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We propose a solution to the recent W mass measurement by embedding the Standard Model
within E6 models. The presence of a new U (1) group shifts the W boson mass at the tree level and
introduces a new gauge boson Z 0 which has been searched for at collider experiments. In this article,
we identify the parameter space that explains the new W mass measurement and is consistent with
current experimental Z 0 searches. As U (1) extensions can be accommodated in supersymmetric
models, we also consider the supersymmetric scenario of E6 models, and show that a 125 GeV
Higgs may be easily achieved in such settings.

I.

INTRODUCTION

Precision measurements have been crucial in testing
physics beyond the Standard Model (SM). In recent
years, tensions between theory and experiment have been
building with the muon g − 2 measurement [1, 2], flavor
anomalies [3–8], and most recently the W boson mass
measurement by the CDF collaboration [9]. The CDF II
experiment measured the W boson mass to be
CDF
MW
= 80.4335 ± 0.0094 GeV,

(1)

which deviates from the SM prediction [10] by about 7σ,
CDF
SM
δMW ≡ MW
− MW
≈ 76 ± 11 MeV.

(2)

This measurement has increased the tension between the
SM and previous Tevatron measurements [11, 12], but is
also in tension with the previous world average by more
than 2σ [10]. The tension between various experiments
can be from unknown systematic uncertainties, which is
beyond the scope of this study.
In this article, we focus on the compelling possibility
that the deviation of results between the new CDF experiment, along with previous Tevatron experiments, and
the SM predictions is a hint of new physics beyond the
SM [13–100]. In particular, we focus on a possible treelevel modification to the W boson mass coming from an
extension the SM gauge group. The simplest extension is
to include a new U (1) gauge group, which we call U (1)0 .
This results in two electrically neutral gauge bosons, Z
and Z 0 , that are linear combinations of the SM Z 0 boson
and the gauge boson of the new U (1)0 group. Due to the
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interconnectedness of the electroweak sector, these additions alter the W boson mass at the tree level which can
explain the CDF II measurement.

There are many well-motivated theories beyond the
SM that feature at least one extra U (1) group [101,
102], such as grand unified theories (GUT) [103–106],
superstrings [107–110], extra dimensions [111], little
Higgs [112–114], dynamical symmetry breaking [115],
and the Stueckelberg mechanism [116–121]. Among the
GUT models, the ones based on rank-6 gauge groups,
known as E6 , have been extensively studied for phenomenological interests [122]. The E6 models can be considered in both supersymmetric and non-supersymmetric
scenarios. Extending the Minimal Supersymmetric Standard Model (MSSM) with an extra U (1) group also has
numerous advantages. For example, similar to the Nextto-Minimal Supersymmetric Standard Model (NMSSM),
the tree-level Higgs mass in the U (1)-supersymmetric
model (UMSSM) is increased, and a 125 GeV Higgs can
be obtained without the need of large radiative corrections [123]. Furthermore, UMSSM scenarios embed the
discrete Z3 symmetry of the NMSSM into a continuous
one, and therefore, do not suffer from the cosmological
domain walls problems in the NMSSM [124].

In this article, we discuss supersymmtric E6 models
in light of the CDF II MW measurement. We note that
although our analysis is based on E6 , it can easily be
generalized to any new physics scenario, supersymmetric
or not, with at least one additional U (1)0 gauge group.
This article is structured as follows. In Sec. II, we show
the contribution to the W mass from the U (1)0 group.
In Sec. III we review the experimental constraints, especially the direct Z 0 searches. These constraints are
then applied to E6 models containing the U (1)0 group.
In Sec. IV, we discuss the predictions of the Higgs mass
within supersymmetric E6 models. Sec. V is reserved for
conclusions.

II.

With Z−Z 0 mass mixing, the tree-level Z boson mass
MZ is shifted from its SM value mZ as

CONTRIBUTION TO MW

Models that extend the SM by an extra U (1) gauge
group introduce a new gauge boson Z 0 . The Cartan subalgebra of E6 models contains two additional U (1) generators. We consider the following breakdown of E6

m2Z = MZ2 + sin2 ξ[MZ2 0 − MZ2 ]

which is an identical relation between the Z − Z 0 mass
matrix and its diagonalized form. For small Z−Z 0 mixing
angles of ξ 2  MZ2 /MZ2 0 , Eq. (7) is approximately

E6 → SO(10) × U (1)ψ
→ SU (5) × U (1)χ × U (1)ψ
→ SU (3)c × SU (2)L × U (1)Y × U (1)χ × U (1)ψ .



 2
MZ 0
−
1
.
MZ2 ≈ m2Z 1 − ξ 2
MZ2

The two extra U (1) groups yield two additional gauge
bosons, Zψ and Zχ . Upon electroweak symmetry breaking, they mix to form two gauge bosons Z 0 and Z 00 , with
the mixing parameterized by the E6 mixing angle θE6 ,
Z 0 = Zχ cos θE6 + Zψ sin θE6
Z 00 = −Zχ sin θE6 + Zψ cos θE6 .

(7)

(8)

These changes to the properties of the Z boson are
combined to form the T parameter:
˜ Z)
αT = 2(∆Z − ∆
= 2ξsW tan χ + ξ 2

(3)




MZ2 0
−
1
MZ2

(9)

˜ Z is the fractional mass shift of Z from the SM,
where ∆
given to first order in ξ.
2
, Eq. (4) now yields the
Neglecting terms of order δMW
following W boson mass shift:

Often, only one of the new gauge bosons is assumed to
be around the TeV scale, leading to an effective rank-5
group. In this analysis, we will only consider the contributions from the lighter state of the two. We will also
allow for a kinetic mixing term, sin2 χ Bµ Z 0µ [125–129],
which has been studied in the context of a leptophobic
Z 0 . The relevant Lagrangian terms are given in the appendix.
The presence of a new Z 0 boson contributes to the W
boson mass at the tree level. The shift in the W boson
mass from the SM prediction can be expressed in terms
of the oblique parameters S, T, U [130]:

δMW ≈


1
c4W
ξ 2 MZ2 0 − MZ2 ,
2
2
2MW cW − sW

(10)

which only depends on the Z 0 mass and Z−Z 0 mixing.
In Fig. 1, we plot the solution to Eq. (10) in the MZ 0 − ξ
plane.

2
SM 2
MW
= (MW
)

+

αc2W
M2
2
cW − s2W Z



1
c2 − s2
− S + c2W T + W 2 W U
2
4sW


(4)

where sW and cW are the sine and cosine of the weak
mixing angle, and MZ is the physical mass of the SM Z 0
boson. The oblique parameters may be derived from the
transformation matrix responsible for bringing L into a
basis of fields with canonical kinetic mixing and diagonal mass matrices [131]. In the appendix we derive this
matrix, and from that the oblique parameters. Here we
express the oblique parameters in terms of the mixing
angle ξ between the new Z 0 boson and the SM Z 0 boson,
and the kinetic mixing angle χ between the U (1)Y and
U (1)0 gauge bosons. To first order in ξ,
αS = 4c2W sW ξ tan χ,

(5)
FIG. 1: The solid line shows the solution to Eq. (10) for
δMW = 76 MeV, which is the central value of the
deviation of the SM from the CDF II experiment. The
shaded region contains solutions for
54 MeV ≤ δMW ≤ 98 MeV, corresponding to a 2σ
confidence level of the CDF II measurement.

and U = 0. T is given by the wavefunction renormalization ∆Z of the Z boson (found in the transformation
matrix) as well as the shift in the Z boson mass from
its SM prediction. To first order in ξ, the wavefunction
renormalization is
∆Z = sW ξ tan χ.

(6)
2

III.

√
√
Field 2 10Qχ 2 6Qψ
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1
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−1
dL
−1
1
dR
−3
−1
eL
3
1
eR
1
−1
νL
3
1
Hu
2
−2
Hd
−2
−2
S
0
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EXPERIMENTAL CONSTRAINTS

In this section, we will discuss various experimental
constraints on a new Z 0 boson. The Z 0 may be directly
produced at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) through
p p → Z 0 → l l processes, and is therefore subject to
current resonant dilepton searches [132, 133]. The results
are presented as the upper limit on the product of the Z 0
production cross section σ with the branching ratio of
the Z 0 to dilepton pairs for various Z 0 masses, σ(p p →
Z 0 ) × BR(Z 0 → l+ l− ). Further, the results are used
to constrain the Sequential Standard Model (SSM), and
some rank-5 scenarios in the E6 model. In general E6
models, with a possible kinetic mixing term and Z −
Z 0 mixing, the neutral current J2µ of the heavier mass
eigenstate can be written as
X
J2µ =
gZ 0 f¯i γ µ [Q2iL PL + Q2iR PR ]fi ,
(11)

TABLE I: E6 charges for fermion and scalar fields
following Ref. [102].
Model
θE6
χ
0
ψ
π/2 p
η
π − tan−1
p 5/3
I
tan−1 √3/5
N
tan−1 15

i

where gZ 0 is the coupling constant of the new gauge
group. If we assume grand unification, gZ 0 = 0.46 at
the weak scale [102]. Q2i(L,R) are found in the appendix
to be
g1
Q2i(L,R) =
cW [−cW cos ξ tan χ]qi
gZ 0
g2
+
[− sin ξ + sW cos ξ tan χ]QZi(L,R)
cW gZ 0
+ [cos ξ/cos χ]Q0i(L,R) .
(12)

TABLE II: Canonical examples of E6 models.
√
The parameter p is a numerical fit depending on MZ 0 / s
to account for the parton distribution function,


MZ 0
−1
p = 0.77 − 0.17 tan
2.6 − 9.5 √
,
(16)
s
√
with s being the center-of-momentum energy. The production cross section and branching ratios are written
with quantities cu , cd where

The first two terms are contributions from the photon
and SM Z 0 boson components in the new Z 0 boson due
to the mixing. g1 and g2 are the coupling constants of
the SM U (1)Y and SU (2)L gauge groups. qi is the electromagnetic charge of fermion fi , and
3
QZi(L,R) = Ti(L,R)
− qi s2W ,

(13)

cq,SSM

3
Ti(L,R)

where
is the third isospin component of fermion
fi . The last term in Eq. (12) is the contribution due to
the new U (1)0 gauge group and Q0i(L,R) are the charges
of fermions under this group.
As noted above, within E6 models the U (1)0 group
is taken as an orthogonal mixture of groups U (1)χ and
U (1)ψ such that the group generators Q0 , Qχ , and Qψ
are related through
Q0 = Qχ cos θE6 + Qψ sin θE6 .

4
MZ 0 gZ
0
02
02
(Q02 + Q02
(17)
2qR )(Q2eL + Q2eR )
24πΓZ 0 2qL
4
MZ 0 gZ
=
(Q2 + Q2ZqR )(Q2ZeL + Q2ZeR ). (18)
24πΓZ 0 ZqL

cq =

Here, ΓZ 0 is the full width of the Z 0 boson found by
summing partial widths for decays into massless fermionantifermion pairs. In E6 models,
ΓZ 0 =

X
f

2
gZ
0

MZ 0 2
(Q
+ Q22f R ).
24π 2f L

(19)

In the SSM, the couplings gZ 0 and charges Q2i(L,R) are replaced by gZ ≡ g2 /cW and QZi(L,R) respectively. When
calculating the Z 0 width, we assume the new E6 fermions
are heavy enough to be ignored.
To establish a parameter space, we calculate the ratio
of Eq. (15) and compare with its
√ upper bound set by the
CMS search at the LHC with s = 13 TeV [132]. The
production and decay of Z 0 depends on its mass MZ 0 and
the charges Q2i(L,R) contributing to the neutral current
J2µ . As shown in Eq. (12), Q2i(L,R) are determined by
the Z−Z 0 mixing ξ, kinetic mixing χ, and the E6 mixing
angle θE6 . Additionally, Eq. (10) fixes ξ for a given MZ 0
to satisfy the CDF II result Eq. (2), and ξ is determined

(14)

The charges for the fermions are listedJ2µ in Table I. Some
canonical E6 models we consider in this paper are listed
in Table II.
In this analysis, we recast the Compact Muon Solenoid
(CMS) results by considering the ratio of the cross section
in E6 models with a general θE6 to SSM. We parameterize
the ratio following Ref. [134],
pcu + (1 − p)cd
σ(pp → Z 0 → l− l+ )
=
.
0
σ(pp → ZSSM
→ l− l+ )
pcu,SSM + (1 − p)cd,SSM
(15)
3

by χ and MZ 0 , reducing the parameter space by two. The
resulting space excluded by the CMS search is shown in
Fig. 2 by the gray hashed area for different Z 0 masses.
We repeat the procedure for the CMS projections
√ of
the High-Luminosity LHC (HL-LHC) searches at s =
14 TeV [135]. These may be used to further test the E6
models at a given Z 0 mass. We show the parameter space
that can be reached by the HL-LHC in light blue. Fig. 2
shows that a Z 0 as light as 3.5 TeV can be allowed to
explain the new W mass measurement, while the parameter space is completely open for Z 0 heavier than 4 TeV.
The HL-LHC can cover most of the parameter space for
MZ 0 = 4 TeV, and can be sensitive for MZ 0 around 4.5
TeV.
The open parameter space around |χ|= π/2 comes
from the diverging behavior of the chiral couplings
Q2i(L,R) in this region. As these couplings increase in
magnitude, so does the full width ΓZ 0 of the Z 0 boson.
This widening of ΓZ 0 makes it easier for the Z 0 to evade
detection. In the regions of interest, the total Z 0 width
is approximately 10% or less of the Z 0 mass. The narrow width approximation, which is assumed in current
searches, is always valid.
In addition to direct searches, a Z 0 gives rise to various corrections to the properties of the Z boson through
Z − Z 0 mixing parameter ξ, which is tightly constrained
by precision Z boson measurements. As shown in Fig. 1,
the Z − Z 0 mixing required to explain the W mass measurement is well below 10−3 for Z 0 bosons heavier than
3 TeV. The combined fit for Z−pole observables put an
upper bound on the Z − Z 0 mixing parameter around
3 × 10−3 [136–139]. We have checked that the kinetic
mixing introduced here did not lead to modifications beyond the current precision. For instance, a 3.5 TeV Z 0
that explains the current W mass measurement in the
η model has a deviation in the leptonic decay width of
the Z boson of 0.0056%, which is within experimental
uncertainties [10].

IV.

HIGGS MASS

In SUSY models, the mass mh of the Higgs boson is
precisely predicted by a few relevant parameters, and
can be calculated through fixed-order calculations, effective field theory (EFT) calculations, and a hybrid calculation. Dominant three-loop contributions to mh are
known in the MSSM. (For mh calculation in SUSY models, see [140] and references therein.) At the tree-level,
the Higgs mass has an upper bound of MZ cos 2β in the
MSSM. It receives substantial radiative corrections with
the dominant contributions coming from loops involving
the top, and its scalar partner, the stop, along with gluon
and gluino exchanges. In particular, when the SUSY
scale MS is around
2 TeV and the stop mixing parame√
ter is Xt ' − 6MS , a 125 GeV Higgs can be achieved
with |Hu0 |/|Hd0 |≡ tan β & 10 where |Hu0 | is the vacuum
expectation value (VEV) of the electrically neutral com-

FIG. 2: Parameter space excluded by the LHC resonant
dilepton searches at 13 TeV (gray) and the projected
reach at 14 TeV HL-LHC run (blue) for MZ 0 = 3.5 TeV
(top), 4 TeV (middle), and 4.5 TeV (bottom). Regions
explaining the CDF II measurement are shown in green.
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ponent of the doublet Higgs field Hu . MS is predicted to
be at least 10 TeV from mh = 125 GeV with a vanishing
stop mixing parameter [140]. The current theoretical
uncertainties in calculating mh are around 2-3 GeV for
the MSSM [140].
We have proposed extending the SM gauge group to
explain the latest MW measurement. Expanding into
SUSY scenarios, when the MSSM is extended by an extra
U (1) group there are additional contributions to the Dterm [123],
2
gZ
0
(Q0Hd |Hd0 |2 +Q0Hu |Hu0 |2 +Q0s |S|2 )2 ,
2

(20)

in which Hu and Hd are the Higgs doublets from the
MSSM, and S is the singlet scalar field that breaks the
new U (1)0 symmetry. Q0Hu , Q0Hd , and Q0s are their corresponding charges under the U (1)0 group. We impose the
charge-conserving relation Q0Hu + Q0Hd + Q0s = 0, coming from the λSHu Hd term in the superpotential. E6
charges for the scalar fields are given in Table I. In addition to the new D-term contribution, the λSHu Hd term
in the superpotential increases the upper bound of the
Higgs mass as in the NMSSM [141, 142]. Combining
both contributions, the upper bound of the Higgs mass
becomes [123]
m2h =MZ2 cos2 2β + λ2 v 2 sin2 2β
2
2 2
0
2
0
2
+ gZ
0 v (QH cos β + QH sin β) .
u
d

FIG. 3: Masses mh of the lightest scalar mass
eigenstate in different E6 models for the benchmark
point in Section IV (m0 = 5.8 TeV, m1/2 = 1.2 TeV,
A0 = −8 TeV, µeff = 200 GeV, mA = 2 TeV) which
satisfy the CDF II measurement.

(21)

The increased tree-level Higgs mass implies that the stop
sectors are much less constrained in the MSSM case.
To account for loop effects and the effects of the running couplings, we use FlexibleSUSY for our numerical
analysis. FlexibleSUSY [143, 144] is a Mathematica and
C++ package for generating mass spectra of SUSY models. It includes 2-loop Renormalization Group Equations
(RGE), it calculates mh at the full 1-loop level, and it includes dominant corrections up to 3-loop, next to leading
logarithms. The theoretical uncertainty in the UMSSM
scenario calculated in FlexibleSUSY was estimated to be
as large as ±10 GeV [145]. The large uncertainty compared to the MSSM case is due to the altered RGEs in the
E6 scenarios. For the MSSM-like parameters, we adopt
a benchmark point motivated by the Natural SUSY scenario [146], in which m0 = 5.8 TeV, m1/2 = 1.2 TeV,
tan β = 10, A0 = −8 TeV, µeff = 200 GeV, and
mA = 2 TeV. With the new U (1)0 gauge group, there
are two more free parameters: the gauge coupling gZ 0
which we fix to be 0.43 from grand
√ unification, and the
VEV of the singlet field S, |S|= 2µeff /λ . For some θE6 ,
MZ 0 , and kinetic mixing χ, |S| is specified, and therefore
λ is specified. As seen in Fig. 2, for a given Z 0 mass and
θE6 , there are two solutions in the range −π ≤ χ ≤ π
that explain the new W mass measurement. We choose
the solution for which |χ|−π/2 is maximized so as not
to take advantage of the diverging full width of the Z 0
boson at |χ|= π/2.

Shown in Fig. 3 are predictions calculated by FlexibleSUSY for mh , the mass of the lightest mass eigenstate
within the model’s scalar sector. In the upper plot of
Fig. 3, we fix MZ 0 = 4 TeV and vary tan β. As expected,
mh is increased compared to the MSSM case (125 GeV
for the benchmark we chose), and it is reduced as tan β
decreases. In particular, for all E6 scenarios we consider,
mh is about 125 GeV for tan β ' 2 in this benchmark.
The lower plot of Fig. 3 fixes tan β = 10, and plots mh
for various values of MZ 0 . It shows a relatively constant
mh with minor variations. The reason mh depends so
weakly on MZ 0 is due to the following.
The dependence
√
of mh on MZ 0 is through λ = 2µeff /|S|, which is suppressed by sin2 2β. Furthermore, MZ 0 only depends on
|S| weakly. The dominant contribution to the Z 0 mass is
2
2
02
2
2
2
02
2
02 2
MZ2 0 ' gZ
0 (QH v sin β +QH v cos β +Qs |S| )/cos χ
u
d
(22)
(the full result is presented in the appendix). We found
that heavier a Z 0 requires a larger kinetic mixing χ to
explain the CDF II W mass measurement. This increase
in χ yields a heavier Z 0 without requiring a large |S|.
Specifically for the I model, Q0Hu vanishes, making mh
nearly constant when MZ 0 varies, as seen in the lower
plot of Fig. 3. Results for the χ model are not shown
in Fig. 3 because Q0s = 0 in this model. Eq. (22) shows
that a heavy Z 0 can not be achieved with a vanishing Q0s
0
unless the gauge coupling gZ
is very large. In the above
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numerical analysis, we do not include the kinetic mixing
contribution to the D-term in the mh calculation. We
have checked that it can lead to an up to ±2 GeV shift
in the Higgs mass at the tree-level. As discussed, when
we adopt the benchmarks from the Natural SUSY scenarios, in general, the predicted mh is larger than 125 GeV.
With the same set of parameters, we found the Higgs
mass to be 125 GeV with tan β = 10 and A0 ' 0 across
all E6 models discussed in this work. The possibility
to accommodate a 125 GeV Higgs with small mixing in
the stop sector is an encouraging feature, as the stop
mixing is naturally small in minimal Anomaly mediated
SUSY models [147–157] and Gauge mediated SUSY models [158–164]. A 125 GeV Higgs can also be achieved with
a sizable stop mixing, but small tan β.
In Table III, we present three benchmark points with
various Z 0 masses. For all benchmark points, the W mass
is at the central value of the CDF II measurement, and
the Z 0 is allowed by current CMS results. Motivated
by the Natural SUSY scenario, we take m0 = 5.8 TeV,
m1/2 = 1.2 TeV, µeff = 200 GeV, and mA = 2 TeV. We
show other SUSY parameters, Higgs mass, and the particle spectrum for those benchmark points. For all three
benchmarks, the gluino mass is 2.98 TeV, which is around
the projected sensitivity of the HL-LHC [165, 166]. In
the first two benchmarks, a 125 GeV Higgs is achieved
by having a small A0 . In this scenario, the lightest stop
is heavier than 3 TeV, and would be difficult to detect,
even for the HL-LHC. BM3 represents the possibility of
accommodating a 125 GeV Higgs by having a small tan β
and large mixing in the stop sector. With a large mixing, the lightest stop is 1.5 TeV, and is within reach of
the HL-LHC [166, 167]. For the electroweakino sector,
as in the Natural SUSY scenarios, the lightest chargino
and the two lightest neutralinos are Higgsino-like. Those
electroweakinos are produced with sizable rates at the
LHC and can be searched for with a soft dimuon trigger, or a hard initial state radiation jet, or through the
mono-jet channel [168–175]. The Higgsinos may also be

accessible at lepton colliders [176]. Additionally, the leptonic branching ratios for the Z 0 are listed at the bottom
of Table III with l being an electron or a muon.

BM1 (N ) BM2 (ψ)
BM3 (η)
p
√
θE6
tan−1 15
π/2
π − tan−1 5/3
MZ 0 (TeV)
3.5
4
4.5
A0 (TeV)
−2
0
−8
tan β
10
15
6
mt̃1 (TeV)
3.34
3.57
1.48
mχ̃± (GeV)
251
255
240
1
mχ̃0 (GeV)
244
248
233
1
mχ̃0 (GeV)
257
261
247
2
mh (GeV)
124.94
125.51
125.63
BR(Z 0 → l+ l− )
10%
12%
8.5%
ΓZ 0 /MZ0
5.7%
5.3%
16%
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CONCLUSION

In summary, we point out a tree-level contribution to
the W mass in supersymmetric E6 models with kinetic
mixing. The precision of the latest CDF II mass measurement of the W boson tightly restricts Z−Z 0 mixing
to be ξ ∼ O(10−3 ) for Z 0 masses in the TeV range. When
combined with the direct dilepton resonance searches at
the LHC, further constraints are placed on E6 models.
For example, we have checked that for MZ 0 ≤ 3 TeV,
models with θE6 at or around the I and η models are
excluded at the 2σ level by the CDF II measurement.
Moreover, we show how the HL-LHC run at 14 TeV is
projected to further probe E6 models for more massive Z 0
bosons. Additional calculations are made for the Higgs
boson mass within a UMSSM. We find that a 125 GeV
Higgs is possible within the reasonable parameter space
allowed by experiments. In particular, our analysis shows
a small, even zero A0 is allowed with light stops, which is
expected from Anomaly Mediated, and Gauge Mediated
SUSY models. With an improved Higgs mass calculation
in the UMSSM scenarios, precision W mass and Higgs
mass measurement will further constrain the stop sector.
As for future directions, it will be interesting to study
the associated phenomenology of the SUSY particles.
With precision W boson and Higgs mass measurements,
the scale and mixing of the stop sector can be predicted.
Motivated by the natural SUSY scenario (in which the
higgsinos are light) we also expect rich phenomenology
in the electroweakino sector. Thus, there is a complementarity between direct Z 0 searches, direct stop and
electroweakino searches, and precision MW and mh measurements as they work together towards revealing new
physics beyond the SM.
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Appendix A

TABLE III: Three benchmark points with predicted
MW consistent with the CDF measurement For all
three points, m0 = 5.8 TeV, m1/2 = 1.2 TeV,
µeff = 200 GeV, and mA = 2 TeV.

1.

Lagrangian

There are three scalar fields in our model: two Higgs
doublets from the MSSM, and a singlet scalar field that
6

breaks the new U (1)0 symmetry. Their SU (2)L ×U (1)Y ×
U (1)0 group representations are

2.

Before diagonalizing the mass matrix, we must diagonalize the kinetic mixing between the U (1) and U (1)0
gauge bosons. This can be done through the following
GL(3, R) transformation:

Hu ∼ (2, 1/2, Q0Hu )
Hd ∼ (2, −1/2, Q0Hd )
S ∼ (1, 0, Q0S ).

 3
 3
Ŵµ
Wµ
 Bµ  = V  B̂µ  ,
Zµ0
Ẑµ0

The covariant derivative is
Dµ = ∂µ −

i[g2 Wµa T a

Kinetic Mixing

0

+ g1 Bµ Y + gZ 0 Q ]



1 0
0
V ≡ 0 1 − tan χ
0 0 1/cos χ

(A4)

where: Wµa , Bµ , Zµ0 are the SU (2)L , U (1)Y , U (1)0 gauge
bosons; T a , Y , Q0 are the group generators; a runs from
1 to 3.
After the electrically neutral components of the scalar
fields acquire VEVs, their kinetic terms (Dµ H)† Dµ H in
the Lagrangian will yield mass terms for vector fields
Zµ = cW Wµ3 − sW Bµ and Zµ0 shown below. The weak
mixing angle θW is defined by sW /cW = sin θW /cos θW ≡
g1 /g2 . The SM values for these parameters [10] are used
throughout this study.
The relevant Lagrangian terms are given by

where the hats indicate fields with canonical kinetic mixing terms. We redefine fields in an analogous way to the
(neutral) electroweak sector of the SM:

L ⊃ Lmass + Lkinetic + Lcurrent ,

Equation (A4) may now be rewritten with the redefined
fields:
 
 
Âµ
Aµ
 Zµ  = W−1 VW  Ẑµ 
Zµ0
Ẑµ0
(A6)
 

Âµ
1 0 −cW tan χ
= 0 1 sW tan χ   Ẑµ  .
0 0 1/cos χ
Ẑµ0

 
 3
Wµ
Aµ
 Zµ  = W  Bµ  ,
Zµ0
Zµ0

1 3
1
1 0 0µν
Lkinetic = − Wµν
W 3µν − Bµν B µν − Zµν
Z
4
4
4
sin χ
Bµν Z 0µν
−
2

3.

Lcurrent = −J3µ Wµ3 − JYµ Bµ − J 0µ Zµ0

3
3
f¯i γ µ [TiL
PL + TiR
PR ]fi

(A1)

f¯i γ µ [YiL PL + YiR PR ]fi

(A2)

Mass Mixing

Lmass admits a Zµ − Zµ0 mass matrix of

where Fµν is the field strength tensor for a gauge field
Fµ . The fermion currents are
X

(A5)



sW cW 0
W ≡ cW −sW 0 .
0
0 1

1
1
Lmass = − m2Z Zµ Z µ − m2Z 0 Zµ0 Z 0µ − ∆2 Zµ Z 0µ
2
2

J3µ = g2

 
 3
Ŵµ
Âµ
 Ẑµ  = W  B̂µ  ,
Ẑµ0
Ẑµ0

 2

m Z ∆2
m =
,
∆2 m2Z 0
2

i

JYµ = g1

X

1 2
g (|Hu0 |2 +|Hd0 |2 )
4 Z
0 2
02
2
2
02
0 2
02
m2Z 0 = gZ
0 (QH |Hu | +QH |Hd | +QS |S| )
u
d
1
∆2 = gZ gZ 0 (Q0Hu |Hu0 |2 −Q0Hd |Hd0 |2 )
2
m2Z =

i

J 0µ = gZ 0

X

f¯i γ µ [Q0iL PL + Q0iR PR ]fi .

(A3)

i

A group generator indexed by iL (iR) gives the corresponding charge of the left-handed (right-handed) component of fermion field fi . PL and PR are the left- and
right-projection operators.
The terms in L which are absent from the SM all involve the new Zµ0 gauge field. In particular, Lkinetic and
Lmass contain mixing terms which must be negotiated to
find the proper mass eigenstates within Lcurrent .

(A7)
(A8)
(A9)

2
where gZ
= g12 + g22 and |Hu0 |, |Hd0 |, |S| are the VEVs of
the electrically neutral components of the scalar fields,
which we parameterize as |Hu0 |= v sin β, |Hd0 |= v cos β
with v = 246 GeV. Anomaly cancellation requires Q0Hu +
Q0Hd + Q0S = 0.
In the new basis (Âµ , Ẑµ , Ẑµ0 ) of canonical kinetic
terms, the mass matrix m2 is transformed according to

7

the (Zµ , Zµ0 ) subspace in Eq. (A6). The transformation
from this subspace to the (Ẑµ , Ẑµ0 ) subspace is given by

where these new currents are given by
X
µ
Jem
= g1 cW
qi f¯i γ µ fi



1 sW tan χ
R=
0 1/cos χ

i

(A10)

JZµ =

so that in this basis, m2 becomes
 
 µ 0µ  2 Zµ
−Lmass = Z Z m
Zµ0
 


Ẑ
= Ẑ µ Ẑ 0µ RT m2 R µ0
Ẑµ
 
 µ 0µ  2 Ẑµ
≡ Ẑ Ẑ M
Ẑµ0

3
− qi s2W
QZi(L,R) = Ti(L,R)

2
2
M12
= M21
= ∆2 /cos χ + m2Z sW tan χ
2
M22
= m2Z 0 /cos χ2 + m2Z s2W tan χ2

+ 2∆2 sW tan χ/cos χ.
This new mass matrix M2 may be diagonalized by an
orthogonal matrix


cos ξ − sin ξ
O=
(A12)
sin ξ cos ξ

µ
≡ Jem
Âµ + J1µ Z1µ + J2µ Z2µ .

(A18)

and the Z − Z 0 mixing angle ξ is given by

We identify the Z1µ eigenstate with the observed Z boson
and the Z2µ eigenstate with a hypothetical Z 0 boson.
The currents coupled to these mass eigenstates are found
through Eqs. (A15), (A16) as
X
Jnµ =
f¯i γ µ [QniL PL + QniR PR ]fi
(A19)

(A13)

or, in terms of the eigenvalues MZ2 , MZ2 0 of the matrix
M2 ,
2
2M12
,
− MZ2 0

i

with

2
2
M11
− M22
.
2
2
MZ − M Z 0
(A14)
The nonzero entries of the diagonal mass matrix
OT M2 O are the tree-level squared masses of the observed Z boson and a new Z 0 ,


q
1
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
MZ =
M11 + M22 − (M11 − M22 ) + 4M12
2


q
1
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
M11 + M22 + (M11 − M22 ) + 4M12 .
MZ 0 =
2

sin (2ξ) =

MZ2

4.

(A17)

3
3
where Aµ = sW Wµ3 + cW Bµ and qi ≡ TiL
+ YiL = TiR
+
YiR is the electromagnetic charge of fermion fi divided
by the positron’s charge.
Section A 2 transforms L into a basis of fields with
canonical kinetic mixing terms through the matrix
W−1 VW. It is then illustrated in Sec. A 3 how to transform L into a basis with a diagonal mass matrix using O.
Here, we combine both of these transformations, allowing
us to find the mass eigenstate basis:
 
Aµ

 µ
µ
−Lcurrent = Jem JZ J 0µ  Zµ 
Zµ0



 Âµ

 µ
1 0 
µ
= Jem JZ J 0µ W−1 VW
Z1µ 
0 O
Z2µ

(A11)

2
M11
= m2Z

2
2M12
2 − M2
M11
22

(A16)

with

where the elements of M2 are

tan (2ξ) =

g2 X ¯ µ
fi γ [QZiL PL + QZiR PR ]fi
cW i

(A15)

cos (2ξ) =

Q1i(L,R) =g1 cW [−cW sin ξ tan χ)qi
g2
+
[cos ξ + sW sin ξ tan χ]QZi(L,R) (A20)
cW
+ g 0 [sin ξ/cos χ]Q0i(L,R)
Q2i(L,R) =g1 cW [−cW cos ξ tan χ]qi
g2
+
[− sin ξ + sW cos ξ tan χ]QZi(L,R)
cW
+ g 0 [cos ξ/cos χ]Q0i(L,R) .
(A21)

Mass Eigenstates

The full transformation matrix of



1 + ∆A
1 0
W−1 VW
=  ∆ZA
0 O
∆Z 0 A

After symmetry breaking, Lcurrent becomes
µ
Lcurrent = −Jem
Aµ − JZµ Zµ − J 0µ Zµ0
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Eq. (A18) is

∆AZ
∆AZ 0
1 + ∆Z ∆ZZ 0 
∆Z 0 Z 1 + ∆ Z 0



1
−cW sin ξ tan χ
−cW cos ξ tan χ
= 0 cos ξ + sW sin ξ tan χ − sin ξ + sW cos ξ tan χ
0
sin ξ/cos χ
cos ξ/cos χ

αU = −8s2W [−cW sW ∆AZ + s2W ∆A + c2W ∆Z 0 ]
˜ Z)
αT = 2(∆Z − ∆

and, following Ref. [131], the oblique parameters are
given by
αS = 4cW sW [−(s2W − c2W )∆AZ
− 2cW sW ∆A + 2cW sW ∆Z ]

(A23)
(A24)

˜ Z is the Z boson’s fractional mass shift from its
where ∆
SM value, derived in Sec. II.

(A22)
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Park, D. Stöckinger, A. Voigt, and J. Ziebell, Computer
Physics Communications 230, 145 (2018).
[145] P. Athron, J.-h. Park, T. Steudtner, D. Stöckinger, and
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