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The hypothetical dark photon portal connecting the visible and dark sectors of the Universe
has received considerable attention in recent years, with a focus on CP-conserving kinetic mixing
between the Standard Model (SM) hypercharge gauge boson and a new U(1)x gauge boson. In
the effective field theory context, one may write down non-renormalizable CP-violating kinetic
mixing interactions involving the X and SU(2); gauge bosons. We construct for the first time a
renormalizable model for CP-violating kinetic mixing that induces CP-violating non-Abelian kinetic
mixing at mass dimension five. The model grows out of the type-III seesaw model, with the lepton
triplets containing right-handed neutrinos playing a crucial role in making the model renormalizable
and providing a bridge to the origin of neutrino mass. This scenario also accommodates electron
electric dipole moments (EDM) as large as current experimental bound, making future EDM searches

an important probe of this scenario.

The dark sector in our universe, for which dark mat-
ter and dark energy provide the primary evidence, re-
mains largely unexplained. The dark sector may be well-
described by simple field content with primarily gravi-
tational interactions. However, there exists a plethora
of theoretical proposals for a richer dark sector con-
taining multiple particles and new interactions. These
possibilities include interactions between the dark sec-
tor and Standard Model (SM) of particle physics, re-
ferred to as portals. The most widely considered in-
clude the Higgs, axion, neutrino, and dark photon por-
tals, each of which implies distinctive phenomenological
consequences. Here, we focus on the novel possibility of

CP-violating (CPV) dark photon portal interactions.

To date, most portal studies - dark photon or oth-
erwise - have focused on CP-conserving interactions.
While of interest in its own right, the new CPV inter-
actions beyond those of the SM are also needed to ex-
plain the cosmic matter-antimatter asymmetry. In the
case of the dark photon portal, it is straightforward to

construct a CP-conserving portal. Indeed, it has long
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been realized that a dark photon gauge field X, asso-
ciated with a beyond SM U(1)x gauge group can mix
with the U(1)y gauge field B in the SM gauge group
SU(3)c x SU(2), x U(1)y through a renormalizable ki-
netic mixing term[1-3]: X, B*”. One may write down
a CPV X,,B* term. Here X,, = 9,X, — 0,X,
and X;w = eu,,a@XaB/Q.

has no physical effect at the perturbative level because

However, this interaction

it can be written as a total derivative proportional to
0, (P X,,0,Bg).

In extended models, a dark photon may also mix kinet-
ically with the SM non-abelian SU(2), gauge bosons [4—
8]. In this context, it has been shown recently that
CPV kinetic mixing between a dark photon and SM
gauge particles can arise [8]. If one includes a zero hy-
percharge SU(2); Higgs triplet, one may construct a
(non-renormalizable) dimension five operator containing
such a term. Several interesting phenomenological con-
sequences follow, notably a new CPV source for electric
dipole moments (EDMs) of SM fermions, and possible

collider signature in jets angular distributions.

However, a renormalizable model realization of this
possibility has thus far been lacking. The presence of
a non-renormalizable interaction implies the existence of
new particles and interactions whose detailed nature is

not evident from the structure of the low-energy effec-



tive operator alone. For example, existence of the well-
known dimension five neutrino Majorana mass operator
would imply non-conservation of total lepton number at
the classical level without revealing its fundamental ori-
gin. The construction and phenomenology of models (e.g.
the see saw mechanism) generating this interaction have
received intensive theoretical interest over the years. In
a similar spirit, we construct here for the first time a
renormalizable model with CPV kinetic mixing between
a dark photon and SU(2), gauge bosons and analyze the
implications for future EDM searches. We also give gen-
eral considerations for building such a model, which may
be realized in other constructions.

Two key minimal ingredients are needed for this pur-
pose: (i) The SU(2); Higgs triplet [8] X% (1,3)(0,0),
where the brackets denote the transformation properties
under SU(3)c x SU(2)r and U(1)y x U(1)x gauge sym-
metries, respectively. The neutral component 3° obtains
a non-zero vacuum expectation value (vev) < X0 >=
vsl. X% is needed so that the SU(2)., index “a” of the
gauge triplet field W can be contracted to form a gauge

group singlet dimension five operator
P X oW, 5 (1)

which is non-renormalizable. (ii) introduction of new
fields f that, when integrated out, yield the interaction
Eq.(1). f transforms as : (1,n)(0,zs) and cannot be an
SU(2)y, singlet n = 1 in order to mix W and X. The
source of CPV depends on how ¥ interacts with f. A
priori, the fields may be fermions or scalars?. However,
f cannot be a scalar since the tensor e*#¥ cannot arise
from tree-level scalar exchange built from renormalizable
interactions nor from scalar loops. It can, however, arise
from loops containing a chiral fermion f with 75 and a
CPV interaction appearing in the ff3 couplings (see fur-
ther discussion below). Since f is a chiral fermion, one
needs to pay attention to make sure the model is gauge

anomaly free. The minimal SU(2)y, representation would

1 Replacing % by a composite triplet, such as Hf7*H from the
Higgs doublet H [6], a dimension six kinetic mixing operator can
also be generated.

2 One may also want to consider a vector boson running in the
loop. Since we are working with renormalizable theory, vector
particle if not gauge particle, may complicate the model building.
We will not venture into this possibility.

be n = 2. Stringent limits from fractionally charged par-
ticle searches[9] imply that the components of f must
have integer charges. To have integer electric charges for
the components in f, it requires that the hypercharge for
f must be a half integer. In this case, exchange of f in
the loop will not only generate X — W, but also ¥ — X
and Y — W kinetic mixing terms. The simplest choice is
actually n = 3 with zero hypercharge. The components
in f have zero or +1 electric charge. Taking the triplet to
be right-handed, f = fgr, makes it possible to facilitate
the type-III seesaw model [10] for neutrino mass gener-
ation by identifying the neutral component in fr as the
heavy right-handed neutrino.

If one makes the theory supersymmetric, the LSP of
the model may also provide a dark matter candidate.
Here we will concentrate on the non-supersymmetric
model for purposes of simplicity and illustration. Other
choices for the mediator particle content — satisfying
the aforementioned criteria — may have distinctive phe-
nomenological consequences and connections with other
open problems in particle physics and cosmology. We will
see later that our triplet mediator model will produce a
fermion electric dipole moment as unique signature for
CPV kinetic mixing.

We will assign one of fr, denoted fi, to transform as
(1,3)(0,zy). Since fi is a chiral field, one must include
more than one such multiplet with different z charges
in order to ensure anomaly cancellation. To this end,
we introduce a second fg, f2 : (1,3)(0, —z ), whose con-
tribution to the anomaly will cancel that from f;. If
future experiments indicate non-zero masses for all three
light neutrinos (one massless neutrino is consistent with
present neutrino oscillation data), inclusion of a third fg
would be necessary: f3 : (1,3)(0,0) which does not gener-
ate any gauge anomaly. f3 is inessential for our purposes.

The component in fr can be written as

) VR VRFE
fr= §Uaf?“: 3 7 (2)
Vafg —fk
and fr, = ff, (ff = (fr)*. L = (FR)°. fr = (fR)°)-
After integrating out the f fields, the dimension five

operator required is given by

Lx = —(Bx/M)Te(W,, 2) X" 3)



Expanding it, we have

Exﬁ—g—i)?“” (swFu +cwZuy)

+Hig(W,W,F = WIW)] (v +5%) . (4)

The same loop integral also generates the CP conserv-
ing counterpart —(8x /A)Tr(W,, X)X *” whose expanded
form is obtained by replacing X** by X*¥ in the above.
Here we have normalized the fields as
1/ wo Vvaw;f L/ 50 o2xt
- = p A T
W=7 <\/§le -wy ) 2 (\/52- _y0 )

where WB is a linear combination of the photon A4, and
Z field Z,, with WB =sinfw A, + cosbw Z,,.

To make the dark photon mass m x non-zero, we intro-
(1,1)(0, —2z) with a vev < Sy >=
vs/V/2. We obtain m3 = wagi,v?. It also contributes to

duce a scalar Sx :

heavy neutrino masses.
We now discuss how to generate a non-zero Sx. The
one loop Feynman diagrams are shown in Fig.1. The

coupling of ¥ to f is crucial to the model and is given by

ATe(ff Yo S fR ) = iYpa [l S fh e (6)

The appearance of €*%¢

requires more than one f. The
couplings between ¥y and f needed in Fig. 1, are given

by
Yigwo ()% e = Fr ) i) (s +2°) . (D)

The other Yukawa couplings terms for leptons and

quarks responsible to masses are given by

~LpY.HER — LpYr3Hfrs — fo1Yra1Sx fr1
—f8oYaSk fro — foimiafro — f& smasfrs
QLY HUR — QLY,HDp, . (8)

Since fi2 do not couple to H, the resulting Dirac neu-
trino mass matrix term Yy is only rank one which is
not acceptable phenomenologically. This problem can
be cured by introducing additional scalar SU(2); dou-
blets Hi : (1,2)(—1/2,—xy) and H : (1,2)(—1/2,zy),
whose vevs are v} /v/2 and v}//2, respectively, so that
—L1 Y1 H{fr1 — LiYr2Hb fro terms can be added.
The usual electroweak scale constrains Higgs doublets
vevs since v? + v2 + v = (246GeV)?, due to the bound
from W boson mass. Among the vevs, from natural-

ness consideration, the vev providing the top quark mass

should be the largest one, therefore vj , should be smaller
than v. However, it does not mean that v} , need to be
very small. They will contribute to neutrino masses, but
the small neutrino masses are not due to smallness of
v} 5 because seesaw mechanism is in effect in our model.

Lepton mass matrices are given by

ot (3 ) ()

& (o ) () o
where m, = Yev/\/? is an arbitrary 3 x 3 matrix. Mp isa
full 3 x 3 matrix with the 3 column elements Yf,;ilv/l/\/§7
Y 1iovh/V2 and Y;1i3v/v/2, respectively. Mg is a sym-
metric 3 x 3 matrix with non-zero entries Ri1 = m; =
Yis10s/V?2, Roz = ma = Yysvs/V2, Ria = miag and
R33 = mg3. The structure of Mg allows one to separate
the seesaw scale represented by ~ ms3 12 from the dark
U(1)x breaking scale ~ v; so that mx can be smaller
than the seesaw scale. Note that all entries in Mgz will
break lepton number by two units after Sx develops non-
zero vev. The largest element in Mp will set the seesaw
scale.

Expanding the kinetic Lagrangian terms for f, ¥ and
Sx, Lx = 2Te(fr jiv,D* fr ) + 2Te((D, )1 (DY) +
(DHSX)T(D“SX), we have W and X couplings with fz
necessary for the remaining vertices in Fig. 1, the inter-

action Lagrangian L;,; is given by
gxxs [Tr(friv" Xufr1) — Tr(fr 2" X, fr2)] (10)
+9 [Tr(fR V" Wufr1) + Tr(frov"Wafr2)]
Evaluating the diagrams in Fig. 1 yields
17 Z * rvo
M* :rﬂgggxfﬂfmuYng“ Ppxapws (11)
x (f(m1,m2,pw,px) + f(ma, m1, pw,px)) -

where

1 11—z
fmsma,ppx) = [ de [ dy(1 -2 -y (12)
0 0

X [D(mthapWapX)+D(m27m1aanpW)] 3

where D(mi,ma,pw,px) = (mi/(m} — m3))/(m? —
y(mi —m3) — ap}, — ypk + (zpw — ypx)?).

Matching Lx in Eq. (4), 26“”“BanpWﬁeWN6§(V —

-X ‘“’WSU, implies
3 1
O gaxm(manY,) (13)

X [f(m1,me,pw,px) + f(me, m1,pw,px)] -
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FIG. 1: The one loop diagrams contributing to kinetic mixing.

The phase § of mng;U is the CPV source. fx/A
is obtained by replacing Im(mngfa) in the above by
Re(mi2Y7},). The kinetic mixing in Eq. (4) corresponds
to pw +px = 0 and ¢*> = (pw + px)? = 0. Note that
the presence of the e#**? in (1,3) results from taking the
trace of the fermion loop with 5 type of coupling for
¥ to f and the mass mixing term mq,. Loops contain-
ing scalars or vector-like fermions would not yield this
structure.

The CP conserving kinetic mixing terms cause mix-
ing of gauge fields. We have the following relevant La-
grangian Lx s terms before writing the gauge fields in

canonical form,

1 1 1 1
_EF;,LVF'U‘V - EZMUZ‘U’D - EXMVX'U‘D - §€AXFNVX'U'D
L pv L o Iz Lo Iz
—geaxZuw X" 4 My 2,20 4 Smyk X X" (14)

axyew + Bxswos/A and ezx =
—axysw + Bxewvs/A with axy defined by a
possible U(l)y and U(1l)x kinetic
—(1/2)axy X" B, which is independent of Sx .
we use the U(1)y gauge field B, = cos Oy A, —sin Oy Z,,.

where eqx =

mixing term

Here

The mass eigen-states, the photon A™, the Z-boson
Z™ and the dark photon X™, to the leading order in
small mixing parameters € 4x and ez x are related to the

original gauge fields A, Z and X by

A 10 —€AX A
Z)l=(01 ~€—ezx | |[2™], (1)
X 0 ¢ 1 xm

where £ is the angle describing X and Z mass mixing,
¢ ~ —m%ezx/(m% — m%). There is an enhancement
for £ when my is close to mz. The modifications for

the interaction terms JX A,, J5Z, and J% X, can be

FIG. 2: Different contributions to fermion EDMs.

obtained by replacing the fields according to Eq. (15).
Later we will drop the superscript m on the mass eigen-

state gauge fields.

We now discuss some related consequences. Before do-
ing that let us estimate how large BX might be from
data. For simplicity, we consider nearly degenerate case
In this limit,
we have Bx/A ~ 99xxs|Y7,|sind/6m*m. The size of

m; X Mo =~ |m12\ ~m o>> mwyx -

B x /A is governed by the seesaw mass scale represented
by elements in Mpg. The size of vy is also important
as can be seen from Eq. (4), which is constrained by
p = 1.00038+0.00020 from electroweak precision tests [9].
A non-zero vs; would modify p from 1 in SM to 1-+4v /v2.
Therefore data implies vy; < 3GeV at the 20 level. Both
ATLAS and CMS experiments at the LHC have carried
searches for heavy fermion in type-III seesaw model and
found the mass to be larger than 790 GeV [11] (880
GeV [12]) at the 95% C.L..

be above this limit. For purposes of illustration, allowing

The seesaw scale should

both gxx; and Y}, to be as large as their perturbative
unitarity bound with approximately /47, we obtain at
95% C.L. an upper bound 5sin § x 10~* for Bxvs/A. The
bound for Sx is obtained by replacing sind by cosd.

In Ref. [8] two interesting CP violating effects due to
CP violating kinetic mixing were identified, the EDMs
of SM fermions and a collider signature in di-jet angular
distribution asymmetry. The latter has large background
and is difficult to observe. We find the jet analysis is
again difficult to probe in our model, but the effects on
electron EDM can be dramatic and provide a good test
for the model [13-15].

The EDM dp for a SM fermion F' may be induced by
three different contributions shown in Fig. 2. The contri-
bution from Fig. 2(a) arises in all model constructions,
since it contains the contribution from the dimension five
It has been studied in Ref. [8]. In the

present context, it is actually a two-loop contribution,

operator (1).

since Bx is generated at the one-loop level. Fig. 2(b)



first generates an X EDM (replacing external A by X).
As seen from Eq. (15) there is no mixing for X to have
final mass eigen-state of the photon A for ¢ = 0, so
no ordinary EDM for F' can be generated. But a weak
EDM d}¥ for a fermion through X mixing with Z will
be produced. This however only provides a very weak
constraint [9]. The third contribution is the Barr-Zee di-
agram [16] shown by Fig. 2 (¢). In the diagram, the loop
with two photons attached is obtained by replacing X
with W0 in Fig. 1. One finds contributions from Fig. 1(a)
and Fig. 1(c¢) are cancelled by those from Fig. 1(b) and
Fig. 1(d) due to antisymmetric X-f-f coupling in fermion
space. This is a generic property of this type of model
for higher representations which produce a antisymmet-
ric 3-f-f coupling. Had one chosen a different representa-
tion, such as n = 2 for f, the contribution from Fig. 2(c)
would not vanish. Its effect will dominate fermion EDM
as shown in Ref.[16] making the test of CPV kinetic mix-
ing signature difficult. This makes our model with f
being a triplet unique from experimentally testing of CP
violation in kinetic mixing.

Therefore the dominant contribution for dr is from
Fig. 2(a).
of Ref.[8].
one should replace the mixing sgcof(rzm,,7zH,) and
socof(rxm,,rxm,) by ZBicpN-1VeiVhif(rzm,rzms)
and X;—p n—1)VeiVhif(rxm,, " xHe) With N = 5. Here

The expression has been given in Eq. (11)

Since there are several Higgs doublets H;

the summation sums over all mass eigenstates H; where
the original scalar states ¥° and the neutral real com-
ponent h in H, are expressed as linear combinations
of Hy, ¥° = > . VsyH; and h = Y., V;H;. The for-
mula in Eq. (11) of Ref.[8] assumed CPV source comes
from /3 which is proportional to the invariant phase from
mngf*a. One may also wonder if CPV exists in the ver-
tex H; to F, that is if V&;Vp; which depends on CPV
phase in the Higgs potential mix different neutral com-
ponents from H;, ¥ and Sx. We have checked in detail
that there is no CPV in the Higgs potential with the
quantum numbers assigned for the Higgs bosons.

The electron EDM d, prediction is constrained directly
from experimental bounds, assuming a “sole source”
analysis of the polar molecule system [15]. For the neu-
tron EDM, we use d,, = —0.233d,, + 0.774dy + 0.008d
obtained in Ref. [19]. For illustration, we assume V1V,

term dominates the contribution with some benchmark

values for the heavy mp,, and mx = 60 GeV and kinetic
mixing parameters. In the model, m g, should be below
the largest scale — the seasaw scale, whose lower limit set
by the LHC [11, 12] is about 900 GeV. The 13 TeV LHC
excludes also a real triplet lighter than 275 (248) GeV for
a range of parameter space [20]. We therefore take bench-
mark range 300 ~ 600 GeV for mp,,. The dependence
on mx is weak except near myz. Since mpg, is the SM-
like Higgs boson, its mass is assumed to be 125 GeV. For
mixing parameters, we consider two cases to show details.
Case I: kinetic mixing parameters are all generated from
our loop calculations, that is axy = 0. To maximize the
contribution to EDMs, we choose sind = cosd = 1/\/§
Case II: we choose a large, but allowed axy to be 1072
and set 3 x /A to the maximal allowed value.

We show the results in Fig. 3. The splitting between
d. and d,, for cases I and II behave differently is because
for Case II, the addition of axy in 8 modifies d. and d,,
differently. Note that for both Cases I and II, EDM is
larger with a larger mpy,, because the first term in f(z,y)
defined in Ref.[8] has a In(m3;, /m},) term increasing with
mp,,. However, it will not increase indefinitely with m g,
because the mixing parameter VsV will vanish in that
limit. The current neutron EDM does not constrain the
parameters for both cases. But with improved sensitiv-
ity, such as nEDM experiment at the Spallation Neutron
Source [21] or n2EDM experiment at the Paul Scherrer
Institute [22], where a sensitivity of 10728 e ¢cm can be
reached, Case I can be tested. The test of Case Iis more
challenging. But a proposed measurement for proton
EDM d,, using proton storage ring can reach a sensitivity
of [23] 1072% e cm which can start to put constraints on
Case 1. While for d., the current limit already excludes
certain parameter space. Even for V51V, as small as
1072, Case II can reach current bound. For Case I, to
reach current limit of d., Vx1Vj1 needs to be close to
the maximal which is unlikely. But proposed new exper-
iments will further improve the sensitivity to O(107%°) e
cm [24]. The model can be very well tested.

As discussed in Ref. [7], collider studies may probe
several other aspects of the model since the new par-
ticle masses are O(TeV). A particularly interesting sig-
nature involves production of one or two triplet scalars,
leading ultimately to a pair of displaced lepton jets in

conjunction with one or more prompt objects. The spe-
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FIG. 3: The ranges for d,, and d. for Cases I and II. The
90% C.L. upper limits for electron and neutron EDMs are
from Ref. [17] and Ref. [18], respectively.

cific final states and corresponding branching ratios can
provide information on Bx /A, whereas the EDM is sen-
sitive to BX/A. Direct production of the f particles,
together with determination of myx (e.g., via measure-
ment of the lepton jet invariant mass) and decay length
can provide complementary information. Discovery of

these properties, in combination with a large electron

EDM, would provide strong evidence for the triplet f
model. We would also like to point out that the model’s
new CPV phase ¢, together with the extended scalar sec-
tor potential that could accommodate a first order elec-
troweak phase transition[25-29], may provide the ingre-
dients needed to generate the cosmic baryon asymmetry
via electroweak baryogenesis. We will investigate these

possibilities in future work.
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