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Abstract

We propose a model with two different extra U(1) gauge symmetries; muon minus tauon symme-

try U(1)Lµ−Lτ and hidden symmetry U(1)H . Then, we explain muon anomalous magnetic moment,

semi-leptonic decays b → sℓℓ̄, and dark matter. In particular, we find an intriguing dark matter

candidate to be verified by Hyper-Kamiokande and JUNO in the future that request neutrinophilic

DM with rather light dark matter mass∼ O(10) MeV.
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I. INTRODUCTION

An extension of the standard model (SM) of particle physics is required to explain several

issues such as the existence of dark matter (DM) and the deviation from the SM prediction

of anomalous magnetic dipole of muon (muon g − 2). One of the interesting possibilities of

extending the SM is an introduction of new U(1) gauge symmetries. Such U(1) symmetries

can guarantee the stability of DM and interactions mediated by new neutral gauge bosons

would explain its relic density. Furthermore, if new U(1) charges are flavor dependent it is

possible to address flavor issues such as muon g−2 via new gauge bosons. From a theoretical

viewpoint, multiple extra U(1) symmetries can be induced from theory in high energy scale

like the string theories.

In 2021, new result of the muon g−2 measurement is reported by the E989 collaboration

at Fermilab [1]:

aFNAL
µ = 116592040(54)× 10−11. (1)

Combining the result with the previous BNL one, the muon g − 2 deviates from the SM

prediction by 4.2σ level [1–22] as

∆anewµ = (25.1± 5.9)× 10−10. (2)

Although results on the hadronic vacuum polarization (HVP) that are estimated by recent

lattice calculations [23–25] might weaken the necessity of a new physics effect, it is also

shown in refs. [26–28] 1 that the lattice results imply new tensions with the HVP extracted

from e+e− data and the global fits to the electroweak precision observables. One of the

promising ways to explain the anomaly is introduction of U(1)Lµ−Lτ gauge symmetry that

is often applied for a neutrino mass matrix texture in order to have some predictions as well

as explain the neutrino oscillation data in the lepton sector. Here, the associated Z ′ boson

interaction can provide a sizable contribution to muon g − 2. In explaining muon g − 2

anomaly, we need to require the Z ′ boson from U(1)Lµ−Lτ is as light as O(10) to O(100)

MeV and small gauge coupling of O(10−4) to O(10−3). On the other hand, if U(1)Lµ−Lτ like

the Z ′ boson is heavier than O(10) GeV, it affects different phenomenology like the lepton

1 The relation between HVP for muon g − 2 and electroweak precision test is also discussed previously in

ref. [29].
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flavor non-universality in semi-leptonic B meson decay associated with the process b →

sℓ+ℓ− [30–42] where some deviation from the SM is observed [43–53]. Although recent LHCb

observation regarding this lepton universality is compatible with the SM prediction [54, 55],

it is still interesting to investigate the effect of the Z ′ boson in b → sℓ+ℓ− decays. Thus

we are interested in considering multiple U(1)Lµ−Lτ like the Z ′ bosons whose mass scales

are different that provide us richer phenomenological possibilities, which can be realized by

introducing multiple U(1) gauge symmetries. Moreover, considering multiple local U(1)s,

we can have more freedom to accommodate the relic density of DM.

In this paper, we consider a model that has two local U(1) symmetries. One symmetry

is U(1)Lµ−Lτ and the other one is hidden U(1)H symmetry where the SM fields are not

charged under it. After the spontaneous breaking of these symmetries, two Z ′ bosons mix

each other, and they can interact with the µ and τ flavor leptons in mass basis. Then we have

two Z ′ bosons whose masses can be hierarchical in some parameter region inducing different

phenomenology. Both heavy and light Z ′ can contribute to muon g− 2 and it is possible to

explain the experimental measurements. The heavy one can affect lepton non-universality

in B-meson decay when we assume some effective interactions with quarks. Also, the light

one can play a role in explaining DM relic density when we choose light DM as O(10) MeV.

Interestingly DM annihilation mode is neutrinophilic in our benchmark points and it is safe

from current direct and indirect searches constraints. We can test neutrino signals from DM

annihilation in future neutrino experiments where we consider Hyper-Kamiokande(HK) and

JUNO as promising candidates.

This article is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we introduce our model and show relevant

interactions and formulas for phenomenology. In Sec. III, we show our phenomenological

analysis of muon g−2, DM physics and neutrino signatures. Finally, we devote the summary

of our results and the conclusion.

II. MODEL SETUP AND PHENOMENOLOGICAL FORMULAS

We propose a model with U(1)Lµ−Lτ × U(1)H gauge symmetry. The SM leptons and

right-handed neutrinos νR are charged under U(1)Lµ−Lτ where second and third generation

ones have charge 1 and −1, respectively. We also introduce SM singlet Dirac fermion χ with

U(1)H charge Qχ, which is our DM candidate. In the scalar sector, we introduce the SM

3



La
L eaR νaR χ H φ1 φ2

SU(2)L 2 1 1 1 2 1 1

U(1)Y −1
2 −1 0 0 1

2 0 0

U(1)Lµ−Lτ {0, 1,−1} {0, 1,−1} {0, 1,−1} 0 0 1 1

U(1)H 0 0 0 Qχ 0 0 1

TABLE I: Charge assignments of the fields under SU(2)L × U(1)Y × U(1)Lµ−Lτ × U(1)H , where

its upper index a is the number of family that runs over 1− 3.

Higgs field H, and the SM singlet scalars φ1 and φ2. H is neutral under new gauge symmetry

while φ1 and φ2 have charges {1, 0} and {1, 1} under {U(1)Lµ−Lτ , U(1)H} respectively. All

the field contents and their assignments are summarized in Table I. New terms of Lagrangian

and scalar potential are written by

Lnew = gµτX
ρ
1 (µ̄γρµ− τ̄ γρτ + ν̄µγρνµ − ν̄τγρντ ) + χ̄[iγµ(∂

µ − iQχgHX
µ
2 )−mχ]χ

+ |(∂µ − igµτX1µ)φ1|2 + |(∂µ − igµτX1µ − igHX2µ)φ2|2, (3)

V = µ2
H(H

†H) + µ2
1φ

∗
1φ1 + µ2

2φ
∗
2φ2 + λH(H

†H)2 + λ1(φ
∗
1φ1)

2 + λ2(φ
∗
2φ2)

2

+ λHφ1(H
†H)(φ∗

1φ1) + λHφ2(H
†H)(φ∗

2φ2) + λφ1φ2(φ
∗
1φ1)(φ

∗
2φ2), (4)

where Xµ
1 and Xµ

2 are gauge fields of U(1)Lµ−Lτ and U(1)H with corresponding gauge cou-

plings gµτ and gH .

A. Scalar sector

In the proposed scenario, we require all the scalar fields develop their vacuum expectation

values (VEVs) to break electroweak and U(1)Lµ−Lτ × U(1)H gauge symmetries denoted by

⟨H⟩ ≡ [0, v/
√
2]T and φ1,2 ≡ v1,2/

√
2. Then, the scalar fields are written by

H =

 w+

v+h̃+iz√
2

 , φ1,2 =
v1,2 + ϕ1,2 + iz′1,2√

2
, (5)

where w+ and z are massless Nambu-Goldstone(NG) bosons which are absorbed by the SM

gauge bosonsW+ and Z, and linear combinations of z′1,2 become NG bosons absorbed by two

extra neutral gauge bosons from U(1)Lµ−Lτ ×U(1)H . The VEVs are obtained by conditions
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∂V
∂v

= ∂V
∂v1

= ∂V
∂v2

= 0 that are written by

v

(
µ2
H +

λHφ1

2
v21 +

λHφ2

2
v22

)
+ λHv

3 = 0, (6)

v1

(
µ2
1 +

λHφ1

2
v2 +

λφ1φ2

2
v22

)
+ λ1v

3
1 = 0, (7)

v2

(
µ2
2 +

λHφ2

2
v2 +

λφ1φ2

2
v21

)
+ λ2v

3
2 = 0. (8)

After the scalar fields developing VEVs, neutral scalars h̃, ϕ1 and ϕ2 mix. We assume the

mixings between h̃ and ϕ1,2 are small for simplicity and h̃ is identified as the SM Higgs

boson. Other scalar bosons are not involved in our phenomenological analysis below and we

do not discuss further details in this work 2.

B. Gauge sector

After spontaneous symmetry breaking, we obtain mass terms for the gauge fields such

that

|Dµφ1|2 + |Dµφ2|2 ⊃
1

2
g2µτ (v

2
1 + v22)X

µ
1X1µ +

1

2
g2Hv

2
2X

µ
2X2µ + gµτgHv

2
2X

µ
1X2µ. (9)

We thus obtain mass matrix in the basis of {Xµ
1 , X

µ
2 } as

M2
X1X2

=

M2
1 M2

12

M2
12 M2

2

 , (10)

where M2
1 ≡ g2µτ (v

2
1 + v22), M

2
2 ≡ g2Hv

2
2 and M2

12 ≡ gHgµτv
2
2. We can diagonalize the mass

matrix by orthogonal matrix, and mass eigenvalues and eigenstates are written by

m2
Z′
1
=

1

2
(M2

1 +M2
2 ) +

1

2

√
(M2

1 −M2
2 )

2 + 4M4
12 , (11)

m2
Z′
2
=

1

2
(M2

1 +M2
2 )−

1

2

√
(M2

1 −M2
2 )

2 + 4M4
12 , (12)Xµ

1

Xµ
2

 =

 cos θX sin θX

− sin θX cos θX

Z ′µ
1

Z ′µ
2

 , (13)

2 Collider signatures from a scalar boson decaying into Z ′ in the context of U(1)Lµ−Lτ are discussed in

refs. [56–58].
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where the mixing angle θX is obtained from

tan 2θX =
2M2

12

M2
1 −M2

2

. (14)

In our scenario, we consider the case of mZ′
1
≫ mZ′

2
by choosing gauge couplings and

VEVs accordingly. Then Z ′
1 interaction is applied to explain B decay anomalies while Z ′

2

dominantly contributes to induce sizable muon g − 2.

C. Gauge interaction in mass basis

In mass basis, we write relevant new gauge interactions as

L ⊃ gµτ (cXZ
′µ
1 + sXZ

′µ
2 )(µ̄γµµ− τ̄ γµτ) + gµτ (cXZ

′µ
1 + sXZ

′µ
2 )(νµγµPLνµ − ντγµPLντ )

+QχgH(−sXZ
′µ
1 + cXZ

′µ
2 )χ̄γµχ, (15)

where cX(sX) = cos θX(sin θX).

Our Z ′ bosons can decay into leptons {µµ̄, τ τ̄ , νµν̄µ, ντ ν̄τ} and χχ̄ when these modes are

kinematically allowed. Partial decay widths of the Z ′
1 and Z ′

2 bosons are given by

Γ(Z ′
1 → ℓ′ℓ̄′) =

c2Xg
2
µτ

8π
mZ′

1

(
1 +

4

3

m2
ℓ′

m2
Z′
1

√
1− 4m2

ℓ′

m2
Z′
1

)
,

Γ(Z ′
1 → νℓ′ ν̄ℓ′) =

c2Xg
2
µτ

8π
mZ′

1
,

Γ(Z ′
1 → χχ̄) =

Q2
χs

2
Xg

2
H

8π
mZ′

1

(
1 +

4

3

m2
χ

m2
Z′
1

√
1−

4m2
χ

m2
Z′
1

)
,

Γ(Z ′
2 → ℓ′ℓ̄′) =

s2Xg
2
µτ

8π
mZ′

2

(
1 +

4

3

m2
ℓ′

m2
Z′
2

√
1− 4m2

ℓ′

m2
Z′
2

)
,

Γ(Z ′
2 → νℓ′ ν̄ℓ′) =

s2Xg
2
µτ

8π
mZ′

2
,

Γ(Z ′
2 → χχ̄) =

Q2
χc

2
Xg

2
H

8π
mZ′

2

(
1 +

4

3

m2
χ

m2
Z′
2

√
1−

4m2
χ

m2
Z′
2

)
, (16)

where ℓ′ = {µ, τ}. When the Z ′
1,2 boson mass is O(10) GeV to O(100) GeV, their couplings

and masses are strongly constrained by LHC data searching for pp → µ+µ−Z ′(→ µ+µ−)

signal [62]. We can also find other constraints in the context of Lµ −Lτ scenario in ref. [63]

which are subdominant in the scenario of this work. The constraint can be relaxed when

Z ′
1,2 dominantly decays into χχ̄. We will take this constraint into account in our numerical

analysis below.
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D. Muon g − 2

In our model, both the Z ′
1 and Z ′

2 bosons contribute to muon g − 2 since they interact

with muon as given by Eq. (15). Calculating one-loop diagrams, we obtain muon g− 2 such

that

∆aµ =
g2µτm

2
µ

4π

∫ 1

0

dx

[
c2X

x2(1− x)

x2 + (1− x)rZ′
1

+ s2X
x2(1− x)

x2 + (1− x)rZ′
2

]
, (17)

where rZ′
1(2)

≡ m2
Z′
1(2)

/m2
µ. We apply the 3σ region obtained by combining FNAL and BNL

results that require new contribution to satisfy

(25.1− 3× 5.9)× 10−10 ≤ ∆anewµ ≤ (25.1 + 3× 5.9)× 10−10. (18)

This constraint is imposed in our numerical calculation below.

E. Constraint from neutrino trident

Neutrino trident production processes, ν +N → ν +N + µ + µ̄, are neutrino scattering

off nucleus producing a muon and anti-muon pair. The cross section of the muon neutrino

trident has been measured by past experiments, CHARM-II [77], CCFR [78] and NuTeV

[79]. The current limits on the total cross section are respectively given by

σCHARM−II

σSM

= 1.58± 0.57, (19)

σCCFR

σSM

= 0.82± 0.28, (20)

σNuTeV

σSM

= 0.72+1.73
−0.72, (21)

where σSM is the SM prediction [80]3.

It was shown in [87] that these limits severely constrain the Z ′ mass and its coupling to

neutrinos. The sensitivity in on-going and future experiments have been studied, e.g. in

[88–94]. The trident cross section of this model can be obtained by simply replacing the

coupling of the SM as

gL/R → gL/R −
√
2g2µτ
4GF

∑
i

ai
q2 −m2

Z′
i

, (22)

3 The cross sections were calculated in the V-A theory in Refs.[81–86].
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FIG. 1: (a) A diagram inducing Z ′
µb̄γ

µPLs interaction via mixing between the SM b(s) quark

and vector-like quark(s) QV with new U(1) charge where scalar ϕ connect them. (b) A diagram

inducing the interaction via one-loop effect where η is a scalar field with new U(1) charge.

where a1 = c2X , a2 = s2X and gL/R is

gL =
1

2
+ sin2 θW , (23)

gR = sin2 θW . (24)

The concrete forms of the amplitudes are given in [94].

To obtain the constraints from the tridents, we have calculated the cross section for

CHARM-II and CCFR and compared them with the SM predictions4.

F. Effective interactions for B → K(∗)ℓ+ℓ− and Bs–Bs mixing

Firstly we review the mechanisms to explain B decay anomalies by Z ′ boson from local

U(1)Lµ−Lτ . The anomalies can be explained if we have a quark flavor violating interaction

Z ′
µb̄γ

µPLs and Z ′-muon interaction Z ′
νµ̄γ

νµ. These interactions induce an effective interac-

tion

Heff = −4GF√
2
VtbV

∗
ts

α

4π
C9(b̄γ

νPLs)(µ̄γνµ), (25)

where the C9 is a corresponding Wilson coefficient, GF is the Fermi constant, Vtb and Vts

are elements of CKM matrix, and α is the fine structure constant. To induce Z ′
µb̄γ

µPLs, we

4 The result from NuTeV has large uncertainty and includes the null result. Therefore we do not use this

result.
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need new fields since the Z ′ boson from U(1)Lµ−Lτ does not interact with quarks. Possible

ways to induce such a flavor violating interaction can be achieved as follows.

1. Z ′
µb̄γ

µPLs interaction is induced via mixing between U(1)Lµ−Lτ charged vector-like

quark QV and the SM ones [41]. We also need a new scalar field ϕ with U(1)Lµ−Lτ

charge to connect a vector-like quark and SM ones after developing its VEV. An

example of diagram inducing the interaction by mixing effect is shown in Fig. 1(a).

2. The interaction is induced at one-loop level by introducing a vector-like quark QV and

new scalar field η that are charged under U(1)Lµ−Lτ [32, 33]. An example of diagram

inducing the interaction by radiative correction is shown in Fig. 1(b). Interestingly, a

scalar field η can be DM candidate.

In fact, they can be obtained by the same field contents, a vector-like quark QV and a scalar

field (ϕ = η) charged under a new U(1) gauge group(s), where the difference is whether new

scalar develops a VEV or not. In this paper, we do not discuss details and we just assume

effective X1(2)µb̄γ
µPLs couplings induced by one of such mechanisms.

In our analysis, we just write effectively induced interactions by

Leff = (gLbsX1
Xµ

1 + gLbsX2
Xµ

2 )bLγµsL, (26)

where we consider couplings gLbsX1,2
are free parameters. In mass basis of the gauge bosons

{Z ′µ
1 , Z ′µ

2 }, the interaction is rewritten by

Leff =
[
(gLbsX1

cX − gLbsX2
sX)Z

′µ
1 + (gLbsX1

sX + gLbsX2
cX)Z

′µ
2

]
bLγµsL

≡
[
gLbsZ′

1
Z ′µ

1 + gLbsZ′
2
Z ′µ

2

]
bLγµsL. (27)

Hereafter we consider gLbsZ′
1
and gLbsZ′

2
as free parameters.

From Z ′ exchanging diagram, we obtain contribution to the Wilson coefficient C9 that

is required to explain B anomalies. Here we assume gLbsZ′
1
≫ gLbsZ′

2
that is required by

constraints from B → K(∗)Z ′ decay as can be seen in the next subsection. Then contribution

to C9 from Z ′
1 exchange is given by

CZ′

9 ≃ −
πcXgµτg

L
bsZ′

1√
2VtbV ∗

tsαGFm2
Z′
1

. (28)

Constraint from Bs–Bs mixing : the effective interactions in Eq. (26) also induce the

mixing between Bs and Bs mesons, and a constraint from the meson mixing should be

9



considered. We can find the ratio of Bs–Bs mixing between SM and Z ′ contributions as [30,

31]

MZ′
12

MSM
12

≃
(gLbsZ′

1
)2

m2
Z′
1

16
√
2π2

g2GF (VtbV ∗
ts)

2S0

, (29)

where S0 ≃ 2.3 is the SM loop function [59, 60]. Note that we ignored a contribution from

Z ′
2 since we adopt assumption of gLbsZ′

1
≫ gLbsZ′

2
. Then we rewrite gLbsZ′

1
in terms of CZ′

9 from

Eq. (28) as follows:

gLbsZ′
1
=

√
2VtbV

∗
ts

α

π
GFC

Z′

9

m2
Z′
1

cXgµτ
. (30)

Requiring |MZ′
12 |/|MSM

12 | < 0.12 [61], we obtain the constraint

mZ′
1
< 2.1 TeV × cXgµτ

|CZ′
9 |

. (31)

We apply the constraint assuming CZ′
9 = −1.01 that is the best-fit value in our numerical

analysis below.

G. B → K(∗)Z ′ decay width

In our scenario we consider light Z ′
2 to explain muon g − 2, and we should take into

account constraints from B → K(∗)Z ′ decay processes that are induced by quark flavor

violating coupling in Eq. (27). We can estimate decay widths such that [42]

Γ(B → KZ ′
2) =

(gLsbZ′
2
)2f 2

+(m
2
Z′
2
)

16πm2
Bm

2
Z′
2

λ(m2
B,m

2
K ,m

2
Z′
2
)
3
2 , (32)

Γ(B → K∗Z ′
2)

=
(gLsbZ′

2
)2V 2(m2

Z′)

8πm2
B(mB +mK∗)2

λ(m2
B,m

2
K∗ ,m2

Z′)
3
2 +

(gLsbZ′
2
)2A2

2(m
2
Z′
2
)

64πm2
Bm

2
K∗m2

Z′(mB +mK∗)2
λ(m2

B,m
2
K∗ ,m2

Z′
2
)
5
2

+
(gLsbZ′

2
)2A2

1(m
2
Z′
2
)[m4

B +m4
K∗ +m4

Z′ + 10m2
Z′
2
m2

K∗ − 2m2
B(m

2
K∗ +m2

Z′
2
)]

64πm2
Bm

2
K∗m2

Z′
2

λ(m2
B,m

2
K∗ ,m2

Z′
2
)
1
2

+
(gLsbZ′

2
)2A1(m

2
Z′
2
)A2(m

2
Z′
2
)(m2

B −m2
K∗ −m2

Z′
2
)

32πm2
Bm

2
K∗m2

Z′
2

λ(m2
B,m

2
K∗ ,m2

Z′
2
)
3
2 , (33)

where λ(x, y, z) = x2 + y2 + z2 − 2xy− 2xz− 2yz and {f+, V, A1, A2} are form factors for B

and K(∗) mesons [64]. In our scenario, we require mZ′
2
< 2mµ and Z ′

2 decays into neutrinos

or DM that are not observed by the detectors at the experiments searching for rare B decay

modes. We note that narrow width approximation is relevant in our case for Z ′
2 decay. We

10



consider Z ′
2 decaying into only neutrinos in considering the constraint and decay width is

narrow since corresponding coupling is gµτ sin θX ≲ 0.5×0.1 in our scenario. We then adopt

the following experimental constraints [65, 95]

BR(B → Kνν̄) < 1.6× 10−5, BR(B → K∗νν̄) < 2.7× 10−5,

BR(B+ → K+νν̄) < 4.1× 10−5. (34)

We find that constraint becomes stronger when we take q2 dependence of detector efficiency

into account for B+ → K+νν̄ search [95] since the efficiency is higher for small q2 region

(q2 = m2
Z′
2
≲ (0.2 GeV)2). But we find that the strongest upper bounds of effective coupling

gLbsZ′
2
for our benchmark points are obtained from constraint on BR(B → K∗νν̄) when we

assume efficiency for B → K∗Z ′(→ νν̄) is the same as that of B → K∗ν̄ν in the SM since

q2 dependence other than B+ → K+νν̄ is not known 5.

III. NUMERICAL ANALYSIS AND PHENOMENOLOGICAL RESULTS

In this section, we perform numerical analysis to search for allowed parameter sets that

can accommodate required values of muon g − 2 and CZ′
9 , evading phenomenological con-

straints. We then discuss DM physics of the model for benchmark points from allowed

parameter sets.

A. Parameter scan for muon g − 2 and B anomalies

In our analysis, relevant free parameters are

{gµτ , gH , v1, v2}, (35)

and our outputs are {mZ′
1
,mZ′

2
, sin θX ,∆aµ} obtained from formulae in the previous section.

The charge QX for DM is chosen to be 1 for simplicity. We scan our free parameters in the

following range:

gµτ ∈ [10−3, 10−1], gH ∈ [10−3, 0.5], v1 ∈ [102, 104] GeV, v2 ∈ [1, 103] GeV. (36)

5 The constraint could be stronger when we take q2 dependence into account since efficiency at small q2

region could be higher as in the B+ → K+νν̄ search.
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FIG. 2: The ratio of neutrino trident production cross sections between the SM one and the

one including both SM and Z ′ contributions. The left(right) plots express cross section ratio as

functions of Z ′
1(2) masses. The upper(lower) plots correspond to the ratio in CCFR(CHARM-II)

experiments. The shaded regions are excluded by the experiments.

We then require the following conditions in addition to Eq. (18);

mZ′
1
> 5 GeV, mZ′

2
< 0.2 GeV, (37)

where the first constraint is motivated to explain b → sℓ+ℓ− anomalies and the second

constraint is imposed to realize DM annihilation into neutrinos. In addition, we require

Z ′
1 dominantly decaying into χχ̄ by making Γ(Z ′

1 → χχ̄) ≫ Γ(Z ′
1 → ℓ′ℓ̄′, νℓν̄ℓ′) in Eq. (16)
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FIG. 3: Left: correlation between v1 and v2 for our allowed region. Right: correlation between gµτ

and gH .

imposing the condition
gµτ cos θX
gH sin θX

< 3, (38)

in order to relax the constraint from the LHC search for pp → µ+µ−Z ′(→ µ+µ−) signal.

In Fig. 2, we show the ratio of neutrino trident cross section between the SM one and the

one including contributions from both the SM and Z ′ bosons σZ′ . The plots in the left(right)

sides express the ratio as functions of Z ′
1(2) mass. The upper(lower) plots correspond to the

ratio in CCFR(CHARM-II) experiments. The shaded region is excluded by the experiments

by 90 % confidence level (CL). We find some parameter points are excluded where lighter

Z ′
1 region and/or heavier Z ′

2 region tend to be constrained inducing a larger ratio.

In the left panel of Fig. 3, we show correlation between v1 and v2 for our allowed parameter

region. In addition, the right panel of Fig. 3 shows the correlation between two new gauge

couplings. We find some correlation between them when we require masses of Z ′
1,2 as Eq. (37)

and muon g − 2 within 3σ CL.

In left(right) plots of Fig. 4, we show the allowed parameter region that satisfies the

constraints from neutrino trident and induces sizable muon g−2 within 3σ CL, on {mZ′
1
, gµτ}

({mZ′
2
, gµτ sin θX}) plane. The green shaded region in the left plot is disfavored when we

explain b → sℓ+ℓ− anomalies via Z ′
1 interaction. Also, for comparison, we added a dotted

curve in the same plot indicating the LHC constraint from pp → µ+µ−Z ′(→ µ+µ−) signal

search when Z ′
1 does not decay into DM; this is not relevant in our case since Z ′

1 dominantly
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FIG. 4: The left(right) plot: allowed parameter region that can induce sizable muon g − 2 within

3σ range, on {mZ′
1
, gµτ} ({mZ′

2
, gµτ sin θX}) plane. The green-shaded region is disfavored when

we explain b → sℓ+ℓ− anomalies. The dotted curve in the left plot is the LHC constraint when

Z ′
1 cannot decay into the DM. The blue-shaded region in right panel is excluded region from

“e+e− → µ+µ− + invisible” search at the Belle II experiment.

decays into DM under our requirement in Eq. (38). We also show excluded region from

“e+e− → µ+µ− + invisible” search at the Belle II experiment [96] as blue shaded region in

the right panel of Fig. 4 6. Note also that more parameter region can be tested searching for

the “e+e− → µ+µ− + invisible” process at the future LHC experiments [98]; analysis in the

reference indicates that coupling region of gµτ sin θX ≳ 3×10−4 can be tested for mZ′
2
< 2mµ

at the HL-LHC with 3 ab−1 integrated luminosity.

In order to discuss DM physics, we choose several benchmark points from our allowed

parameter region. In Table II, we summarize benchmark points (BPs) that satisfy ∆aµ

within 1σ C.L. where we also show effective coupling gbsZ′
1
giving CZ′

9 = −1.01 and the

upper limit of gbsZ′
2
avoiding B meson decay constraints.

6 There is another constraint from “pp → µ+µ− + anything” search [97] when Z ′
1,2 mass is few GeV scale.

We omit the excluded region since the mass region is outside the plots in Fig. 4
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Input Output

gµτ gH v1/GeV v2/GeV mZ′
1
/GeV mZ′

2
/GeV sin θX ∆aµ g

(C9=−1.01)
bsZ′

1
gmax
bsZ′

2

BP1 0.0048 0.16 1.7 ×103 47 11 0.19 0.15 2.4×10−9 3.9× 10−5 5.6× 10−11

BP2 0.0062 0.30 1.3 ×103 26 11 0.18 0.11 2.1 ×10−9 3.1× 10−5 5.3× 10−11

BP3 0.0072 0.33 1.2 ×103 24 12 0.19 0.12 3.1 ×10−9 3.1× 10−5 5.6× 10−11

BP4 0.0056 0.35 1.8 ×103 28 14 0.20 0.11 1.5 ×10−9 5.4× 10−5 5.9× 10−11

TABLE II: Benchmark points that satisfy phenomenological constraints.

B. Relic density of DM

We discuss the relic density of DM applying our benchmark points for new gauge couplings

and Z ′
1,2 masses. The dominant DM annihilation in our benchmark points is χ̄χ → Z ′

2 → νν̄

via s-channel, where we consider DM mass less than 0.1 GeV so as to forbid annihilation

into muon and tauon modes kinematically. We calculate the relic density of DM using

MicrOMEGAs 5.2.4 [66] where we input relevant interactions and parameters into the code.

Here four BPs in Table. II are applied for gauge boson masses and couplings, and we scan

DM mass as a free parameter within the range of [0.005, 0.1] GeV. In Fig. 5, we show the

relic density of the DM as a function of mass for each BPs. The observed relic density

Ωh2 = 0.1200 ± 0.0012 is shown as black dashed line [67]. We find that observed relic

density can be obtained at non-resonant regions due to the sizable value of the gH coupling.

C. Neutrino signature from DM annihilation

As discussed in Section III B, the DM annihilation channel that gives the major contribu-

tion at the benchmark points is neutrino pair production. It is the main annihilation channel

for the indirect detection of DM as well as relic abundance. Even though the neutrino fi-

nal state is difficult to detect, the neutrino flux can be monochromatic because the kinetic

energy of the neutrino is the same as DM mass in the initial state. The most promising

way for detecting such a signal is underground neutrino detectors. Several experiments have

already put limits on the current thermally-averaged DM annihilation cross section to neu-

trinos ⟨σv⟩0. They give the following constraints [68–70]; Borexino ⟨σv⟩0 ≲ 4×10−24−10−22

cm3/s for the DM mass range of [1-10] MeV and Super-Kamiokande (SK) and KamLAND
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FIG. 5: Relic density of DM as a function of mass for each BP.

⟨σv⟩0 ≲ 4×10−26−8×10−25 cm3/s for the range of [10-103] MeV. These constraints are not

so stringent, and a wider parameter range is expected to be verified by Hyper-Kamiokande

(HK) and JUNO in the future. Figure 6 shows the current and expected constraints to the

proposed model from neutrino detection experiments. The orange, pink, gray and blue-filled

regions correspond to constraints by Borexino, KamLAND, SK-ν̄e and SK, respectively. As

the next generation experiment, the expected limit by HK for 20 years run time supposing

NFW profile [73] is shown in the dashed cyan line [71]. For detailed profile dependence on

HK limits, see Ref. [71]. The expected limit by JUNO for 20 years run time is also shown in

the red, dot-dashed orange, dashed blue, and dotted light-green lines; each line corresponds

to the case of generalized NFW [74], NFW, Moore [75], and Isothermal [76] profiles of dark

matter in the Galaxy [72]. Even though the dependence on the dark matter profile is con-

siderable, there is a possibility to generally check BP1 with HK. A similar rough check can

be possible for BP1, BP2, and BP4 by JUNO.
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FIG. 6: Thermal cross section at the current universe for each BP compared with several experi-

mental constraints and perspective.

IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have discussed a model in which two different extra U(1) gauge symme-

tries are introduced. The one is local U(1)Lµ−Lτ symmetry and the other one is hidden U(1)

symmetry under which the SM fields are neutral. After spontaneous symmetry breakings

of these U(1), we have two Z ′ bosons that mix each other and they interact with µ and τ

flavor leptons. The mass eigenvalues and eigenstates for two Z ′ bosons are formulated by

gauge interactions in mass basis. We also introduced DM candidate which is Dirac fermion

charged under hidden U(1).

We have derived some phenomenological formulas associated with Z ′ interactions such

as muon g − 2, effective interactions for semi-leptonic B meson decays, B meson decay

width for the mode including light Z ′ and K(∗) meson and cross section for neutrino trident
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process. Then we have considered a scenario where heavier Z ′ has a mass of O(10) GeV and

the lighter Z ′ has O(10) MeV, and carried out numerical analysis searching for parameter

region which is allowed by phenomenological constraints and induce sizable muon g − 2.

Some benchmark points have been found that are phenomenologically viable. For these

benchmark points, we have discussed DM physics scanning its mass where DM dominantly

annihilates into neutrinos thanks to the gauge mixing and U(1)Lµ−Lτ , and found mass points

that explain observed relic density. Furthermore, we have estimated DM annihilation cross

section in the current universe and discussed the possibility of observing neutrino signatures

from DM annihilation at neutrino experiments such as HK and JUNO. It has been found

that some benchmark points can be tested at HK and/or JUNO for some DM profiles in

the future.

Before closing our paper, it is worthwhile mentioning the neutrino sector. In fact, our

model provides a type CR in Table 1 of ref. [99], i.e., (m−1
ν )22 = (m−1

ν )33 ≃ 0, where mν is

neutrino mass matrix that is constructed by canonical seesaw and the neutrino mass texture

is determined only via structure of Majorana mass matrix νR. Therefore, the Dirac mass

matrix and the charged-lepton one are diagonal due to the gauged U(1)Lµ−Lτ assignments.

The CR leads us to some predictions such as Dirac CP phase, sum of neutrino masses, and

the effective mass for neutrinoless double beta decay which has already been discussed in

e.g. ref. [100].
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