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Abstract: Dark photons are massive abelian gauge bosons that interact with ordi-

nary photons via a kinetic mixing with the hypercharge field strength tensor. This

theory is probed by a variety of different experiments and limits are set on a com-

bination of the dark photon mass and kinetic mixing parameter. These limits can

however be strongly modified by the presence of additional heavy degrees of free-

dom. Using the framework of dark effective field theory, we study how robust are

the current experimental bounds when these new states are present. We focus in

particular on the possible existence of a dark dipole interaction between the Stan-

dard Model leptons and the dark photon. We show that, under certain assumptions,

the presence of a dark dipole modifies existing supernovæ bounds for cut-off scales

up to O(10 − 100 TeV). On the other hand, terrestrial experiments, such as LSND

and E137, can probe cut-off scales up to O(3 TeV). For the latter experiment we

highlight that the bound may extend down to vanishing kinetic mixing.ar
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1 Introduction

The idea of the existence of dark sectors has become more and more attractive in the

last few years. On the one side, the indisputable evidences for dark matter and dark

energy make their existence at least plausible. On the other hand, the null results

from searches for electroweak (EW) and TeV scale New Physics (NP) at the LHC

have given a strong push to the idea that NP may be secluded from the Standard

Model (SM) particles. The simplest dark sector is perhaps the so-called dark photon

model [1], see [2, 3] for recent reviews, in which a new abelian gauge boson is added to

the SM particle content. Its interactions with SM states arise solely from the kinetic

mixing between the dark photon and the hypercharge gauge boson field strength

tensors. Such kinetic mixing is typically constrained to be small by a plethora of

experimental data. Focusing on the so-called visible dark photon, i.e. a dark photon

with mass mA′ > 1 MeV with negligible decays into invisible states belonging to

the dark sector, we can list accelerator experiments [4–7], supernovæ constraints [8–

12], as well as bounds coming from Big Bang Nucleosynthesis (BBN) and Cosmic

Microwave Background (CMB) data [13]. These bounds, which constrain the region

with small kinetic mixing, are the ones that will be relevant for us in what follows.

For additional bounds, we refer the reader to [2, 14, 15].
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Once the SM is extended with a new abelian group it is easy to imagine that new

beyond the SM (BSM) states, charged both under the SM and the new symmetry,

might exist. This motivates us to consider and answer the following question:

how robust are the experimental bounds listed above if new states that

interact both with the SM and the dark photon are present?

Given the vast number of possibilities for the presence of additional NP states and

the limits from LHC direct searches for particles charged under the SM symmetries,

we will assume for definiteness that such states have masses above the EW scale

and we will use the Effective Field Theory (EFT) paradigm to frame our discussion.

From a practical point of view, our approach amounts to adding non-renormalizable

operators, suppressed by powers of the cutoff scale Λ where these operators are

generated, that connect the dark photon with the SM states. In order to avoid

stringent bounds on Λ, present when the operators are generated by states charged

under QCD, in the remainder of the paper we will only consider the phenomenology

of operators that can be generated by uncolored states. More specifically, we will

focus on the possible existence of a dark dipole moment for electrons which, below the

EW scale, is of the form A′µν ēLσ
µνeR and discuss its phenomenological implications. 1

For convenience, we summarize in Fig. 1 the final results of this paper. The

blue shaded area is the region excluded for a dark photon model without the dipole

operator [4–12]. From larger to smaller ε, we show bounds coming from E137 (upper

lobe), LSND (between the first and second lobe) and supernovæ (the two lower

lobes). In the presence of the dark dipole, the limits may change drastically. For

a NP scale Λ = 1 TeV we exclude the region inside the red curve, while for Λ = 3

TeV the excluded region is inside the yellow curve. In the former case, the bounds

from E137 increase dramatically, excluding ε . 10−6 for dark photon masses in

the range (20 ÷ 250) MeV. In the latter case, the regions excluded by E137 and

LSND slightly increase. In both cases, the supernovæ bound becomes much weaker.

Overall, the presence of the dipole operator can dramatically affect the dark photon

bounds. The limits just described are derived fixing the dark electron dipole moment

to unity. From the UV perspective, however, this choice may require some tuning of

the parameters. We will get back to this issue in Sec. 2.2 and in the Conclusions.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2 we fix our notation and describe

the EFT that will be considered, by sketching also possible ultraviolet (UV) com-

pletions that lead to the configuration on which we will focus. In Sec. 3 we perform

the phenomenological analysis of the effects of dark dipole moments on the usual

experimental bounds and present our findings, discussing in detail the features of

Fig. 1. We conclude in Sec. 4. Finally, in App. A we present the derivation of the

1See also [16] for a discussion of the dark dipole in the context of a massless dark photon, and [17]

for a different phenomenological considerations on dark dipole moments in the massive case.

– 2 –



no dipole

Λ = 3 TeV

Λ = 1 TeV

0.001 0.005 0.010 0.050 0.100 0.500 1

10-10

10-7

10-4

mA' [GeV]

ϵ

Figure 1. Bounds for a dark photon model with and without a dark dipole interaction

between the leptons and the dark photon. The bound is a combination of limits from

SN1987A, LSND and E137, see the main text for more details.

diagonalization of the dark photon kinetic and mass Lagrangian in the presence of

higher dimensional operators.

2 Theoretical framework

In this section we introduce the dark EFT operators and sketch a few UV comple-

tions that can generate a dark lepton dipole independently from the kinetic mixing,

allowing us to consider both of them as free parameters of the effective theory.

2.1 The Dark Photon Effective Field Theory

Our goal is to analyze the phenomenological consequences of embedding the dark

photon setup in an EFT. For concreteness, we will consider the SM extended by

an abelian U(1)X group, under which all the SM states are uncharged. The gauge

boson associated to this new symmetry will be denoted by Xµ. At the d ≤ 4 level

we consider the following Lagrangian

Ld≤4 = LSM −
1

4 g̃2
d

XµνX
µν +

κ

2 g̃′ g̃d
BµνX

µν +
m2
X

2
XµX

µ, (2.1)

where, at this stage, we are working in the basis in which the gauge couplings appear

in the kinetic term and where we are agnostic about the origin of the mass for the
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Dipole operators

Operator

OXu XµνQ̄H̃σ
µνuR

OXd XµνQ̄Hσ
µνdR

OXe XµνL̄Hσ
µνeR

OBu BµνQ̄H̃σ
µνuR

OBd BµνQ̄Hσ
µνdR

OBe BµνL̄Hσ
µνeR

OWu W a
µνQ̄T

a
LH̃σ

µνuR
OWd W a

µνQ̄T
a
LHσ

µνdR
OWe W a

µνL̄T
a
LHσ

µνeR

Operators generating kinetic terms or kinetic mixing

Operator

OXX H†HXµνX
µν

OBB H†HBµνB
µν

OWW H†HW a
µνW

aµν

OXB H†HXµνB
µν

OBW H†T aLHW
a
µνB

µν

OXW H†T aLHW
a
µνX

µν

Other relevant operators

Operator

OT
∣∣H†DµH

∣∣2
Table 1. Operators considered in this work. We use the standard notation for the SM

states, while the gauge boson associated with the U(1)X symmetry is denoted by X. The

symbol T aL denotes the SU(2)L generators normalized as Tr[T aL, T
b
L] = δab/2.

dark photon Xµ.2 In addition to the Lagrangian of Eq. (2.1), we also consider the

effective interactions described by

Ld=6 =
1

16π2

1

Λ2

∑
i 6=T

CiOi +
1

Λ2
CT OT , (2.2)

where the set of operators considered is presented in Tab. 1. These operators can

be classified in i) dipole operators, ii) operators that modify the kinetic terms or

that contribute to the vector bosons kinetic mixing and iii) the operator OT that

contributes to the Z boson mass.3 With the exception of OT , all these operators

must be generated at loop level in a weakly coupled UV completion [19, 20], thus

justifying the introduction of the factor 1/16π2 in Eq. (2.2). The Ci Wilson coeffi-

cients associated with the dipole operators are, a priori, 3 × 3 complex matrices in

flavor space. For simplicity, we will consider only the dark dipole associated with the

electron. We call the Wilson coefficient in the lepton sector de.

Following the steps outlined in App. A we obtain the following interaction La-

grangian in the EW broken phase

Lint = eAµJ
µ
Q + e (cW ε− sWSd) JµQA

′
µ

+
(√

g2 + g′2 (1 + sW cWS)
[
Jµ3 − s2

WJ
µ
Q

]
− e(c2

W − s2
W )SJµQ

)
Zµ

+
de

16π2

v

Λ2
ēLσ

µνeRA
′
µν + h.c. .

(2.3)

2We can for example postulate it to have a Stückelberg mass [18], i.e. we can suppose that the

scalar responsible for the U(1)X spontaneous breaking, if present, has a mass above the cutoff Λ.
3We do not consider possible CP-violating effects arising, e.g. from operators involving dual

field strength tensors.
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In the previous expression Aµ, Zµ and A′µ describe the physical photon, Z boson and

dark photon respectively, cW and sW are the usual cosine and sine of the weak angle,

g and g′ the coupling constants of the SM SU(2)L and U(1)Y gauge groups, ε is the

kinetic mixing once the effect of higher dimensional operators is taken into account,

see Eq. (A.3), and the dark electron dipole moment de is a linear combination of

the dipole operators Wilson coefficients. We focus on dipole operators involving

electrons since, as already mentioned in the Introduction, dipole operators involving

quarks will in general be generated by colored heavy states on which the bounds

from direct searches are stronger. Finally S and Sd, defined in Eq. (A.4), describe

the W 3
µνB

µν and W 3
µνX

µν kinetic mixings respectively. Apart from a normalization,

S is the usual Peskin-Takeuchi parameter [21, 22], while Sd is an analogous parameter

involving the dark photon. As expected, the higher dimensional operators modify in

the usual way the coupling of the Z boson, while the kinetic mixing introduces the

usual dark photon coupling to the electromagnetic current. We have nevertheless

a novel effect: an additional term in the coupling between the dark photon A′ and

the electromagnetic current due to the W 3
µνX

µν operator, independent of the usual

kinetic mixing.

As we are going to see in Sec. 2.2, it is possible to have UV completions in which

Sd is subdominant with respect to ε, and the dark lepton dipole de is independent

of the kinetic mixing. Moreover, we will assume that the electron dark dipole can

be taken to be of order unity although, as we will see, this may require some tuning.

To simplify the phenomenological analysis of Sec. 3 we will then make the follow-

ing assumptions: i) we take the parameters {ε, de} as independent and neglect the

contribution from Sd, see Sec. 2.2; ii) we assume de to be real to avoid the stringent

bounds from electron dipole moment measurements [23]. Altogether we thus analyze,

under these assumptions, the phenomenology of the following interaction Lagrangian

Lint = e cW εA′µJ
µ
Q +

de
16π2

v

Λ2
ēLσ

µνeRA
′
µν + h.c. . (2.4)

2.2 A sketch of possible UV completions

We now present a few examples to illustrate how the Lagrangian in Eq. (2.4) may

be generated. Our purpose is to show that our assumptions are justified, i.e. that

we can have Sd negligible with respect to ε and take ε and de to be independent

parameters.

Let us consider a framework in which a set of vector-like leptons is added to

the SM particle content. These fermions, denoted by L and E , have the same gauge

quantum numbers as the SM lepton left-handed doublet and right-handed singlet

respectively and we assign to them a charge q under the U(1)X symmetry. Moreover,

we assume that another symmetry forces the heavy fermions to couple only to the

first generation. This may be a Z2 symmetry under which only the heavy fermions

and the leptons of the first generation are charged, but the exact nature of such
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Figure 2. Representative diagrams leading to the generation of the kinetic mixing and

dark dipole moments at the one-loop level in the model of Eq. (2.5). See the main text for

more details.

symmetry will not be important for our discussion. We further add a scalar Φ,

complete singlet under the SM gauge group but carrying charge q under U(1)X . To

avoid the generation of a large mass for the dark photon we assume 〈Φ〉 = 0. This

particle content allows to write the following UV Lagrangian

LUV = κL Φ†L̄LR + κE Φ†ēREL + yL̄LHER + y′L̄RHEL + h.c. . (2.5)

It is easy to see that these interactions generate, at one-loop level, all the relevant

operators listed in Tab. 1 (see Fig. 2 for some representative diagrams). First of all,

the Wilson coefficient associated with the dark dipole results in

cXe = −κLκ
∗
E gX q (2y − y′)
192π2M2

NP

. (2.6)

In addition, the usual S, T , W and Y parameters, generated respectively by OBW ,

OT , OWW and OBB, give a lower bound of about 400 GeV on the heavy fermion and

scalar masses, assumed degenerate for simplicity,4 while direct searches at colliders

put a bound of about 800 GeV on the masses of the new states [25]. This bound,

however, strongly depends on the invisible branching ratio of the vector-like fermions.

More importantly, the operators OXB and OXW are also generated with Wilson

coefficients

cXB =
g′ gX q (y∗y′ + yy′∗)

16π2M2
NP

, cXW = −13 g gd q |y|2

480π2M2
NP

, (2.7)

where we indicate with MNP the common mass for the NP states and gd is the gauge

coupling of the U(1)X symmetry. The first operator contributes to ε, see Eq. (A.3),

while the second one generated the Sd parameter appearing in Eq. (2.3). If the value

of the original kinetic mixing parameter κ is sufficiently suppressed and all couplings

in LUV are of the same size, we obtain a kinetic mixing ε ∼ cXBv
2/(16π2Λ2) of the

same order of magnitude as the dark dipole dev
2/(16π2 Λ2). When this happens, the

effect of the dark dipole is typically too small to be observed. It is nevertheless easy

4Explicit expressions for the electroweak parameters generated by vector-like fermions can be

found in [24].
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to imagine extensions of this framework in which the contributions to cXB and cXW
are suppressed. This can be achieved by enriching the NP sector with a set of Ns

new scalar fields φ with quantum numbers under (1,2, yS, qS) under GSM × U(1)X ,

which generate

cXB = −Ns
g′ gX yS qS λ

48π2M2
NP

, cXW = −Ns
g gX qS λ

48π2M2
NP

, (2.8)

where λ is the quartic coupling λH†Hφ†φ, assumed to be universal among the Ns

copies of scalar doublets with mass MNP. Adding Eqs. (2.7) and (2.8), we see that

there are choices of parameters for which a cancellation happens and it is possible

to strongly suppress both cXB and cXW . If this is the case, in the Lagrangian of

Eq. (2.4) we will have ε ∼ κ, with the dark dipole de uncorrelated with the kinetic

mixing. Another source of tuning may come from the electron Yukawa coupling.

Indeed, the left diagram of Fig. 2, without the X boson, generates the following

1-loop contribution to the electron Yukawa coupling ye:

δye =
κLκ

∗
E(y + y′)

32π2
. (2.9)

To ensure de � ye we either need y′ ' −y (which suppressed the electron Yukawa

without suppressing the dark dipole of Eq. (2.6)) or we need to tune away this

contribution against the bare electron Yukawa. For our phenomenological analysis we

will always take de � ye. We will comment further on this issue in the Conclusions.

The conditions described above ensure that the dipole may dominate over the

pure kinetic mixing, a situation we will consider in our phenomenological study of

Sec. 3. In what follows, we will remain agnostic about the UV origin of the couplings

in Eq. (2.4), simply assuming ε and de to be independent parameters.

3 Phenomenology of a dark electron dipole moment

We now turn to the study of how the bounds on the dark photon parameter space

are modified by the effect of the dark electron dipole of Eq. (2.4). Inspired by the

considerations of Sec. 2.2, we will consider values of Λ & 0.5 TeV, i.e. satisfying the

irreducible bound from electroweak precision measurements outlined in the previous

section. As pointed out there, in specific UV completions the lower bound on Λ may

be set by direct searches. These bounds are however model dependent and will be

ignored from now on.

Depending on the process considered, the dark dipole can i) affect both the

dark photon production and decay or ii) solely the decay. We will consider physical

processes in which both situations can occur. We can identify several regions in

parameter space in which different kinds of experiments are relevant, see e.g Fig. 1

in [13]. For ε & 10−7 the most relevant bounds come from accelerator experiments,
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for 10−10 . ε . 10−(6÷7) the most relevant bound comes from supernovæ and, finally,

for ε . 10−10 the relevant bounds come from BBN and CMB. We will discuss these

bounds in turn, starting from the smallest values of ε and working our way up to

larger values. A summary of our findings is shown in Fig. 1.

As we will see, a prominent role in the modifications of the dark photon bounds

is due to the additional contributions to the dark photon decay width due to the

dark dipole. In particular, the dark photon partial width into a pair of electrons is

modified as

Γ(A′ → e+e−) =

[
αEM c2

W ε2

3
mA′

(
1 + 2

m2
e

m2
A′

)
+
α

1/2
EMcW ε de

8π5/2

memA′ v

Λ2

+
d2
e

1536π5
m3
A′
v2

Λ4

(
1 + 8

m2
e

m2
A′

)]√
1− 4m2

e

m2
A′
.

(3.1)

The total dark photon width thus reads

ΓA′ = Γ(A′ → e+e−) + Γ(A′ → µ+µ−) [1 +R(mA′)] , (3.2)

where R = σ(e+e− → hadrons)/σ(e+e− → µ+µ−) allows to include the decay into

hadrons, see e.g. [15]. It is important to notice that the term proportional to d2
e scales

as m3
A′ and becomes more important for larger values of the dark photon mass. This

effect will be important in what follows.

3.1 Very dark photons and the bounds from BBN and CMB

Let us start with the bounds on very dark photons coming from BBN and CMB.

The term very dark photon refers to the case of very small kinetic mixing, ε . 10−10,

where the dark photon has a lifetime larger than 1 s. Late decays with lifetimes

larger than 1 s (1013 s) can inject electromagnetic energy that would interfere with

the outcome of BBN (CMB).

We show in the left panel of Fig. 3 the dark photon lifetime, computed according

to Eq. (3.2), in the (mA′ , ε) plane for different values of the dark dipole scale Λ. The

case without dipole is the limit for very large Λ. When the dipole is turned on, we fix

de = 1 and give only the value of the cutoff scale Λ. The dashed lines in both panels

show the contours of τA′ = 1 s, while the solid ones show τA′ = 1013 s. The figure

shows that the dipole operator may modify the dark photon lifetime dramatically.

For a scale Λ ∼ 5 TeV the dark photon lifetime is below 1 s in most of the parameter

space and it can never be O(1013) s. The dark dipole contribution dominates for

small values of ε and of Λ. It becomes negligible only for very large values of the

dark dipole scale. The right panel of Fig. 3 illustrates instead the dark photon lifetime

in the (mA′ ,Λ) plane for different values of the dark photon mixing ε. It shows that

the dark photon lifetime is larger than 1 s only for large values of Λ and that dark

photons decaying after the CMB era requires huge values of Λ.
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Figure 3. Contours of dark photon constant proper lifetime for different values of the

dark dipole scale Λ in the mA′−ε plane (left) or for different values of the mixing parameter

ε in the mA′ − Λ plane (right). In both cases we fix de = 1.

We conclude that even for rather heavy NP, the bounds coming from BBN and

CMB are expected to be ineffective simply because the dark photon had already

decayed by the time BBN and recombination happened. For larger values of Λ some

of the bounds may re-emerge. It is however beyond the scope of this paper to perform

the computation for such heavy NP.

3.2 Supernovæ bounds

In a supernova explosion most of the energy expelled, ∼ 90% of the difference in the

gravitational binding energy between the progenitor and the remnant star, leaves the

collapsing star in the form of neutrinos [26]. However, new hypothetical light particles

can be produced in large numbers and decay after macroscopic distances, transport-

ing energy away from the star. This mechanism competes with the energy loss due to

the SM neutrinos. Such an anomalous energy transport is strongly constrained be-

cause the observed neutrino burst in association with the explosion of the supernova

SN1987A agrees with the predictions based on SM simulations [27, 28]. As a con-

sequence, light beyond the SM states with masses below the supernova temperature

of tens of MeV must be very weakly coupled, in order to suppress their production

inside the supernova. Alternatively, they must be coupled strongly enough such that

they interact with SM states with a high probability, thus being reprocessed inside

the star and not transporting away energy.

The dominant dark photon production in the supernova core is given by nucleon

Bremsstrahlung scattering, with the dark photon coupled to the proton through

– 9 –



the kinetic mixing operator. This production mechanism is not influenced by the

presence of the dipole operator. In what follows we will analyse two mechanisms

that potentially constrain dark photons exploiting the SN1987A data.

The first argument assumes that the luminosity due to massive dark photon

emission must not exceed the one due to neutrino emission. The luminosity due to

dark photon emissions LA′ is given by the energy emission rate times the decaying

factor integrated over the whole volume of the supernova core

LA′ =
〈
QA′ e

−Rc/(cτA′ )
〉
Vc < Lν ' 3× 1053 erg/s , (3.3)

where
〈
QA′e

−Rc/(cτA′ )
〉

is the energy emission rate taken from [8, 9], Rc ∼ 10 km is

the core radius, Vc = 4/3 πR3
c and c τA′ = c/ΓA′ is the decay length including the

relativistic dilation factor mA′/EA′ .

Furthermore, if the dark photons decay inside the mantle, the resulting electron

and positrons may eject material beyond the decay radius and start light emission

earlier than the observed three hours delay. A bound on ε and mA′ can be set

requiring that the energy deposited by the decaying dark photons does not exceed

the gravitational binding energy of the mantle. This condition is given by [9]〈
QA′(e

−0.8 R∗
cτA′ − e−

R∗
cτA′ )

〉
V∗∆t <

GNM∗δM

0.8R∗
, (3.4)

where the difference of the two exponential accounts for the dark photons decaying

within (0.8R∗, R∗), ∆t ∼ 1 s is the emission duration, GN is the gravitational con-

stant, M∗ ' 10M� is the star mass, with M� the solar mass, δM ∼ 0.1M� is the

mantle mass and R∗ ∼ 3× 107 km is the radius of the progenitor star.

Fig. 4 shows the excluded region obtained by requiring the total energy emission

rate due to dark photons to be smaller than the luminosity due to neutrino emission

(solid curves) and the constraints coming from the decay inside the mantle argument

(dashed curves). The solid blue curve describes the bound from a dark photon model

without the dipole operator, in agreement with [9]. The other solid curves, on the

other hand, show the constraints for models including the dipole operator with de = 1

and Λ = 0.5 TeV (purple), 1 TeV (red) and 3 TeV (yellow). The smaller the scale of

the dipole operator Λ, the bigger is the effect on the decay constant and therefore the

difference in the bound with respect to the model without the dipole operator. The

inclusion of the dipole operator adds to the dark photon decay width a term that does

not depend on ε. Since this term increases the decay width, the exponential factor in

equation (3.3) becomes more suppressed, leading to weaker bounds. The dashed blue

curve shows the constraint from the argument of the dark photon decaying inside

the mantle for a dark photon model without the dipole operator. In this case, the

exponential factor in equation (3.4) is even more suppressed due to the presence in

the exponent of the radius R∗ of the progenitor star. As a consequence, already for
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Figure 4. Excluded region obtained for SN1987A. The solid curves are excluded by

requiring that the dark photon luminosity is smaller than the neutrino one. The dashed

curves are excluded by the dark photon decaying in the mantle argument. The blue curves

denote the limits obtained in the absence of the dipole operator, while the other curves

show the limits for different values of Λ by fixing de = 1.

Λ = 3 TeV (dashed yellow curve) the bound is much weaker and, in the mass range

of interest, is inexistent for smaller values of Λ.

We do not present bounds from the decay near the outside of the progenitor

surface, because it would need a full fledged Monte Carlo simulation in order to

estimate the annihilation cross section [9]. Furthermore, we did not include the

effects of finite temperature and density on the kinetic mixing parameter ε [11, 12],

which are however expected not to change drastically our results for most of the

parameter space of interest. These computations are out of the scope of this paper

and will be presented elsewhere.

3.3 Terrestrial bounds

The region ε & 10−7 can be bounded by several terrestrial experiments. Since the

effect of the dark dipole moment is larger for lower values of ε, and for TeV NP the

effect of the dark electron dipole is practically irrelevant for ε & 10−5, we will focus

on the experiments that can probe the 10−7 . ε . 10−5 region. By inspecting Fig. 1

of [13], we will consider the neutrino experiment LSND [29] and the electron beam

dump experiment E137 [30]. For the former experiment, the dark electron dipole
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Figure 5. Exclusion region obtained for LSND assuming the detection of at least 10 dark

photon events. The blue curve denotes the limit obtained in the absence of the dipole

operator, while the other curves show the limits for different values of Λ by fixing de = 1.

only affects the decay probability of the dark photon, while for the latter also the

production rates get modified.

In full generality, the number of events inside the LSND or E137 detectors can

be computed according to

Nevts = NA′ fgeom Pdec , (3.5)

where NA′ is the total number of dark photons produced, fgeom is the geometrical

acceptance of the detector and Pdec is the probability for the observed decay A′ → X

to happen inside the detector. The latter quantity can be computed as

Pdec = e−
d
λ

(
1− e−

d+l
λ

)
BR
(
A′ → X

)
, (3.6)

where d is the distance from the production point to the detector, l the detector

length and λ is the dark photon decay length in the laboratory frame.

3.3.1 LSND experiment

The neutrino LSND experiment dumped around 1023 protons with an energy of

800 MeV on a water-copper target, producing a large number of pions that can decay

into a dark photon-photon pair. Once produced, the dark photon can decay into an

e+e− pair. If this happens inside the LSND detector, it may give rise to a signal that

can be used to bound the dark photon parameter space. Such bounds have been
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discussed in [4, 5]. As pointed out there, there are considerable uncertainties, since

no dedicated analysis was performed by the experimental collaboration for the signal

under consideration and the bound relies on the misidentification of the e+e− pair

for a unique electron. In addition, uncertainties are also present in the determination

of the pion flux [4].

Given this situation, we will study the modifications of the bound induced by

de 6= 0 using the approximate procedure outlined in [4]. The number of produced

dark photons is not affected by the presence of the dark dipole and is given by

NA′ = Nπ0Br(π0 → γA′), Br(π0 → γA′) ' 2ε2
(

1− m2
A′

m2
π0

)3

, (3.7)

where Nπ0 is the total number of neutral pions produced at the experiment. It can be

reasonably approximated by the number of charged pions Nπ0 ' Nπ± ' 1021 [4]. The

geometrical acceptance fgeom in Eq. (3.5) can be approximated as fgeom ∼ dΩ/(4π),

with dΩ the solid angle subtended by the detector. As for the decay probability,

since we are interested in the modifications that take place in the region of small

ε, we can expand the exponential functions for d, d + l � λ = γcτ , approximating

γ ' mπ0/mA′ and computing τ according to Eq. (3.2). For LSND we have d = 30 m

and l = 8.75 m. This is an excellent approximation in the absence of dark dipole [4]

and remains a very good one even when the dark dipole is switched on. Putting all

together, our estimate for the number of events in the region of small ε is

Nevts ' ΦνVdet
mA′

mπ0

BR
(
π0 → γA′

)
Γ
(
A′ → e+e−

)
, (3.8)

where Φν = 1.3 × 1014 ν/cm−2 is the neutrino flux, Vdet = Adetl = 2 × 108 cm3 is

the volume of the detector and, as explained above, we consider only the decay into

an e+e− pair. The decay is, unlike production, affected by a non-vanishing dark

dipole. The region in which Nevts > 10 (which should reasonably give an indication

of the excluded region, given the uncertainties mentioned above) is shown in Fig. 5,

fixing de = 1 and choosing different values of Λ. We observe that, when de 6= 0,

the exclusion is extended to lower values of ε. The effect is larger for larger dark

photon masses. This behaviour is expected since, for very small kinetic mixing, the

contribution of the dipole in Eq. (3.1) (which grows with m3
A′) dominates the decay

width into electrons. In this region, the proper decay length λ becomes smaller and

the probability of decay Pdec in Eq. (3.5) increases. As a consequence, the number of

events increases and the excluded region becomes larger. Once more, we see that the

effect is more evident for smaller values of Λ and is quite small already for Λ = 3 TeV.

3.3.2 E137 experiment

The E137 experiment dumped 30 C of electrons with energy of 20 GeV on an alu-

minum target. The reaction products travelled through a hill (179 m) and a sub-

sequent open region (204 m) before hitting the detector. Once the dark photon is
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Figure 6. Left panel: Bremsstrahlung cross section as a function of the dark dipole mass

for ε = 10−5 (dashed lines) and ε = 10−8 (solid lines) in the absence of the dark dipole (red

lines) and with a dark dipole scale Λ = 1 TeV (blue lines). Right panel: decay probability

into leptons computed according to Eq. (3.6). Same color code as in the left panel. We fix

de = 1.

produced via Bremsstrahlung off the electron beam, it can travel through the hill and

the open space and decay into an e+e− pair. Such decay can be detected and used

to put bounds on the dark photon parameter space [6, 7]. Since both the production

and decay processes depend on the dark photon coupling to electrons, the presence

of the dark dipole can affect both.

The number of dark photons produced can be computed using

NA′ = Lσprod, (3.9)

where L ' 108 pb−1 is the effective luminosity5 on the target and σprod = σ(e−Al→
A′ e−Al) is the Bremsstrahlung cross section. To compute it, we have adapted the

Feynrules [31] file of [32] to include the dipole interaction of Eq. (2.4). Follow-

ing [33], we also implemented in Madgraph5 [34] the Aluminum form factor described

in [6]. The number of events of Eq. (3.5) is computed using MadDump [35], a module

dedicated to beam dump experiments that takes care of computing not only NA′ , but

fgeom and Pdec as well. We fix the parameters of the experiment according to [30]. We

consider the decays A′ → e+e− and A′ → µ+µ− in our analysis. To properly include

the displaced decay of the dark photon in MadDump, it is necessary to add the com-

mand add process displaced_decay Ap (where Ap stands for the dark photon)

after the definition of the decay. For the purpose of validation we have cross-checked

5The luminosity is computed as L = NeXAlNA/AAl, where Ne = 30 C, XAl = 23.4 g/cm
2

is the

Aluminium radiation length, AAl is its atomic mass and NA is Avogradro’s number.
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Figure 7. Exclusion region obtained for E137 assuming the detection of at least 3 dark

photon events. The blue curve is the limit obtained in the absence of the dipole operator,

while the other curves show the limits for different values of Λ by fixing de = 1.

the results obtained from MadDump with our own implementation of the experiment,

finding excellent agreement.

To understand how the presence of the dark dipole affects the dark photon

production and decay it is useful to inspect the modifications of the Bremsstrahlung

production cross section and decay probability. This is shown in Fig. 6 for ε = 10−5

(dashed curves) and ε = 10−8 (solid curves). The blue lines show the behavior for

de = 1 and Λ = 1 TeV, while the red lines show the case without dipole. For the

computation of the decay probability we have fixed a boost factor γ = 4× 103. We

have checked, using the numerical simulations, that this value is often obtained. For

ε = 10−5 the presence of the dipole is practically irrelevant, confirming our previous

claim that the effect of the dipole is very small in the large ε part of parameter space.

On the contrary, for smaller values of ε (for instance, ε = 10−8 as shown in the figure)

the effect of the dipole is important in both production and decays: the production

cross section remains almost flat in the mass region of interest, while the decay

probability becomes larger due to the larger value of the decay width. Combining

the two effects, we obtain the results shown in Fig. 7. For Λ smaller than 3 TeV, the

excluded region increases dramatically with respect to the no-dipole case, extending

indefinitely to small values of ε. This is because, for ε . 10−7, the kinetic mixing

contribution is subdominant with respect to the dark dipole one and the number of
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events becomes independent of ε. As in the LSND case, once we reach Λ = 3 TeV

the dipole effect is already almost decoupled, and only a small deformation of the

exclusion region is obtained.

4 Conclusions

How robust are the bounds on the visible dark photon? This is the question we

have addressed in this work. Assuming for definiteness the existence of heavy NP

interacting with both the SM and the dark photon, we have framed the problem in

terms of a dark EFT. After a proper diagonalization of the kinetic and mass terms,

we are left with all physical effects encoded in dipole operators.

From the phenomenological side, in this paper we have focused on the conse-

quences of a dark electron dipole moment. We have analyzed its effect on BBN,

CMB, supernovæ and terrestrial bounds. Although we could naively expect the ef-

fect of heavy NP to give rather small deformations of the existing bounds, this is not

always the case and depends strongly on the interplay between the value of Λ and

the value of the kinetic mixing parameter to which the bounds extend. The following

picture emerges:

• For kinetic mixing larger than 10−7 the effect of the dipole is too small to give

any appreciable modification on the bounds;

• In the terrestrial experiments whose bounds extend down to ε ∼ 10−7 (LSND

and E137) the effect of the dipole decouples at scales around Λ = 3 TeV. For

smaller values of Λ the effect is dramatic, up to the point that for E137 the

excluded region is extended indefinitely to smaller values of ε in specific mass

intervals, see Fig. 5 and Fig. 7;

• All supernovæ bounds become weaker, with effects that may again be dramatic

(see Fig. 4). In this case, the effect of the dipole decouples at scales O(10 TeV)

and O(100 TeV) for the luminosity and mantle arguments respectively.

• Finally, also the CMB and BBN bounds are drastically modified: they are

ineffective even for heavy NP associated with scales of several tens of TeV.

Altogether, we see that the effect of the dark electron dipole becomes more and more

important the smaller the values of ε to which the experimental bound extends.

Moreover, the smaller the kinetic mixing, the larger the scale Λ at which the effect

decouples. Our results are summarized in Fig. 1. Our conclusions rest on a number of

assumptions. First of all, we are supposing that the kinetic mixing and the electron

dark dipole can be taken as independent parameters. As we have shown explicitly in

Sec. 2.2, this may require some tuning in the parameters of the UV theory. Moreover,

a further tuning may be needed to ensure de � ye, where ye is the electron Yukawa

– 16 –



coupling. If the UV completion is natural and such double-tuning is absent, we

expect ε ∼ de ∼ ye. In this case the effect of the dipole would be too small to affect

terrestrial and supernovae bounds but could still modify the BBN and CMB bounds.

Our study may be extended in various directions. For instance, it would be

interesting to study the physical effect of dark quark dipoles, or how the presence of

a dark dipole would modify the limits of an invisible dark photons. We will come

back to these aspects in future works.

Acknowledgments
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A Diagonalization of the kinetic and mass Lagrangians

In this Appendix we give more details on the diagonalization of the gauge kinetic

and mass Lagrangian. Starting from Eq. (2.1) and Eq. (2.2), the kinetic Lagrangian

reads

Lkin = −
(

1

4g̃′2
− cBB

16π2

v2

Λ2

)
BµνB

µν −
(

1

4g̃2
d

− cXX
16π2

v2

Λ2

)
XµνX

µν

−
(

1

4g̃2
− cWW

16π2

v2

Λ2

)
W 3
µνW

3µν +

(
κ

2g̃′g̃d
+
cXB
16π2

v2

Λ2

)
BµνX

µν

− cBW
32π2

v2

Λ2
W 3
µνB

µν − cXW
32π2

v2

Λ2
W 3
µνX

µν .

(A.1)

To diagonalize the kinetic terms, we first redefine the gauge couplings according to

g̃2
i =

g2
i

1 + ci
4π2

v2

Λ2 g2
i

, (A.2)

for the appropriate Wilson coefficient. After these shifts, we define the usual kinetic

mixing

ε

2g′gd
≡
κ
√

1 + cXX
4π2

v2

Λ2 g2
d

√
1 + cBB

4π2
v2

Λ2 g′2

2g′gd
+
cXB
16π2

v2

Λ2
, (A.3)

and the useful parameters

S =
cBW
16π2

gg′ v2

Λ2
, Sd =

cXW
16π2

ggd v
2

Λ2
. (A.4)
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By absorbing the gauge couplings in the gauge bosons fields we finally obtain

Lkin = −1

4
BµνB

µν − 1

4
XµνX

µν +
ε

2
BµνX

µν − S
2
W 3
µνB

µν − Sd
2
W 3
µνX

µν . (A.5)

By defining the SM gauge bosons ZSM and ASM as the usual combination of the B

and W 3 weak bosons, the following field redefinitions allow to completely diagonalize

the previous Lagrangian

ASM → (1− sW cWS)A− Sc2W Z̃ + (cW ε− sWSd)X ,

ZSM → (1 + sW cWS) Z̃ − (cWSd + εsW )X .
(A.6)

The fields A, Z̃ and X now have canonical kinetic terms. Let us now turn to the

mass Lagrangian. Applying the shift just described, the mass matrix in the (A, Z̃,X)

basis results

M2 =

0 0 0

0 m2
Z (1 + 2sW cWS + T ) −m2

Z (cWSd + sW ε)

0 −m2
Z (cWSd + sW ε) m2

X

 , (A.7)

where we have defined

T =
cTv

2

Λ2
, (A.8)

and mZ is the SM Z boson mass. Since we are interested in a light dark photon

we will take mX � mZ . To leading order in the NP parameters and in mX/mZ we

obtain a mixing angle

α ' sW ε+ cWSd, (A.9)

in such a way that

Z̃ ' Z + (sW ε+ cWSd)A′,
X ' A′ − (sW ε+ cWSd)Z,

(A.10)

with Z and A′ the mass eigenstates. The last step needed to obtain Eq. (2.3) is the

usual electric charge redefinition needed when a W 3
µνB

µν kinetic mixing is present:

e→ e

1− sW cWS
. (A.11)

The same redefinitions of fields and parameters must be applied to the dipole op-

erators. In full generality, we obtain the operators ¯̀
Lσ

µν`RA
′
µν ,

¯̀
Lσ

µν`RAµν and
¯̀
Lσ

µν`RZµν (plus the analogous involving quark fields), with Wilson coefficients given

by combinations of the original coefficients and of the parameters entering the fields

redefinitions. For simplicity, we do not write down these complete expressions.
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