄
= T 3

ψ +
1√
2

g′c̃T c̃
V̂1

M2
V1

− q2
+

1√
2

g′cT c
Â1

M2
A1

− q2
.(B8)
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Note that FA3

1,ψψ̄
and the non-SM part of FA3

3,ψψ̄

are subleading in g′. Corrections of order g′2 and
higher are not shown here. MR andMR1 denote the
masses of the triplet R and singlet R1 resonances,
respectively.

• Form factors for a singlet vector current (J µ =
X µ

(0)):

FX(0)

1,ψψ̄
= xψ , FX(0)

2,ψψ̄
= FX(0)

3,ψψ̄
= 0 , (B9)

where, as it has been explained previously, xψ =
1
2 (B− L)ψ is the corresponding U(1)X charge of
the fermion ψ (1/6 for quarks and −1/2 for lep-
tons).

In the SM limit all resonance couplings vanish and one
has

FV3

1,ψψ̄
|SM=FA3

3,ψψ̄
|SM=T 3

ψ, FX(0)

1,ψψ̄
|SM=xψ, (B10)

with all the remaining form-factors vanishing.

For our calculation, we neglect the SM masses in the
main text, that is, O(mψ) corrections are neglected in
(B3) and, consequently, only the last expression of (B3)
is considered. Moreover, we also neglect contributions
that are subleading in g′, so that FA3

1,ψψ̄
and the non-SM

part of FA3

3,ψψ̄
are discarded too.
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