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The origin of tiny neutrino mass is an unsolved puzzle leading to a variety of phenomenological as-

pects beyond the Standard Model (BSM). Among several interesting attempts, U(1) gauge extension

of Standard Model (SM) is a simple and interesting set-up where the so-called seesaw mechanism is

incarnated by the addition of three generations of right-handed neutrinos followed by the breaking

of U(1) and electroweak symmetries. Such scenarios are anomaly free in nature appearing with a

neutral BSM gauge boson (Z′). In addition to that, there comes another open question regarding

the existence of a non-luminous, hitherto unidentified object called Dark Matter (DM) originating

from the measurement of its relic density. To explore properties of Z′, we focus on chiral and fla-

vored scenarios where Z′−neutrinos interaction could be probed in the context of cosmic explosions

like gamma-ray burst (GRB221009A, so far the highest energy), blazar (TXS 0506+056) and Active

galaxy (NGC1068) respectively. The neutrino antineutrino annihilation produces electron-positron

pair which could energize GRB through energy deposition. Taking the highest energy GRB un-

der consideration and estimating the energy deposition rates we constrain Z′ mass (MZ′) and the

additional U(1) coupling (gX) for chiral and flavored scenarios in the Schwarzchild, Hartle-Thorne

and modified gravity frameworks. On the other hand, adding viable and alternative DM candidates

in these models we study neutrino-DM scattering mediated by Z′ in the t− channel and estimate

constraints on gX − MZ′ plane using observed data of high energy neutrinos from cosmic blazar

and active galaxy at the IceCube experiment. We compare our results with bounds obtained from

different scattering, beam-dump and g − 2 experiments.

I. INTRODUCTION

Experimental observations of tiny neutrino mass and flavor mixing [1] allow the Standard Model (SM) of particle

physics to step beyond. Additionally, from the studies of bullet cluster, large-scale cosmological data and galaxy

rotation curve we come to know that roughly one-fourth of the energy budget of the Universe has been apportioned

to some non-luminous objects called dark matter (DM), which strongly suggest going beyond the SM (BSM) [2–5].

A simple but interesting way to explain the origin of tiny neutrino mass is the seesaw mechanism [6–10] where SM is

extended by adding singlet heavy Right Handed Neutrinos (RHN). The latter is an appropriate realization of the idea

of a dimension five operator within the SM framework [11], where a heavy mass scale can be integrated out, followed

by the violation of the lepton number by two units.
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Apart from the particle extension of the SM, a simple U(1) gauge extension of the SM, SM⊗U(1), can also be a

suitable choice to explain the origin of tiny neutrino mass at the tree level and flavor mixing. Such scenarios can

accommodate potential DM candidates. Interestingly such scenarios give rise to a massive neutral BSM gauge boson,

commonly known as Z ′, after the breaking of the U(1) symmetry. For example, we consider a pioneering scenario

called B−L (baryon minus lepton) [12–15], where three generations of SM-singlet RHNs are introduced to achieve

a theory free from the gauge and mixed gauge-gravity anomalies, resulting in the Z ′ interactions with the left and

right-handed fermions of the model in the same way by leading to a vector-like scenario. In this model set-up, there

is an SM-singlet scalar field that acquires vacuum expectation value (VEV) through the breaking of B−L symmetry.

Hence the Majorana mass term for the RHNs is generated helping the light neutrinos to achieve tiny masses through

the seesaw mechanism followed by flavor mixing.

Another interesting aspect in this matter could be a general U(1)X extension of the SM where we introduce

three RHNs to cancel the gauge and mixed gauge-gravity anomalies which leads to a basic and interesting behavior

where left and right-handed fermions interact differently with the neutral gauge boson Z ′ involved in this model,

manifesting the chiral nature of this model from a variety of aspects including heavy neutrino production at the high

energy colliders [16], neutrino-electron and neutrino-nucleon scattering [17, 18] and different beam dump experiments

including proposed FASER, ILC-beam dump and DUNE [19]. In this scenario, a SM-singlet scalar field is considered,

which obtains a (VEV) following the general breaking of the U(1) symmetry. This symmetry breaking leads to the

generation of Majorana masses for the heavy neutrinos, giving rise to the see-saw mechanism responsible for generating

small neutrino masses and flavor mixing. In addition to that, we consider two more varieties of general U(1) extension

of the SM commonly known as U(1)xq−τ3
R
and U(1)q+xu scenarios [20]. In the first case, we fixed general U(1) charges

for the RHNs as well as the SM-singlet BSM scalar field and [21, 22] whereas in the second one we fix general U(1)

charge for the left-handed fermion doublets of the SM, respectively. Apart from the general U(1) extensions we also

consider some well-known flavored scenarios. In this case, we first consider Li − Lj scenarios where particular two

flavors are charged under the additional U(1) gauge group, however, the third generation is not. If the ith generation

is positively charged, then the jth generation will be negatively charged under the U(1) extension [23–27]. The

remaining fields are uncharged under this new gauge group. There is another alternative flavored scenario, namely

B−3Li [28–30]. Here quark charges are their respective baryon numbers where the ith generation leptonic charge is

3 and the remaining leptonic generations are uncharged under the flavored U(1) gauge groups. The fermions charged

under the flavored gauge group only interact with Z ′ boson. These scenarios also contain SM-singlet scalar which

acquires VEV and gives rise to the Majorana mass term for the RHNs which further generates the tiny neutrino mass

through the seesaw mechanism.

In these models, Z ′ interacts with the charged leptons and neutrinos. Depending on the choice of model structure,

Z ′ can interact with quarks and these interactions could be flavor dependent. It has interesting motivation in the

neutrino-antineutrino annihilation process where the contribution from Z ′ plays an important role in electron-positron

pair production along with the SM gauge boson mediated processes. It has been pointed out in [31] that electron

neutrinos evolve from the accreting primary member and the anti-neutrinos appear from the disrupted secondary

member of a Neutron Star (NS) binary system accelerating its collapse and emitting huge energy in the form of

Gamma-Ray Burst (GRB). These neutrinos and antineutrinos could annihilate into electrons and positrons out of

the orbital plane. Hence neutrino antineutrino annihilation causing electron-positron pair production is thought to

energize GRB of the O(≥ 1051erg) above the neutrino-sphere of a type-II supernova and it has been studied over

decades in [32–38] by analyzing energy deposition rate. The strong gravitational field effects were investigated in

[39, 40] and results showed that the efficiency of the neutrino-antineutrino annihilation process, compared to the

Newtonian calculations, may enhance up to a factor of 30 in case of collapsing NS. The energy deposition rate for

an isothermal accretion disk in a Schwarzchild or Kerr metric was considered in [41, 42]. Time-dependent models in

which black hole accretion disks evolving as a remnant of NS-mergers have been studied in [43–47] while other models

include pair-annihilation during the evolution [48–51]. These works suggest that neutrino-antineutrino annihilation in

general relativity models may not be efficient enough to power GRBs. In this respect, the Blandford-Znajek process
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[52] could be a promising mechanism for launching jets from spinning supermassive black hole (BH) powering accreting

supermassive BH. However, recently, a different perspective has been proposed for energizing GRBs. The neutrino-

antineutrino annihilation into electron-positron pair emitted from the surface of a neutron star or accretion disk is

studied in modified theories of gravity [53, 54]. Here a mechanism of neutrino heating involves neutrino-antineutrino

annihilation, neutrino-lepton scattering and neutrino capture [55–58]. In such a case, the energy deposition rate can

increase by several orders of magnitude, opening a possibility to probe or to constrain extended theories of gravity

in GRBs. In this context, we mention that recently an energetic GRB, named as ‘GRB 221009A’, has been observed

[59–65] having isotropic energy of Eiso ≃ 1.2 × 1055 erg [59] which can be applied in order to constrain the effect of

neutrino energy deposition involving Z ′ mediated process in the framework of general relativity involving Newtonian,

Schwarzchild and Hartle-Thorne metrics and modified gravity models like Born-Infield Reissner-Nordstorm [66] and

charged Galileon [67].

A remarkable concurrence of neutrino emission with gamma rays was observed from the blazar TXS 0506+056 by

the IceCube [68], where a neutrino was observed with an energy around 290 TeV (IC 0922A event), with jets pointing

towards the Earth. High energy neutrinos from distant astrophysical sources pass through a dense spike of DM [69, 70]

neighbouring the central black hole. As a result, there is a high chance of neutrino-DM scattering in this scenario

which is a comparatively challenging scenario because observing neutrino is tough. Therefore we consider high-energy

neutrinos from astrophysical sources. These high-energy neutrinos could boost DM particles if they are light, so that

they can be detected in the ground-based experiments [71–77] involving a variety of DM scattering processes. The

general U(1) extensions of the SM can contain potential DM candidates under proper gauge structure. Such DM

candidates can be charged under the U(1)X gauge group and as a result they potentially interact with Z ′. In these

models, the lepton doublets are charged under Z ′, therefore neutrino-DM interactions in the t−channel process can

be constrained using observed data from IceCube. Neutrino-DM scattering is under scanner for a long period of

time through setting limits on the interactions considering the high energy neutrinos pass through DM staring from

blazar before reaching to the earth [78–81]. In this article, we perform model-dependent analyses of neutrino-DM

scattering in the context of general U(1) extension of the SM where neutrino-Z ′ and DM-Z ′ interactions depend on

the general U(1) charges manifesting the chiral nature of the model. Hence the Z ′ interactions could be constrained

using neutrino flux from confirmed and reported IceCube data [68].

IceCube collaboration recently observed a point-like steady-state source of high energy neutrinos from a nearby

active galaxy called NGC 1068 [82], a radio galaxy in nature and jets pointing about 90
◦
away from line of sight

[83, 84], posting a landmark direct evidence of tera-electron volt neutrino emission. As a result, the Earth is exposed

to equatorial emissions perpendicular to the jet. In this analysis, IceCube observed 79+22
−20 neutrinos from NGC 1068

at a significance of 4.2σ having energies between 1 TeV to 15 TeV. At the galactic center there is a supermassive

black hole which could be surrounded by a dense DM spike obstructing the emitted neutrinos, and resulting in

neutrino-DM interaction which further empowers the emission of neutrinos. This mechanism depends on the region

closer or away from the supermassive black hole allowing DM spike to play a very crucial role. Neutrinos and DM

candidates are weakly coupled particles which might lead to weakened interactions in cosmology, astrophysics [85–96]

and direct detection of boosted DM candidate [97–102] irrespective of ways considering a model dependant framework

and model-independent framework respectively. In this context, neutrino-DM interaction can be probed utilizing the

observed high-energy neutrinos emitted from Active Galactic Nuclei (AGN). An interesting approach of constraining

neutrino-DM interaction has been studied in [103] using a vector interaction under B−L framework. In this paper, to

explore neutrino-DM interaction, we employ a general U(1) extension of the SM where Z ′ can interact with neutrinos

and potential DM candidates. We consider three types of potential DM candidates, for example, complex scalar

[104–107], Majorana [108–110] and Dirac fermions [111, 112]. After anomaly cancellation, we find that general U(1)X

affects these vertices glaring chiral property of the interactions exchanging Z ′ in the t−channel.

In our paper, we estimate bounds on the general U(1) coupling gX with respect to Z ′ studying GRBs, and comparing

the enhancement due to the involvement of Z ′ under general relativity and modified gravity models. To study neutrino-

DM scattering using blazar and AGN data from IceCube, we solve, following Refs. [72, 113–116], the cascade equation
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in order to obtain bounds on gX and Z ′ mass plane. These bounds will manifest the chiral nature of Z ′ due to different

U(1) charge assignments of the fermions depending on the model structure. Finally, we compare our results with

existing bounds from neutrino-electron scattering from TEXONO [117], BOREXINO [118, 119], muon neutrino and

muon anti-neutrino-electron scattering from CHARM-II [120, 121], coherent elastic neutrino-nucleus scattering from

COHERENT experiment [122–124], neutrino magnetic moment experiment from GEMMA [125, 126], proton beam

dump experiments like CHARM [127], Nomad [128], ν−cal [129, 130] and electron/ positron beam dump experiments

like Orsay [131], KEK [132], E141 [133], E137 [134], NA64 [135], E774 [136] and neutrino decay experiment like PS191

[137–139], respectively. In addition to these experiments, we consider long-lived particle search [140–143] and dark

photon search [144, 145] from LHCb, visible [146] and invisible [147] decay of dark photon in BaBar experiment

and prompt production of GeV scale dark resonance search in CMS [148] to estimate bounds on the general U(1)

coupling with respect to Z ′ mass for different general U(1) charges providing complementarity. In this region, bounds

can be estimated from KLOE experiment to study light vector boson decay [149–151] into muon pair and a pair

of charged pion, light gauge boson search from MAMI detector by A1 collaboration [152, 153] using its decay into

electron-positron pair and finally studying the decay of dark photons into electron-positron and muon anti-muon pairs

in association with a photon from Initial State Radiation (ISR), respectively. In this context, we also mention that

experimental constraints from NA48/2 [154] are obtained studying dark photon decay into neutral pions, dark photon

search from electron-nucleus fixed target experiment from APEX experiment [155], where the electron-positron pair is

produced from a radiated dark gauge boson, dark photon search at the HEADS experiment [156] from its decay into

electron-positron pair, dark photon search from neutral meson decay from PHENIX experiment [157], dark photon

search from the WASA-at-COSY experiment from electron-positron final state [158]. BESII also performed searches

of dark photons within a range of 1.4 GeV to 3.5 GeV which can be useful to estimate constraints on general U(1)

coupling with respect to Z ′ mass [159]. We recast bounds on general U(1) coupling from LEP searches of di-muon

[160–162], dijet [163] and dilepton searches from heavy resonance from CMS [164] and ATALS [165, 166] which

constrain the parameter space for heavy neural gauge boson.

We arrange our paper in the following way. We describe the BSM scenarios involving the flavored and chiral models

in Sec. II. The aspects of neutrino heating have been described in Sec. III followed by the analysis involving general

relativity and modified gravity. Neutrino-DM scattering has been discussed using blazar and AGN data from IceCube

in Sec. IV. We discuss the results in Sec. V and finally conclude the paper in Sec. VI.

II. BEYOND THE STANDARD MODEL SCENARIOS

A general U(1) extension of the SM involves three generations of RHNs which are singlet under the SM gauge group.

These RHNs help in solving gauge and mixed gauge-gravity anomalies followed by the generation of neutrino mass

through the seesaw mechanism as considered in this paper. After anomaly cancellation, we find that general U(1)

charges are different for the left and right-handed fermions. These charges are generation independent. In addition to

this setup, we consider flavored scenarios where all three generations of leptons do not have equal charges under the

U(1) gauge group, however, like the general U(1) scenarios, they also have three RHNs which participate in neutrino

mass generation mechanism through the seesaw mechanism.

A. General U(1) extensions

The extension of the SM using a general U(1)X gauge group can involve three generations of the SM singlet RHNs

and a BSM scalar which is singlet under the SM gauge group. To cancel the gauge and mixed gauge gravity anomalies

[167, 168], we introduce three generations of the RHNs. The U(1) symmetry is broken by the VEV of the SM singlet

BSM scalar. After the U(1) symmetry is broken, the Majorana mass term of the RHNs will be generated. These

RHNs help to generate the mass of the light neutrinos satisfying the neutrino oscillation data and flavor mixing. The
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particle contents of general U(1) extensions of the SM are given in Tab. I. The general charges are related to each

Fields SU(3)c ⊗ SU(2)L ⊗ U(1)Y U(1)X U(1)xq−τ3
R

U(1)q+xu

qiL (3, 2, 1
6
) xq = 1

6
xH + 1

3
xΦ x 1

3

ui
R (3, 1, 2

3
) xu = 2

3
xH + 1

3
xΦ −1 + 4x x

3

diR (3, 1,− 1
3
) xd = − 1

3
xH + 1

3
xΦ 1− 2x 2−x

3

ℓiL (1, 2,− 1
2
) xℓ = − 1

2
xH − xΦ −3x −1

eiR (1, 1,−1) xe = −xH − xΦ 1− 6x −( 2+x
3

)

H (1, 2,− 1
2
) − 1

2
xH 1− 3x 1−x

3

N j (1, 1, 0) xN = −xΦ −1 −4+x
3

Φ (1, 1, 0) 2 xΦ 2 −2(−4+x
3

)

TABLE I: Particle content and charge assignments for minimal U(1) extensions of the SM. Two new SM singlet

fields N (fermion) and Φ (scalar) are added to the SM particle content where i, j are the flavour indices for three

generations. xH , xΦ and x are free parameters of the models.

other from the following gauge and mixed gauge-gravity anomaly cancellation conditions:

[SU(3)C ]
2 ⊗U(1)X : 2xq − xu − xd = 0 ,

[SU(2)L]
2 ⊗U(1)X : 3xq + xℓ = 0 ,

[U(1)Y ]
2 ⊗U(1)X : xq − 8xu − 2xd + 3xℓ − 6xe = 0 ,

[U(1)X ]
2 ⊗U(1)Y : xq

2 − 2xu
2 + xd

2 − xℓ
2 + xe

2 = 0 ,

[U(1)X ]
3

: 6xq
3 − 3xu

3 − 3xd
3 + 2xℓ

3 − xN
3 − xe

3 = 0 ,

[grav.]
2 ⊗U(1)X : 6xq − 3xu − 3xd + 2xℓ − xN − xe = 0 , (1)

respectively. We write the Yukawa interactions following the SM⊗ U(1)X gauge interactions in the following way as

LYukawa = −Y αβ
u qαLHuβ

R − Y αβ
d qαLH̃dβR − Y αβ

e ℓαLH̃eβR − Y αβ
ν ℓαLHNβ

R − Y α
NΦ(Nα

R)
cNα

R + h.c. (2)

where H is the SM Higgs doublet, and H̃ = iτ2H∗ with τ2 being the second Pauli matrix. We estimate the following

conditions using U(1)X neutrality using the Yukawa interactions from Eq. 2 as

1

2
xH = −xq + xu = xq − xd = xℓ − xe = −xℓ + xν ; − 2xΦ = 2xN . (3)

Finally, solving Eqs. 1 and 3, we express the U(1)X charges of the particles in terms of xH and xΦ. Hence, we find

U(1)X charges of the SM charged fermions can be expressed as a linear combination of the U(1)Y and B−L charges

implying left and right-handed fermions differently charged under the general U(1)X gauge group manifesting a chiral

nature. We find that fixing xΦ = 1 with xH = −2, the U(1)X charges of the left-handed fermions reduce to zero

converting the model into a U(1)R scenario, and with the same xΦ but vanishing xH , the U(1)X charge assignment

reduces into that of the B−L model. We find for fixed xΦ = 1 with xH = −1 the U(1)X charge of eiR will be zero, for

xH = −0.5 and 1, the U(1)X charge of ui
R and diR will be zero, respectively.

There is an alternative set-up of the general U(1)X scenario in which we fix the charge of the left-handed quark

doublet xq as x, the charge of the RHN xν as −1 and the U(1) charge of the BSM scalar Φ as 2. Considering these

choices and using Eq. 1, and following the Yukawa interactions given in Eq. 2, we solve the charges of the other

SM particles. It actually rescales the U(1) charges and we call it U(1)xq−τ3
R
whose charges correspond to 6xY − τ3R.

Taking x = 0 and x = 1
3 , we find the U(1)R and U(1)B−L scenarios, respectively. If we use x = 1

4 and 1
2 , we find
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that the U(1)xq−τ3
R

charges of ui
R and diR will be zero. If we use x = 1

6 the U(1)xq−τ3
R

charge of eiR will be zero.

The charges of the U(1)xq−τ3
R
gauge group is a minimal scenario as it has been stated in Tab. I. Solving the anomaly

cancellation conditions, we can have different charge assignments for uR and dR, too. The corresponding alternative

charge assignments will be xu = 1 − 2x and xd = 4x − 1 respectively, however, this solution is not mentioned in

our paper because this demands an extension of the scalar sector of using doublets bypassing the minimal nature of

models [20].

In Tab. I we write another scenario U(1)q+xu from [21, 22], where we fix the U(1) charge of the left-handed quark

doublet xq as 1
3 assignments left-handed lepton doublet charge xℓ as −1 and we find these charges are considered to

be identical with the B−L scenario. Now using the anomaly cancellation conditions stated in Eq. 1 and following the

Yukawa interactions from Eq. 2, we derive the U(1)q+xu charge assignments for the rest of the fermion and scalar

sectors of the model. In this case, considering x = 1, we could reduce the B−L charge assignments of the particles.

However, we can not obtain the U(1)R scenario playing with x. If we put x = 0, then the charge of ui
R under U(1)q+xu

gauge group will be zero. For x = 2 we find the same for diR. Similarly, if we impose a choice of x = −2 the U(1)q+xu

charge of eiR will be zero. In addition we comment that for x = −1, the U(1)χ scenario follows from SO(10) grand

unification.

The renormalizable scalar potential in a singlet scalar extended scenario under a general U(1) extension of SM can

be written as

V = m2
h(H

†H) + λH(H†H)2 +m2
Φ(Φ

†Φ) + λΦ(Φ
†Φ)2 + λ′(H†H)(Φ†Φ) , (4)

where H is the SM Higgs doublet and Φ is the SM-singlet scalar fields where. Moreover, we can approximate λ′ to

be very small according to [169]. After breaking of the U(1)X gauge and electroweak symmetries, the scalar fields H

and Φ develop their vacuum expectation values (VEVs) as

⟨H⟩ =
1√
2

(
v + h

0

)
, and ⟨Φ⟩ =

vΦ + ϕ√
2

(5)

where at the potential minimum the electroweak scale is demarcated as v = 246 GeV and vΦ is taken to be a free

parameter. The breaking of the general U(1) generates the mass of the Z ′ which is given by

MZ′ = gX

√
4x2

Φv
2
Φ + x2

Hv2 . (6)

The mass MZ′ in (6) reduces to MZ′ ≃ 2gXxΦvΦ for vΦ ≫ v. Here we consider xΦ = 1 without the loss of generality.

The quantity MZ′ is a free parameter and gX is the general U(1) coupling considered for the cases shown in Tab. I.

From the Yukawa interactions given in Eq. 2, we find that the RHNs interact with the SM-singlet scalar field Φ. This

Yukawa interaction generates Majorana mass term for heavy neutrinos after the general U(1) symmetry is broken.

After the electroweak symmetry breaking, the Dirac mass term is generated from the interaction term among the SM

like Higgs doublet, SM lepton doublet and the SM-singlet RHN. These two mass terms finally switch on the seesaw

mechanism to originate the tiny neutrino masses and flavor mixing. Using the symmetry breaking and Eq. 2 we write

down the Majorana and Dirac mass terms in the following as

mNα
R

=
Y α
N√
2
vΦ, mαβ

D =
Y αβ
ν√
2
v (7)

respectively. Hence we obtain the neutrino mass mixing as

mν =

(
0 mD

mT
D mN

)
(8)

and diagonalizing Eq. 8 we obtain the light neutrino mass eigenvalues as −mDm−1
N mT

D. The neutrino mass generation

mechanism is not the point of interest of this papers. Therefore, we are not investigating the properties of the light

and heavy neutrinos in this article.
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We concentrate on the Z ′ interaction with the SM leptons under general U(1) scenarios. From the above scenarios

shown in Tab. I, we find that the left and right handed SM fermions interact with Z ′ differently due to the presence

of general U(1) charges. Hence the interaction Lagrangian between the Z ′ boson and the SM fermions (f) can be

written as

Lf = −gX(fLγ
µqfLfL + fRγ

µqfRfR)Z
′
µ (9)

where f includes SM quarks and leptons. The quantities qfL
and qfR

are the general U(1) charges of the SM left

and right handed fermions written in Tab. I. Hence, the interactions between Z ′ and the SM fermions depend on the

general U(1) charges expressing the chiral nature of the model. Finally, we calculate the partial decay widths of Z ′

into different SM fermionic modes for a single generation as

Γ(Z ′ → f̄f) = NC

MZ′g2X
24π

[(
q2fL + q2fR

)(
1−

m2
f

M2
Z′

)
+ 6qfLqfR

m2
f

M2
Z′

]
, (10)

where mf is the SM fermion mass and NC = 1 for the SM leptons and 3 for the SM quarks representing the color

factor. The partial decay width of the Z ′ into a pair of light neutrinos of single generation is given by

Γ(Z ′ → νν) =
MZ′g2X
24π

q2fL (11)

where we neglect the effect of tiny neutrino mass and qfL
stands for the U(1)X charge of the SM lepton doublet. In

general U(1) extended SM scenarios, the Z ′ gauge boson decays into a pair of heavy Majorana neutrinos following

the interaction term

LN = −gXqNR
Nγµγ5PRNZ ′

µ. (12)

Hence we calculate the corresponding partial decay width for a single generation of the heavy neutrino pair as

Γ(Z ′ → Nα
RN

α
R) =

MZ′g2X
24π

q2NR

(
1− 4M2

N

M2
Z′

) 3
2

(13)

with qNR
being the general U(1) charge of the RHNs and MN stands for the RHN mass. The corresponding general

U(1) charges for different fermions can be found in Tab. I depending on the model. In this case, the Z ′ couples equally

with each of the three generations of the fermions. As a result for three generation case we can simply multiply Eqs. 10,

11 and 13 by a factor 3.

The fermionic interactions in the general U(1) scenario can be tested at the e−e+ colliders. In this case, such

interactions will be mediated by Z ′ which is much greater than the center of mass energy (
√
s). As a result we can

parametrize the e+e− → ff̄ process through contact interaction described by the effective Lagrangian [170–172]

Leff =
g2X

(1 + δef )(Λ
f±
AB)

2

∑
A,B=L,R

ηAB(eγ
µPAe)(fγµPBf) (14)

where g2X/4π is taken to be 1 by convention, δef = 1 (0) for f = e (f ̸= e), ηAB = ±1 or 0, and Λf±
AB is the scale of the

contact interaction, having either constructive (+) or destructive (−) interference with the SM processes of fermion

pair production [22, 173]. We give the analytical expression of Z ′ exchange matrix element involved in e−e+ → ff

process as

g2X
MZ′

2 − s
[eγµ(xℓPL + xePR)e][fγµ(xfLPL + xfRPR)f ] (15)

where xℓ(e) is the general U(1) charges of eL(R) and xfL(R)
is the general U(1) charge of fL(R) respectively which could

be found in Tab. I. Comparing Eqs. 14 and 15 using the limit MZ′ ≫ √
s we find the bound on MZ′ as

M2
Z′ ≳

gX
2

4π
|xeAxfB |(Λf±

AB)
2 (16)
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where LEP-II center of mass energy was 209 GeV.

The bounds on the effective scales for different fermions [172], such as leptonic and hadronic with all possible

chirality at LEP-II, allow us to estimate the limits on the quantity MZ′/gX from Eq. 16. This quantity can define

the VEV of the general U(1) theory for different general U(1) charges depending on the model structure. In addition

to that, we estimate the corresponding prospective bounds at the ILC using
√
s =250 GeV, 500 GeV and 1 TeV from

[174] and the limits are shown in Fig. 1 at 95% CL. Limits on MZ′/gX from the general U(1) scenarios are shown

in Tab. II. Depending on the choice of the general U(1) charges of the fermions, we find that U(1)X and U(1)xq−τ3
R

models have similarities for the choices of the charges. However, the U(1)q+xu scenario is different from the other two

for the different choices of the U(1) charges.
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FIG. 1: Current LEP-II bounds(grey-shaded, ruled out) on MZ′/gX of the U(1) theories for different general U(1)

charges and the future ILC projections for
√
s = 250 GeV (red), 500 GeV (purple) and 1 TeV (green) respectively at

95% C.L.

B. Flavored scenarios

We consider the generation dependent coupling with Z ′ in this section unlike the previous section. There are two

scenarios under consideration: (i) leptophilic scenarios, commonly known as Li −Lj scenarios and (ii) B− 3Li where

quarks are charged under the additional U(1) gauge group, however, ith generation lepton will be charged under

U(1)B−3Li
gauge group:

(i) Apart from the flavor independent anomaly free scenarios, there also appear a variety of flavor dependent

scenarios which are anomaly free, too. We find gauged Le − Lµ, Le − Lτ and Lµ − Lτ such scenarios. In these
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Machine
√
s

95% CL lower limit on the MZ′/gX of U(1)X scenario (in TeV)

xH = −2 xH = −1 xH = −0.5 xH = 0 xH = 0.5 xH = 1 xH = 2

LEP-II 209 GeV 5.0 2.2 4.4 7.0 10.3 11.1 18.0

ILC

250 GeV 31.6 16.3 29.5 48.2 64.3 79.0 113.7

500 GeV 54.4 26.3 50.1 81.6 110.2 139.1 199.7

1 TeV 88.6 47.7 84.8 137.2 185.8 238.2 339.2

95% CL lower limit on the MZ′/gX of U(1)xq−τ3
R

scenario (in TeV)

x = −2 x = 0 x = 1
3

x = 0.25 x = 0.5 x = 1
6

x = 2

LEP-II 209 GeV 60.3 5.0 7.0 4.4 11.1 2.2 56.6

ILC

250 GeV 415.9 31.6 48.2 29.5 ds79.0 16.3 378.0

500 GeV 728.7 54.4 81.6 50.1 139.1 26.3 673.1

1 TeV 1272.6 88.6 137.2 84.8 238.2 47.7 1163.4

95% CL lower limit on the VEV of U(1)q+xu scenario (in TeV)

x = −2 x = −1 x = −0.5 x = 0 x = 0.5 x = 1 x = 2

LEP-II 209 GeV 3.2 4.2 4.65 5.4 5.9 7.0 7.4

ILC

250 GeV 30.3 30.2 33.8 37.5 41.5 48.2 53.5

500 GeV 53.1 53.4 59.8 66.5 72.1 81.6 93.2

1 TeV 92.6 91.1 101.9 114.0 124.3 137.2 158.0

TABLE II: The 95% CL lower limits on VEV in the general U(1) extensions of SM model from e+e− → ff̄

processes for different charges recasting the limits on the effective scale of contact interactions from [172, 174]. We

show the strongest limit out of all the different channels considered in the e−e+ → ff process for MZ′ ≫ √
s.

cases a Z ′ boson is originated after the spontaneously broken U(1)Li−Lj
symmetry [23–25]. In this case under

U(1)Li−Lj
gauge group charged leptons Li is positive and Lj is negative respectively. The RHNs also follow

the same path of charged leptons. The remaining generation of the charged leptons and RHNs are uncharged

under U(1)Li−Lj
gauge group. The quarks are uncharged under the U(1)Li−Lj

symmetry. Inclusion of the

Fields SU(3)c ⊗ SU(2)L ⊗ U(1)Y U(1)Le−Lµ U(1)Lτ−Le U(1)Lµ−Lτ

qiL (3, 2, 1
6
) 0 0 0

ui
R (3, 1, 2

3
) 0 0 0

diR (3, 1,− 1
3
) 0 0 0

ℓiL (1, 2,− 1
2
) {1,−1, 0} {−1, 0, 1} {0, 1,−1}

eiR (1, 1,−1) {1,−1, 0} {−1, 0, 1} {0, 1,−1}

H (1, 2,− 1
2
) 0 0 0

N j (1, 1, 0) {1,−1, 0} {−1, 0, 1} {0, 1,−1}

Φ (1, 1, 0) −2 −2 −2

TABLE III: Particle content and charge assignments for the U(1)Li−Lj
models. Two new SM singlet fields N

(fermion) and Φ (scalar) are added to the SM particle content where i, j are the flavour indices for three generations.

RHNs allows to reproduce lepton mixing without charged lepton flavor changing couplings under U(1)Li−Lj

being phenomenologically viable. The particle content of the scenarios are given in Tab. III.
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The Yukawa interaction in Li − Lj scenario following the particle content given in Tab. III can be written as

LYukawa = −Y αβ
u qαLHuβ

R − Y αβ
d qαLH̃dβR − Y αβ

e ℓαLH̃eβR − Y i
ν ℓ

i
LHN i

R − Y j
ν ℓ

j
LHN j

R

−Y i
NΦ(N i

R)
cN i

R − Y j
NΦ∗(N j

R)
cN j

R − Y k
ν ℓkLHNk

R + h.c.−Mk
NNk

R

c
Nk

R −M ij
NN i

R
c
N j

R (17)

where α, β denote three generations, i, j denote the corresponding ith and jth generations of leptons with

k ̸= i ̸= j. The renormalizable scalar potential can be written as

V = m2
h(H

†H) + λH(H†H)2 +m2
Φ(Φ

†Φ) + λΦ(Φ
†Φ)2 + λ′(H†H)(Φ†Φ) , (18)

where H is the SM Higgs doublet and Φ is the SM-singlet scalar fields where we can approximate λ′ to be

very small. After breaking the U(1)Li−Lj
gauge and electroweak symmetries, the scalar fields H and Φ develop

their vacuum expectation values (VEVs) in the similar fashion given in Eq. 5 and at the potential minimum the

electroweak scale is demarcated as v = 246 GeV and vΦ is taken to be a free parameter. After the breaking of

the general U(1)Li−Lj symmetry under a limit vΦ ≫ v, the mass of the Z ′ can be written as

MZ′ = 2gXvΦ . (19)

which is a free parameter. Here gX is the U(1)Li−Lj
coupling considered for the cases shown in Tab. III. From

the Yukawa interactions given in Eq. 2, we find that the RHNs interact with the SM-singlet scalar field Φ. This

Yukawa interaction generates Majorana mass term for heavy neutrinos after the U(1)Li−Lj
symmetry is broken.

After the electroweak symmetry breaking, the Dirac mass term is generated from the interaction term among

the SM like Higgs doublet, SM lepton doublet and the SM-singlet RHN. There is also a Majorana mass term

for the RHNs with k ̸= i, j. The Dirac and Majorana mass terms can be written as

m̃
i(j)̸=k
D =

Y
i(j) ̸=k
ν√

2
v, m̃

i(j)
N =

Y
i(j)
N√
2

vΦ . (20)

Tiny neutrino mass and flavor mixing can be generated using

mD ≡ m̃i
D

⊕
m̃j

D

⊕
m̃k

D and mN ≡ m̃i
N

⊕
m̃j

N

⊕
Mk

N

through the seesaw mechanism. Neutrino mass generation mechanism is not the main motivation of this paper

therefore we skip detailed discussions on flavor structure of this scenario. The interaction Lagrangian between

Z ′ and SM leptons can be written as

Lf = −gX(f i
Lγ

µf i
L + f i

Rγ
µf i

R − f j
Lγ

µf j
L − f j

Rγ
µf j

R)Z
′
µ , (21)

where f i(j) includes i(j)th generation SM leptons with i ̸= j. Hence, we calculate the partial decay widths of

Z ′ into the corresponding SM leptons following Eq. 10 and using qiL,R = 1, qjL,R = −1 according to Tab. III as

Γ(Z ′ → ¯ℓi(j)ℓi(j)) =
MZ′g2X
12π

[(
1−

m2
f

M2
Z′

)
+ 3

m2
f

M2
Z′

]
, (22)

where mf is the mass of SM leptons. The partial decay width of the Z ′ into a pair of light neutrinos of single

generation can be written as following Eq. 11 and setting qiL = 1 and qjL = −1 from Tab. III

Γ(Z ′ → νi(j)νi(j)) =
MZ′g2X
24π

, (23)

where we neglect the effect of tiny neutrino mass. Like a general U(1) extended SM scenario, the Z ′ gauge boson

decays into a pair of heavy Majorana neutrinos can be inferred from Eq. 12 by putting qiNR
= 1 and qjNR

= −1.

Hence the corresponding partial decay width for a single generation of the heavy neutrino pair is

Γ(Z ′ → N
i(j)
R N

i(j)
R ) =

MZ′g2X
24π

(
1− 4M2

N

M2
Z′

) 3
2

(24)
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with MN being the corresponding heavy neutrino mass. In this scenario, Z ′ has no direct coupling with the

SM quarks allowing its dominant decay into lepton pairs. Hence we can calculate the total decay width of Z ′ in

Li−Lj scenario. In this paper we consider flavor conserving Z ′ couplings. Following Eqs. 14-16, we estimate the

LEP-II constraint on Le−Lµ and Lτ −Le as MZ′/gX > 7 TeV comparing the limits on the effective scales from

[172] using e−e+ → ff̄ process for MZ′ ≫ √
s satisfying large VEV approximation. The prospective limits at

250 GeV, 500 GeV and 1 TeV ILC in the context of these scenarios will be MZ′/gX > 48.2 TeV, 81.6 TeV and

137.2 TeV respectively. Due to model structure under our consideration, e−e+ → ff̄ process can not constrain

Lµ − Lτ scenario because electron positron has no direct coupling with Z ′.

(ii) There is another type of flavored scenario namely B − 3Li where one of the three generations of the ℓiL and eiR
will be charged under the additional abelian gauge group while the rest of the two generations are not. The

particle content is given in Tab. IV. The RHNs being SM-singlet in this scenario follow the same footprints of the

charged leptons. If the first generation of ℓiL and eiR are charged under U(1)B−3Li
then the first generation of N j

will be charged under this gauge group and second and third generations of these fermions will not be charged.

The inclusion of the three generations of the RHNs makes the model free from gauge and mixed gauge-gravity

anomalies. Under this gauge group SM Higgs is uncharged. The quarks in the model have charge 1
3 under

U(1)B−3Li
gauge group. An SM singlet scalar Φ can be introduced in this scenario which is charged under the

Fields SU(3)c ⊗ SU(2)L ⊗ U(1)Y U(1)B−3Le U(1)B−3Lµ U(1)B−3Lτ

qiL (3, 2, 1
6
) 1

3
1
3

1
3

ui
R (3, 1, 2

3
) 1

3
1
3

1
3

diR (3, 1,− 1
3
) 1

3
1
3

1
3

ℓiL (1, 2,− 1
2
) {-3,0,0} {0,-3,0} {0,0,-3}

eiR (1, 1,−1) {-3,0,0} {0,-3,0} {0,0,-3}

H (1, 2,− 1
2
) 0 0 0

N i (1, 1, 0) {-3,0,0} {0,-3,0} {0,0,-3}

Φ (1, 1, 0) 6 6 6

TABLE IV: Particle content and charge assignments for the U(1)B−3Li
models. Two new SM singlet fields N

(fermion) and Φ (scalar) are added to the SM particle content where i, j are the flavour indices for three generations.

U(1)B−3Li gauge group, and can generate the Majorana mass term for the RHNs. The Yukawa interaction for

the particle content given in Tab. IV can be written as

LYukawa = −Y αβ
u qαLHuβ

R − Y αβ
d qαLH̃dβR − Y αβ

e ℓαLH̃eβR −
∑
α̸=i

∑
β ̸=i

Y αβ
ν ℓαLHNβ

R − Y ii
ν ℓiLHN i

R

−Y ii
NΦ(N i

R)
cN i

R + h.c.−
∑
j ̸=i

M̃ jj
N (N j

R)
cN j

R (25)

Now, following U(1)B−3Li and the electroweak symmetry breaking, we find the Dirac and Majorana masses of

the neutrinos

m̃αβ
D =

Y αβ
ν v√
2

, m̃ii
D =

Y ii
ν v√
2

and m̃ii
N =

Y ii
N vΦ√
2

. (26)

Using mD ≡ m̃αβ
D

⊕
m̃ii

D and mN = m̃ii
N

⊕
M̃ jj

N and following the line of Eq. 8, we find that the light neutrino

mass can be generated by the seesaw mechanism resulting flavor mixing. The neutrino mass generation mecha-

nism is not the main motivation of this paper, therefore, we skip detailed discussions on flavor structure of this
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scenario. The scalar potential of this scenario is given exactly by Eq. 18. Following Eq. 5 and the scalar kinetic

term we obtain the Z ′ mass assuming vΦ ≫ v

MZ′ = 6gXvΦ. (27)

The interaction Lagrangian between Z ′ and SM leptons can be written as

Lf = −gX(qiLγ
µQq

Lq
i
L + qiRγ

µQq
Rq

i
R + f i

Lγ
µQℓi

L f
i
L + f i

Rγ
µQℓi

Rf
i
R)Z

′
µ (28)

where Qq
L(R) is left (right) handed charged of the quarks under U(1)B−3Li

scenario whereas Qℓi

L(R) is the

U(1)B−3Li
charge of ith generation left (right) handed SM lepton according to Tab. IV. The partial decay width

of the Z ′ can be written following Eq. 10 where we write the corresponding charges for the quarks and leptons

from Tab. IV. To calculate Γ(Z ′ → qq̄), we consider all the left and right-handed flavors, so that it can be

written as

Γ(Z ′ → qq̄) =
MZ′g2X
36π

[(
1− m2

q

M2
Z′

)
+ 3

m2
q

M2
Z′

]
, (29)

where mq is the corresponding quark mass. In this scenario only one generation of the leptons is charged under

the U(1)B−3Li
gauge group. Hence we derive the partial decay width of Z ′ charged leptons (ℓi

±
), light neutrinos

(νi) and heavy neutrinos (N i) as

Γ(Z ′ → ℓ̄iℓi) =
3MZ′g2X

4π

[(
1−

m2
f

M2
Z′

)
+ 3

m2
f

M2
Z′

]

Γ(Z ′ → νiνi) =
3MZ′g2X

8π

Γ(Z ′ → N i
RN

i
R) =

3MZ′g2X
8π

(
1− 4M i

N
2

M2
Z′

) 3
2

(30)

respectively. Hence we find that Z ′ dominantly decays into leptons in the case of B − 3Li scenario. The

constraint on B − 3Le scenario from LEP-II can be obtained as MZ′/gX > 2.33 TeV comparing the limits on

the effective scales from [172] using e−e+ → ff̄ process for MZ′ >>
√
s following Eqs. 14-16. Following the

same manner prospective bounds at the 250 GeV, 500 GeV and 1 TeV ILC can be estimated MZ′/gX > 16.07

TeV, 27.20 TeV and 45.73 TeV respectively. B−3Lµ and B−3Lτ scenarios can not be constrained using LEP-II

results from e−e+ → ff̄ process because e± has no direct coupling with Z ′ in these cases.

III. THEORY OF NEUTRINO HEATING

In the general U(1) extended and flavored scenarios we found that neutrinos can interact with the electrons. As a

result of the influence of the additional U(1) extension of the SM, the neutrinos interact with the electron through SM

propagators including W , Z bosons and neutral BSM gauge bosons Z ′ as shown in Fig. 2. For νe we have W , Z and Z ′

mediated s, t−channel processes whereas for νµ,τ only Z and Z ′ mediated s−channnel processes will participate. We

also include corresponding interference between the channels. Due to the presence of Z ′, the couplings of neutrino and

electron with Z ′ will carry the general U(1) charges which will be manifested in the analysis. Similarly the flavored

scenarios can also show such interactions depending on the flavor structure. As a result we study such scenarios in

the light of GRB to probe the effect of the Z ′ gauge boson by constraining the plane of the additional U(1) coupling

and Z ′ mass and compare them with existing bounds.
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FIG. 2: Neutrino anti-neutrino scattering processes in SM and BSM scenario induced by Z ′ gauge boson. The

νeν̄e → e−e+ process involves all three contributions from SM (W, Z) and BSM (Z ′) processes whereas

νµ,τ ν̄µ,τ → e−e+ process involves contributions from Z and Z ′ bosons respectively. The Z ′ interaction depends on

the model structure and corresponding U(1) charges.

In the context of a general U(1)X scenario from Fig. 2 we study the νeν̄e → e+e− process and calculate

{σ(νeν̄e → e+e−)} =

{
G2

F

3π
(1 + 4 sin2 θw + 8 sin4 θw) +

g4X
6πM4

Z′

(xH

2
+ xΦ

)2 [(xH

2
+ xΦ

)2
+ (xH + xΦ)

2

]
+

4GF g
2
X

3
√
2πM2

Z′

(xH

2
+ xΦ

)[
sin2 θw

(
3xH

2
+ 2xΦ

)
− 1

2

(xH

2
+ xΦ

)]
+

4GF g
2
X

3
√
2πM2

Z′

(xH

2
+ xΦ

)2}
(EνEν̄ − p⃗ν .p⃗ν̄)

2

(31)

where the first term corresponds to the SM process mediated by the W and Z bosons and the second term corresponds

to the Z ′ mediated process, respectively. The interference between the Z and Z ′ mediated processes is represented

by the third term, and the fourth term represents the interference between W and Z ′ mediated processes. Similarly

from νµ/τ ν̄µ/τ → e+e− process through the Z and Z ′ channels we calculate

{σ(νµ/τ ν̄µ/τ → e+e−)} =

{
G2

F

3π
(1− 4 sin2 θw + 8 sin4 θw) +

g4X
6πM4

Z′

(xH

2
+ xΦ

)2 [(xH

2
+ xΦ

)2
+ (xH + xΦ)

2

]
+

4GF g
2
X

3
√
2πM2

Z′

(xH

2
+ xΦ

)[
sin2 θw

(
3xH

2
+ 2xΦ

)
− 1

2

(xH

2
+ xΦ

)]}
(EνEν̄ − p⃗ν .p⃗ν̄)

2 , (32)

where the first term involves the SM process mediated by the Z boson, the second term stands for the Z ′ mediated

process, and the third term stands for the interference between the Z and Z ′1. In these expressions, θw stands for the

Weinberg angle. In this analysis we consider sin2 θw = 0.23121 which estimates (1 + 4 sin2 θw + 8 sin4 θw) = 2.3525

and (1− 4 sin2 θw + 8 sin4 θw) = 0.592825 respectively. The Fermi constant is GF = 1.663787× 10−5 GeV−2 [1].

The νν̄ → e+e− process can be studied in the context of the other two U(1) extensions. First we consider U(1)xq−τ3
R

1 The analytical expressions for Z′ mediated processes given in Eqs. 31 and 32 do not match with those given in [175] for general U(1)X

scenario.
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model where we calculate the contribution from νeν̄e → e+e− process

{σ(νeν̄e → e+e−)} =
[G2

F

3π
(1 + 4 sin2 θw + 8 sin4 θw) +

g4X9x2

6πM4
Z′

{9x2 + (1− 6x)2}+ (33)

4g2XGF

3
√
2πM2

Z′

(−3x)

{
(−3x)

(
−1

2
+ sin2 θw

)
+ (1− 6x) sin2 θw

}
+

4g2XGF

3
√
2πM2

Z′

9x2
]
(EνEν̄ − p⃗ν .p⃗ν̄)

2

and the contribution from νµ,τ ν̄µ,τ → e+e− process can be calculated as

{σ(νµ/τ ν̄µ/τ → e+e−)} =
[G2

F

3π
(1− 4 sin2 θw + 8 sin4 θw) +

g4X9x2

6πM4
Z′

{9x2 + (1− 6x)2}+

4g2XGF

3
√
2πM2

Z′

(−3x)

{
(−3x)

(
−1

2
+ sin2 θw

)
+ (1− 6x) sin2 θw

}]
(EνEν̄ − p⃗ν .p⃗ν̄)

2 (34)

Now we consider U(1)q+xu model where we calculate the contribution from νeν̄e → e+e− process

{σ(νeν̄e → e+e−)} =
[G2

F

3π
(1 + 4 sin2 θw + 8 sin4 θw) +

g4X
6πM4

Z′

(
1 +

(2 + x)2

9

)
+

4g2XGF

3
√
2πM2

Z′

{(
−1

2
+ sin2 θw

)
+

(2 + x)

3
sin2 θw

}
+

4g2XGF

3
√
2πM2

Z′

]
(EνEν̄ − p⃗ν .p⃗ν̄)

2 (35)

and the contribution from νµ,τ ν̄µ,τ → e+e− process can be calculated as

{σ(νµ/τ ν̄µ/τ → e+e−)} =
[G2

F

3π
(1− 4 sin2 θw + 8 sin4 θw) +

g4X
6πM4

Z′

{
1 +

(2 + x)2

9

}
+

4g2XGF

3
√
2πM2

Z′

{(
−1

2
+ sin2 θw

)
+

(2 + x)

3
sin2 θw

}]
(EνEν̄ − p⃗ν .p⃗ν̄)

2 (36)

We study the Li − Lj scenarios where Le − Lµ and Le − Lτ models manifest the interaction between the Z ′ and the

first generation of lepton. In the context of Le−Lµ model the contribution from the νeν̄e → e+e− process is given by

{σ(νeν̄e → e−e+)} =
[G2

F

3π
(1 + 4 sin2 θw + 8 sin4 θw) +

g4X
3πM4

Z′
+

4GF g
4
X

3
√
2πM2

Z′

(
−1

2
+ 2 sin2 θw

)
+

4GF

3
√
2π

g2X
M2

Z′

]
(EνEν̄ − p⃗ν .p⃗v̄)

2 (37)

where the first term stands for the t-channel and s-channel W , Z mediated process of the SM, the second term

stands for the s channel Z ′ mediated process, the third term stands for the interference between the Z and Z ′

mediated processes and finally, the fourth term represents the interference between the W and Z ′ mediated processes,

respectively. The contribution from the νµν̄µ → e+e− process can be written as

{σ(νµν̄µ → e−e+)} =
[G2

F

3π
(1− 4 sin2 θw +8 sin4 θw)+

g4X
3πM4

Z′
− 4GF g

2
X

3
√
sπM2

Z′

(
−1

2
+ 2 sin2 θw

)]
(EνEν̄ − p⃗ν .p⃗v̄)

2 (38)

where the first term corresponds to the s-channel Z mediated process, the second term corresponds to the Z ′ mediated

s channel process and the third term represents the interference between Z and Z ′ mediated processes, respectively.

We find that in the context of Le − Lτ scenario the νeν̄e → e+e− process will contribute in the same way as it has

been given in Eq. 37. Similarly ντ ν̄τ → e+e− process will contribute in the same way as given in Eq. 38. In the

Lµ−Lτ scenario there is no direct interaction between electron and Z ′, however, the introduction of the kinetic mixing

between Z and Z ′ could make νµ,τ ν̄µ,τ → e−e+ a process possible. The kinetic mixing and higher order processes at

quantum level are not the motivations of this paper, which restricts us to discuss the Lµ − Lτ model.

Studying the B − 3Li scenarios we find that only the B − 3Le counterpart of this class of models contributes to

the νν → e+e− process where only νe flavor will contribute to the BSM process due to the U(1)B−3Le gauge charge.
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The cross-section for the νν̄ → e+e− process in B − 3Lµ and B − 3Lτ cases will be exactly the same as the SM due

to the fact that we do not consider gauge kinetic mixing. Finally, in the case of B − 3Le, we obtain

{σ(νeν̄e → e−e+)} =
[G2

F

3π
(1+4 sin2 θW +8 sin4 θW )+

27g4X
πM4

Z′
+

12GF g
2
X√

2πM2
Z′

(−1

2
+2 sin2 θw)+

12GF g
2
X√

2πM2
Z′

]
(EνEν̄ − p⃗ν .p⃗v̄)

2

(39)

where the first term shows the SM contribution, the second term stands for the s channel Z ′ mediated process, the

thirst term represents the interference between Z and Z ′, whereas the fourth term represents the interference between

Z ′ and W bosons, respectively.

A. Neutrino Trajectory in a general metric

The line element in a general space-time metric with an off-diagonal tϕ element is given by

ds2 = gtt dt
2 + grr dr2 + gθθ dθ2 + gϕϕ dϕ2 + 2gtϕ dt dϕ (40)

Since neutrinos are extremely light, for simplicity, we consider them as massless particles. We also restrict the

dynamics to a plane with θ = π/2 . The null geodesic equation for a massless particle is then given by

gtt ṫ
2 + grr ṙ2 + gϕϕ ϕ̇2 + 2gtϕ ϕ̇ṫ = 0 (41)

The Lagrangian of a massless particle is given by L = 1
2gµν ẋ

µẋν and the generalized momenta can be derived as

follows,

pt =
∂L
∂ṫ

= gtt ṫ+ gtϕ ϕ̇ = −E, pr =
∂L
∂ṙ

= grr ṙ, pϕ =
∂L
∂ϕ̇

= gϕϕ ϕ̇+ gtϕ ṫ = L (42)

where E and L are the energy and angular momentum of the neutrino. Eq. 42 can be simultaneously solved to obtain

ϕ̇ and ṫ as

ṫ =
L gtϕ + E gϕϕ
g2tϕ − gtt gϕϕ

, ϕ̇ =
L gtt + E gtϕ
gtt gϕϕ − g2tϕ

. (43)

The Hamiltonian of the neutrino is given by 2H = −E ṫ + L ϕ̇ + grr ṙ
2 = δ where δ = 0 for null geodesics under

consideration. Solving the Hamilonian equation for ṙ2 we get

ṙ2 =
L2gtt + E (2L gtϕ + Egϕϕ)

grr

(
g2tϕ − gtt gϕϕ

) (44)

Dividing ṙ2 by ϕ̇2 obtained from Eqs. 44 and 43, respectively, we obtain

(
dr

dϕ

)2

=

(
g2tϕ − gtt gϕϕ

) (
L2 gtt + E (2L gtϕ + E gϕϕ)

)
grr (L gtt + E gtϕ)

2 (45)

The local tetrad is defined by the equation eµa gµν eνb = ηab where ηab is the Minkowski metric. The local tetrad can

be expressed in terms of the metric components as

eµi =


√

g2
tϕ

gθθ
− gtt 0 0 0

0
√
grr 0 0

0 0
√
gθθ 0

gtϕ√
gθθ

0 0
√
gθθ

 (46)



16

Hence the angle θ between trajectory and tangent vector to the trajectory in terms of radial (V r) and longitudinal

(V ϕ) components of velocity can be written as

tan θ =
e1rV

r

e3ϕV
ϕ + e3t

=
e1r

e3ϕ +
e3t
V ϕ

(
dr

dϕ

)
(47)

where V ϕ = ϕ̇/ṫ. Finally using Eqs. 45 and 47, we eliminate dr/dϕ to obtain

tan θ =

√√√√√gθθ

(
g2tϕ − gttgϕϕ

)
(b2 gtt + 2b gtϕ + gϕϕ)(

−b gθθ gtt + bg2tϕ + gtϕ (gϕϕ − gθθ)
)

2
(48)

where we have defined the impact parameter b = L
E . In further analysis Eq. 48 will be used to calculate the trajectory

of neutrino in different space-time. Now consider the four velocity of a particle near the source as uµ = (ut, 0, 0, uϕ).

We also define the relation, Ω = dϕ
dt = uϕ

ut where Ω is the rotation velocity of the source in consideration. Therefore

the four velocity becomes uµ = (ut, 0, 0,Ω ut). Using the normalization condition of four velocity (uµu
µ = 1) we

obtain

ut = (gtt +Ω2 gϕϕ + 2Ω gtϕ)
−1/2 (49)

Defining the frequency of a massless particle observed by a distant observer as ω = uµ dxµ

dλ = uµgµν
dxν

dλ where λ is

some affine parameter along the trajectory of the massless particle. For a neutrino emitted from r = θ = constant we

have

ω =
−E +ΩL

(gtt +Ω2 gϕϕ + 2Ω gtϕ)
1/2

(50)

using Eq. 42. Therefore the red-shift factor including the red-shift from rotation is written as

z̃(r) =
(
gtt +Ω2 gϕϕ + 2Ωgtϕ

)1/2
(51)

where Ω is responsible for the rotational red-shift.

B. Energy deposition rate from νν̄ → e+e− processes

Following [35] due to Lorentz invariance, we define the quantity

{σ(νν̄ → e+e−)} = (σ|vν − vν̄ |)EνEν̄ = σ(νν̄ → e+e−)(EνEν̄ − p⃗ν .p⃗ν̄)
2. (52)

where σ(νν̄ → e+e−) is the symbolic neutrino annihilation cross section into electron-positron pair in the center of

mass frame, Eν(ν̄) and p⃗ν(ν̄) are the energy and three momenta of neutrino (anti-neutrino), respectively. We evaluate

the rate of energy deposition in two different ways where the input parameter changes. The two different input

parameters in consideration are: (i) luminosity of the neutrino observed at r = ∞ (L∞
ν ), i.e., luminosity at the

observer frame and (ii) local temperature of the neutrinosphere (Tν):

(i) Input parameter L∞
ν : The rate of energy deposition per unit volume from these processes can be calculated as

[35]

q̇(r) =

∫
d3p⃗ν d3p⃗ν̄ fν(p⃗ν , r⃗) fν̄(p⃗ν̄ , r⃗) {σ(νν̄ → e+e−)} Eν + Eν̄

EνEν̄
(53)

where fν(p⃗ν , r⃗) is the Fermi-Dirac distribution function given by fν = 2
(2π)3

1
(eEν/kBT+1)

. Taking into account the

energy factor from Eq. 52 and writing p⃗ν(ν̄) = Eν(ν̄)Ω̂ν(ν̄), we get d3p⃗ν(ν̄) = E2
ν(ν̄)dEν(ν̄)dΩ̂ν(ν̄) in the direction

of the solid angle. Evaluating the energy integral [39], one gets∫
dEν dEν̄ fν(Eν) fν̄(Eν̄)E

3
νE

3
ν̄(Eν + Eν̄) =

21(kBT )
9ζ(5)

128π2
(54)
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where kB is the Boltzmann constant, T stands for the neutrino and antineutrino temperatures. The an-

gular integration can be written as Θ =
∫
dΩνdΩν̄(1 − ΩνΩν̄)

2 where Ω is a unit vector. Taking Ω =

(µ,
√
1− µ2 cosϕ,

√
1− µ2 sinϕ) and defining dΩ = dµ dϕ and µ = sin θ, the angular integral evaluates to

Θ = 2π2

3 (1− x)4(x2 + 4x+ 5), where x = sin θ could be obtained from Eq. 48.

Taking the red-shift into account, we relate the temperature and luminosity of neutrinos at the neutrinosphere

(Rν) to those for an observer away from the source in the following way

Tν(r) =
z̃(Rν)

z̃(r)
Tν(Rν) and L∞

ν = z̃(Rν)
2Lν(Rν). (55)

Assuming black-body emission we can write the luminosity of neutrinos at neutrinosphere Lν(Rν) in terms of

Tν(Rν) as

Lν(Rν) = 4πR2
ν

7

16
aT 4

ν (Rν) (56)

where a is the radiation constant. Using Eqs. 55 and 56 we obtain

T 9
ν (r) =

z̃(Rν)
9/2

z̃(r)9
(L∞

ν )9/4
(
7

4
πa

)−9/4

R−9/2
ν (57)

The above relations allow us to estimate the energy deposition rate in SM where there are only W and Z

mediated processes. Therefore we get the cross sections for different flavors as

σ(νeν̄e → e+e−) =

[
G2

F

3π
(1 + 4 sin2 θw + 8 sin4 θw)

]
σ(νµ/τ ν̄µ/τ → e+e−) =

[
G2

F

3π
(1− 4 sin2 θw + 8 sin4 θw)

]
. (58)

Then the energy2 deposition rate in the case of SM in a Newtonian background for the νiν̄i → e+e− process is

given by

Q̇N
L∞

νi
=

∫ ∞

1

y2dy
28π

64
(kB)

9ζ(5)

[
G2

F

3π
(1± 4 sin2 θw + 8 sin4 θw)

]
× (L∞

ν )9/4
(
7

4
πa

)−9/4

R−3/2
ν × (1− xN )4(x2

N + 4xN + 5) (59)

where we have defined r = yRν and xN = sin θN =
√
1− 1

y2 is the trajectory equation for a neutrino emitted

tangentially (θ = 0) from the neutrinosphere in a Newtonian background. Here i denotes the generations of

neutrinos. In Eq. 59 the contribution from ‘plus (minus)’ sign comes due to νe(µ,τ). Adding up the contributions

from three generations of neutrinos and performing integration over y we find the energy deposition rate as

Q̇N
L∞

ν
=

28π

192
(kB)

9ζ(5)

[
G2

F

3π
(3− 4 sin2 θw + 24 sin4 θw)

]
× (L∞

ν )9/4
(
7

4
πa

)−9/4

R−3/2
ν . (60)

Here we consider ∆t as the timescale of neutrino energy deposition to be approximately 1s for a typical neutrino

burst mechanism [35]. In further analyses, we consider L∞
ν = 1053 erg/s and Rν = 20 km. Now we define the

quantity IL∞
ν

which defines the enhancement for metric with respect to the Newtonian case as follows

IL∞
ν

=
Q̇GR

L∞
νi

Q̇N
L∞

νi

=

∫∞
1

y2dy
√
grr(r)z̃(Rν)

9/2z̃(r)−9(xGR − 1)4(x2
GR + 4xGR + 5)∫∞

1
y2dy(xN − 1)4(x2

N + 4xN + 5)
(61)

2 The total energy deposition rate over the whole volume is then given by Q̇ =
∫∞
Rν

√
det gij drdθdϕ q̇(r) where q̇(r) is defined in Eq. 53.
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In the expression given in Eq.61 for the energy deposition rate from a neutrino νi under a given metric back-

ground, the cross-section and constants cancel out from the numerator and denominator. This results in an

expression that provides the enhancement of the energy deposition rate coming purely from the metric under

consideration, relative to the Newtonian metric.

(ii) Input parameter Tν : The reaction rate of neutrinos per unit volume [176] is given by

d2N

dtdV
=

∫
nν(Eν)nν̄(Eν̄)E

3
νE

3
ν̄dEνdEν̄

∫
dΩνdΩν̄σ(νν → e+e−)(1− Ω⃗ν · Ω⃗ν̄)

2 (62)

where we define the number density as n(Eν(ν̄)) =
2

(2π)3
1

1+exp(Eν(ν̄)/kBT ) following the Fermi-Dirac statistics and

it is conserved along the neutrino trajectory. In this case, the total energy deposition rate of the neutrinos can

be obtained by multiplying Eq. 62 by (E0ν + E0ν̄), where the E0ν(ν̄) is the energy of the (anti)neutrino in an

observer frame at infinity. Now evaluating the angular integral and energy integral over E0ν(ν̄) for an observer

at infinity, we find the density of the energy deposition rate as

dQ̇νi

dV
=

σ(νiν̄i → e+e−)
g00(r)4

2π2

3
(xGR − 1)2(x2

GR + 4xGR + 5)
21(kBTeff )

9

128π2
ζ(5)z̃(Rν)

9 (63)

where xGR is the trajectory function corresponding to some background metric. Here we used the Riemann zeta

function ζ(5) = 1.03693. In Eq. 63, Teff is the effective temperature of (anti)neutrino and this can be defined

as Teff = T0

z̃(Rν)
with T0 being the (anti)neutrino temperature observed at infinity. Integrating over the volume

element
√−g d3x we obtain the energy deposition rate as

Q̇νi
= σ(νiν̄i → e+e−)ζ(5)z̃(Rν)

9 21(kBTeff )
9

128π2

∫
drdθdϕ

√−g
1

z̃(r)8
2π2

3
(xGR − 1)2(x2

GR + 4xGR + 5). (64)

where g is the determinant of the metric. Hence calculating the energy deposition rate from neutrinos for SM

in a Newtonian background we obtain

Q̇νi
= σ(νiν̄i → e+e−)ζ(5)

21(kBTeff )
9

128π2
R3

ν

8π3

9
. (65)

We show a single-generation case in Eqs. 63-65 from which the three-generation case can simply be obtained by

summing up the contribution from each generation of the neutrinos. Similar to Eq. 61, we define a quantity in

which Tν is an input parameter

ITν
=

Q̇GR
Tνi

Q̇N
Tνi

=

∫∞
1

y2dy
√−detg z̃9(Rν)z̃

−8(r)(xGR − 1)4(x2
GR + 4xGR + 5)∫∞

1
y2dy(xN − 1)4(x2

N + 4xN + 5)
(66)

where xGR is the trajectory function for any metric, Q̇N
Tνi

and Q̇GR
Tνi

are the energy deposition rate from neutrino

νi in Newtonian and some metric backgrounds respectively. In further analysis, we will take L∞
ν as the input

parameter.

C. Estimation of energy deposition rates in SM and BSM

To estimate the energy deposition rates in terms of the SM and BSM we first consider the effect of a definite

metric background. Therefore to perform the analysis we consider the effects from SM and BSM. In our case, BSM

contributions come from the Z ′ mediated scenarios. As a result, comparing with the enhancement factor, we would

be able to constrain the Z ′ mass and general U(1) coupling involved in the analyses. To do that we consider three

scenarios: (i) Schwarzschild (Sc), (ii) Hartle-Thorne (HT) and (iii) modified gravity models in the following:
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(i) Schwarzschild metric: The Schwarzschild metric is given by

gtt = −
(
1− 2

M

r

)
; grr =

(
1− 2

M

r

)−1

; gθθ = r2; gϕϕ = r2 sin2 θ (67)

and using this metric components we can find the energy deposition rate for the neutrinos to be

Q̇νi =

∫ ∞

1

y2dy
√
grr(r)

7π

16
(kB)

9ζ(5)σνiν̄i

z̃9/2(Rν)

z̃9(r)
(L∞

ν )9/4
(
7

4
πa

)−9/4

R−3/2
ν (xSch − 1)4(x2

Sch + 4xSch + 5)

(68)

where z̃ comes from Eq. 51 with Ω = 0 in this case. We have used Eq. 47 in the above expression where the

trajectory function xSch of the neutrinos in the Schwarzchild background can be defined as

xSch = (sin θ)
Sch

=

√
(p− 2) y3 − p y + 2

(p− 2) y3
(69)

where p and y are dimensionless quantities defined as p = Rν/M and y = r/Rν . Here Rν is the radius of

the neutrinosphere, M is the mass of the object, the source of the GRB. If σνiν̄i
involves the SM contribution,

then Eq. 68 is denoted as Q̇SM
ν summing over the contributions of three generations of neutrinos. When σνiν̄i

involves the effects from both SM and BSM, combining three generations of the neutrinos we write Eq. 68 as

QBSM
ν where ‘BSM’ stands for the U(1) extensions of the SM considered in this work.

(ii) Hartle-Thorne (HT) metric (Dipole approximation): Considering the dipole approximation and ignoring the

higher order terms, the HT metric is given by

gtt = −
(
1− 2

M

r
− J2

r4

)
, grr =

(
1− 2

M

r
− J2

r4

)−1(
1− 5

J2

r4

)
, gθθ = r2, gϕϕ = r2 sin2 θ, gtϕ = −2

J

r
sin2 θ.

(70)

Using these metric components and Eq. 51, we find the energy deposition rate for the neutrinos to be

Q̇νi
=

∫ ∞

1

y2dy
√
grr(r)

7π

16
(kB)

9ζ(5)σνiν̄i

z̃9/2(Rν)

z̃9(r)
(L∞

ν )9/4
(
7

4
πa

)−9/4

R−3/2
ν (xHTD − 1)4(x2

HTD + 4xHTD + 5)

(71)

where xHTD is, using Eq. 47, the trajectory function of the neutrinos for HT metric defined as

xHTD =

√
1− (p2 − 2 j)

2
(j2 (p y − 3) + p3y3 (2− p y))

(j2(p− 3)− (p− 2) p3) (p2 y3 − 2j)
2 (72)

with p and j dimensionless quantities defined as p = Rν/M and j = J/M2. Here Rν is the radius of the

neutrinosphere, M is the gravitational mass of the source and J is the angular momentum of the source,

respectively. If σνiν̄i
involves only the contribution from the SM then Eq. 71 denotes Q̇SM

ν summing over three

generations of neutrinos and when σνiν̄i involves the effects from both SM and BSM, combining three generations

of the neutrinos we write Eq. 71 as Q̇BSM
ν where ‘BSM’ stands for the U(1) extensions of the SM considered in

this work.

Using the energy deposition rates for Schwarzchild and HT metrics, we define a quantity
IL∞

ν

ITν
by taking the ratio

of Eqs. 61 and 66. Doing that we find the comparison between the two approaches based on the luminosity at

the observer (L∞
ν ) at an infinite distance and the local temperature of the neutrinosphere (Tν). According to the

case involving Schwarzschild metric
I∞
Lν

ITν
> 1, however, the case with HT metric gives

I∞
Lν

ITν
< 1 for R

M > 5.21 and

the dependence on the dimensionless quantity J
M2 is weak for case of HT metric. In addition to being different

by a scaling factor, the method based on L∞
ν does not depend on the local physics of the GRB and therefore, we
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FIG. 3: In the left pane we show the comparison between two approaches of enhancement calculations using

luminosity at infinite distance (L∞
ν ) and local temperature of neutrinosphere (Tν) as a function of R

M . In the right

pane we show the comparison between Schwarzchild and HT metrics using the I∞
ν as a function of R

M . In both

cases, HT case has been presented for different J
M2 values to study its dependency.

use this method in our analyses. Now in the right panel of Fig. 3 we further investigate the effect of Schwarzchild

and HT metric using Eq. 61. We find that the quantity IL∞
ν

decreases with R
M irrespective of the metric. For

HT metric, the dependence on J
M2 becomes stronger for R

M < 8 and for R
M > 8, the quantity IL∞

ν
< 1. The

probability for neutrinos to interact reduces due to the effect of angular momentum, in addition there is also

a rotational red-shift present as a result of non zero off diagonal element in the metric. The combined effect

makes the quantity IL∞
ν

in HT case lower than that of the Schwarzschild case irrespective of R/M .

(iii) Modified gravity models: We consider two modified gravity models to compare the enhancements with the

Schwarzchild and HT cases. For example, the modified gravity scenarios are (a) Born Infeld generalization of

Reissner-Nordstörm (BIRN) and (b) Charged Galileon (CG). We describe these moldes below:

(a) Born Infeld generalization of Reissner-Nordstörm: The BIRN solution describes the non-linear generaliza-

tion of the Reiner-Nordstörm solution characterized by mass (M), charge (Q) and Born-Infeld parameter

(b) of the object under consideration which are related to the magnitude of the magnetic field coupled to

the gravty at r = 0. As a result the BIRN solution reduces to the usual Reissner-Nordstörm asymptotically.

The corresponding action is given by

S =

∫
d4x

√−g

(
1

16π
R+ L

)
(73)

where R is the Ricci scalar and L symbolizes the electromagnetic part of the action satisfying the invariants

of the EM field [66]. The line element in this case is then given by

ds2 = −f(r,Q, b)dt2 + f(r,Q, b)−1dr2 + r2dΩ2 (74)

where

f(r,Q, b) = 1− 2M

r
+

2

3
b2r2

(
1−

√
1 +

Q2

b2r4

)
+

2Q2

3r

√
b

Q
F

(
arccos

br2/Q− 1

br2/Q+ 1
,
1√
2

)
,

F (β, k) =

∫ ∞

β

(1− k2 sin2 s)−1/2ds (75)
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and F (β, k) is the Legendre elliptic function. Since the trajectory function is quite lengthy for this metric,

we do not provide it here. Hence the energy deposition rate can be calculated using the same methods as

it is done in case of Schwarzschild metric as shown in previous section using Eq. 48.

(b) Charged Galileon: The CG solutions correspond to a subclass of Horndeski theories [67]. There exists a

non minimal coupling between the scalar and gravity. In this case the action takes the form

S =
1

16π

∫
d4x

√−g

(
R− 1

4
FµµF

µν + βGµν∇µϕ∇νϕ− η∂µϕ∂
µϕ − γ

2
∇µϕ∇νϕ

(
FµσF

σ
ν − gµν

4
FαβFαβ

))
(76)

where ϕ is the gauge field and Gµν∇µϕ∇νϕ represents the non minimal coupling between gravity and scalar

field. The term proportional to γ represents the coupling between stress tensor of gauge field with scalar

field. Solving the field equation and imposing spherical symmetry, we can get the line element following

[177] as

ds2 = −fdt2 + f−1dr2 + r2dΩ2, f = 1− 2M

r
+

ηr2

3β
+ γ

(Q2 + P 2)

4βr2
(77)

Since η/3β = −Λ, taking η < 0, γ, β > 0 and redefining γ(Q2 +P 2)/4β = M2q, the function f(r) becomes

f(r,M,Λ, q) = 1− 2M

r
− Λr2 +M2 q

r2
. (78)

Here M is the mass of the object under consideration, (Q, q) are related to the electric charge of the object

under consideration and Λ is the cosmological constant. In the following analysis, we consider Λ = 0 since

the metric is not flat asymptotically with a non-zero Λ and thus we restrict ourselves to variation of the

parameter q. The CG metric reduces to the Schwarzschild metric in the case of Λ = 0, q = 0. Hence the

energy deposition rate can be calculated using the same methods as it is done in the case of Schwarzschild

metric as shown in the previous section using Eq. 48.

To infer bounds on MZ′/gX , we use the energy deposition rate calculated from various metrics and the following

expression

Q̇GR
BSM ≤ Q̇obs − Q̇GR

SM (79)

where the left-hand side denotes the BSM contribution from Z ′ and its interference with W and Z bosons while

on the right-hand side, we have the observed energy deposition rate minus the SM contribution. GR stands for the

metric under consideration. To estimate Q̇obs, we use the brightest GRB event named GRB 221009A [59] whose

isotropic energy was Eγ,iso ≃ 1.2× 1055 erg [178–183]. The true energy can be calculated using the relation given by

Etrue = (1 − cos θj)Eγ,iso [184], where θj for GRB221009A is 1.5
◦
[59]. Using Q̇obs = Etrue/t, we get the observed

energy deposition rate to be 4× 1051erg/s where t = 1s is the time frame within which neutrinos deposit the energy

[35]. In cases where Q̇GR
SM is within 10% of Q̇obs, we estimate bounds by requiring Q̇GR

BSM ≤ σ, where σ is the

observational uncertainty. We take σ ≃ 0.1(0.01) Q̇obs for 10%(1%) uncertainty, respectively.

Using Eq. 79 we can calculate Q̇GR
BSM/SM following the framework given in Eq. 68 for different cases of Schwarzchild,

HT, BIRN and CG. We show the estimated bounds on the ratio of the energy deposition rates (Q̇GR
BSM/Q̇GR

SM ) from

Eq. 79 with respect to MZ′/gX represented by different horizontal colored straight lines in Fig. 4 for different metric

and different U(1) charges. We compute the same directly estimating the energy deposition rates for BSM and SM

scenarios under a particular metric background being represented by different curved lines in Fig. 4 for different U(1)

charges. If the horizontal lines move downwards, the effect is dominated by the corresponding metric and moving

upward shows enhancement by the BSM scenarios.

The cross-over between the horizontal and curved lines shows bounds on MZ′/gX for different U(1) models and

metric parameters. Since the metric-dependant part cancels out in Q̇GR
BSM/Q̇GR

SM , these curved lines represent the ratio
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Q̇obs = 4× 1051 erg Q̇obs = 4× 1051 erg Q̇obs = 4× 1051 erg Q̇obs = 4× 1051 erg

(Modified Gravity) (Modified Gravity)

MZ′/gX(GeV) MZ′/gX(GeV) MZ′/gX(GeV) MZ′/gX(GeV)

U(1)X
R
M

Sc
= 3.67 R

M

Sc
= 5 R

M

CG
= 3.5,q = 0.3,I = 0.0 R

M

CG
= 5,q = 0.3, I = 0.

xH = 2 1999.16(6013.49) 726.455 2003.79(6028.71) 701.488

xH = 1 1430.2(4294.8) 522.041 1433.5(4305.66) 504.179

xH = 0 855.208(2552.6) 316.951 857.161(2559.05) 306.264

xH = −1 257.075(633.401) 118.529 257.523(634.841) 115.18

R
M

HT
= 3, J

M2 = 0.37 R
M

HT
= 5, J

M2 = 0.37 R
M

BIRN
= 3, b

M
= 0.5 R

M

BIRN
= 5, b

M
= 0.5

xH = 2 2006.79(6038.55) 489.047 2001.54(6021.3) 651.935

xH = 1 1435.64(4312.68) 351.975 1431.89(4300.37) 468.711

xH = 0 858.423(2563.21) 214.773 856.21(2555.91) 285.015

xH = −1 257.813(635.772) 84.6959 257.305(634.14) 108.397

U(1)q+xu
R
M

Sc
= 3.67 R

M

Sc
= 5 R

M

CG
= 3.5, q = 0.3, I = 0.0 R

M

CG
= 5,q = 0.3, I = 0.0

x = 2 953.466(2863.2) 348.028 955.667(2870.44) 336.119

x = 1 855.208(2552.6) 316.951 857.161(2559.05) 306.264

x = 0 747.818(2200.3) 285.967 749.482(2205.83) 276.599

x = −1 631.473(1785.0) 257.742 632.789(1789.42) 249.753

x = −2 514.149(1266.8) 237.058 515.046(1269.68) 230.36

R
M

HT
= 3, J

M2 = 0.37 R
M

HT
= 5, J

M2 = 0.37 R
M

BIRN
= 3, b

M
= 0.5 R

M

BIRN
= 5, b

M
= 0.5

x = 2 957.09(2875.12) 234.65 954.596(2866.92) 312.474

x = 1 858.423(2563.21) 214.773 856.21(2555.91) 285.015

x = 0 750.559(2209.4) 195.638 748.672(2203.14) 257.921

x = −1 633.64(1792.27) 179.399 632.148(1787.27) 233.735

x = −2 515.625(1271.54) 169.392 514.61(1268.28) 216.795

U(1)B−3Le
R
M

Sc
= 3.67 R

M

Sc
= 5 R

M

CG
= 3.5, q = 0.3, I = 0.0 R

M

CG
= 5,q = 0.3, I = 0.0

2556.20(7931.37) 828.27 2562.48 (7951.61) 795.86
R
M

HT
= 3, J

M2 = 0.37 R
M

HT
= 5, J

M2 = 0.37 R
M

BIRN
= 3, b

M
= 0.5 R

M

BIRN
= 5, b

M
= 0.5

2566.55(7964.7) 529.94 2559.42(7941.46) 732.16

U(1)Le−Lµ
R
M

Sc
= 3.67 R

M

Sc
= 5 R

M

CG
= 3.5, q = 0.3, I = 0.0 R

M

CG
= 5, q = 0.3, I = 0.0

882.75(2700.2) 304.5 8884.86(2706.88) 293.41
R
M

HT
= 3, J

M2 = 0.37 R
M

HT
= 5, J

M2 = 0.37 R
M

BIRN
= 3, b

M
= 0.5 R

M

BIRN
= 5, b

M
=0.5

886.23(2711.32) 200.92 883.83(2703.54) 271.58

TABLE V: Bounds on MZ′/gX of different U(1) scenarios depending on general U(1) charges for Schwarzchild, HT,

BIRN and CG cases respectively. Due to the leptonic charge assignments Le − Lτ limits will be same as Le − Lµ.

of total BSM cross-section and SM cross section and thus always reach 1 asymptotically in MZ′/gX . The estimated

bounds with 10% uncertainty are shown in Tab. V. Bounds on MZ′/gX become stronger with a lower R/M ratio

compared to a higher R/M ratio. In addition to that, we give results with 1% uncertainty for the lower R/M ratio

in Tab. V as prospective cases.

Note that in the case of U(1)X scenario we find that for xH = −2 there is no coupling between left-handed lepton
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doublet and Z ′. Therefore we do not find any bound for xH = −2 in U(1)X . Therefore in this case we consider

xH = −1, 0, 1 and 2 respectively where xH = 0 is the B−L case. However, in case of U(1)q+xu scenario we consider

xH = −2, −1, 0, 1 and 2 respectively where xH = 1 is the B−L case. In U(1)q+xu scenario left-handed lepton doublet

always couples with Z ′. In the case of the flavored scenarios we consider B − 3Le case where electron neutrino is

involved, similarly, we consider Le − Lµ case because first and second-generation leptons are charged under the U(1)

gauge group. The same thing happens in the case of Le − Lτ scenario where first and third-generation leptons are

charged under the U(1) gauge group. Therefore in the case of flavored scenarios, GRB contributes in those cases

where Z ′ couples with electron. Corresponding bounds are shown in Tab. V.

In Fig. 4 we show perpendicular lines which are the LEP-II bounds on MZ′/gX for different U(1) charges depending

on the models and these are obtained from Tab. II considering MZ′ >>
√
s. As a result, LEP-II does not affect the

bounds obtained from GRB directly. However, limits can be estimated on MZ′/gX from LEP-II which will constrain

the U(1) couplings for MZ′ >
√
s. Therefore the perpendicular lines resemble indirect bounds on varying Q̇GR

BSM/Q̇GR
SM

for a fixed MZ′/gX . In this analysis, we consider the large VEV scenario for different U(1) scenarios, as a result,

the quantity MZ′/2gX reduces to the VEV of the general U(1) theory. Therefore we will further utilize only such

MZ′/gX values from Tab. V which will satisfy this condition to estimate constraints on gX −MZ′ plane for different

U(1) charges depending on the model.

IV. NEUTRINO-DM SCATTERING FROM COSMIC BLAZARS AND AGN

To investigate neutrino-DM interaction in general U(1) extension of SM, we extend models with potential DM

candidates. In this paper, we separately consider three alternative types of DM candidates: (i) scalar, (ii) Dirac and

(iii) Majorana. We explain these aspects for U(1)X , U(1)q+xu, Li − Lj and B − 3Li scenarios in the following:

(i) Scalar DM: We introduce a potential complex scalar DM candidate in general U(1)X model where a complex

scalar field Φ1 = {1, 1, 0, Qχ} can be introduced in the model with an odd Z2 parity where remaining particles

are even under Z2 transformation 3. Due to this fact, Φ1 interacts with the other fields of the model through

Z ′. This complex scalar field can interact with the scalar sector through the potential in the following way

V ⊃ λminx1(H
†H)(Φ∗

1Φ1) + λminx2(Φ
†Φ)(Φ∗

1Φ1). (80)

We assume λmix1,2
to be very small in the line of scalar mixing considered in Eq. 4 taken to be small. Like the

U(1)X scenario, the complex scalar DM will act exactly in the same way in U(1)qx+u, U(1)B−3Li
and Li − Lj

scenarios. The interaction between complex scalar DM, Z ′ and neutrinos is described in the following way

Lscalar
DM = QχgXZ ′

µ

{
Φ∗

1(∂µΦ1)− (∂µΦ
∗
1)Φ1

}
+m2

DMΦ∗
1Φ1 + gXQℓνLγ

µνLZ
′
µ. (81)

where Qχ in the first term is the general U(1) charge of the potential complex scalar DM candidate, the second

term represents the mass of the complex scalar DM where mDM is the DM mass and Qℓ is the general U(1)

charge of the neutrinos representing the third term following Eq. 9, respectively. Using these facts we estimate

the differential scattering cross section for the ν−DM scattering in t−channel mediated by Z ′ gauge boson in

the laboratory frame as, see Fig. 5,

dσ

dE′
ν

=
g4XQ2

ℓQ
2
χ

8π

mDM

E2
ν

(2EνE
′
ν −mDM(Eν − E′

ν)

{M2
Z′ + 2 mDM(Eν − E′

ν)}2
(82)

where Qℓ depends on the general U(1) scenario for a neutrino with incoming and outgoing energies Eν and E′
ν

respectively.

3 Alternatively the stability of the DM may be guaranteed by (accidental) remnant discrete symmetry from U(1) [104–107].
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FIG. 5: Neutrino-DM scattering in t−channel mediated by Z ′ boson in laboratory frame and DM represents either

of complex scalar, Majorana and Dirac type particle.

In case of U(1)X scenario, considering xΦ = 1 we find that Qℓ = (−xH

2 −1). For xH = −2, there is no interaction

between νL and Z ′ which is U(1)R case. In this case we consider gauge kinetic mixing to be extremely small

due to simplicity. Now, considering xH = −1 we find Qℓ = − 1
2 . In addition to that for xH = 0, Qℓ = −1 which

represents the B−L case. In U(1)q+xu scenario we find the DM charge as −1 and the charge of the neutrino is

−1, too. These charges can be obtained from Tab. I. The charges are the same for three generations of neutrinos.

On the other hand, we consider flavored Z ′ cases where we have Li −Lj scenario, one of the neutrino charges is

+1 and the other one is −1, where the third flavor is not charged under U(1)Li−Lj
gauge group. The detained

particle content without DM candidate is given in Tab. III. However, from Eq. 82 we find dσ
dE′

ν
is dependent on

Q2
ℓ therefore sign of Qℓ does not affect the analysis. There is another flavored Z ′ scenario which is known as

B − 3Li case. In this scenario ith generation neutrino has a charge of −3 under U(1)B−3Li
gauge group while

the remaining two generations of the neutrinos are uncharged. We mention that complex scalar DM candidate

in flavored scenario will follow Eqs. 81 and 82 respectively. The gauge coupling could be allowed validating the

perturbative limit as gX |Qχ| <
√
4π.

(ii) Majorana DM: An interesting alternative of a potential DM candidate is Majorana fermion which can be

introduced in the context of general U(1) extension of the SM where we have three generations of RHNs. In this

case, we simply use Z2 parity for the content of the fields, where one generation of the RHNs is odd under Z2 but

the remaining fields in the model are Z2 even ensuring the stability of the potential DM candidate. Following

this framework we consider N3
R as a potential DM candidate while neutrino mass and flavor mixing are governed

by the remaining two generations of the RHNs, N1,2
R . Depending on the gauge structure DM interacts with the

SM sector through Z ′ considering the contribution from scalar to be small due to the smallness of λ′. Following

the gauge structure, we write the interaction Lagrangian of the DM candidate and neutrinos from Eqs. 2 and 9

in the following way

−LMajorana
DM1

= {Y 3
NΦ(N3

R)
cN3

R + h.c.}+ gXQχN
3γµγ5PRN

3Z ′
µ + gXQℓνLγ

µνLZ
′
µ (83)

where the first term generates the DM mass after general U(1) breaking, the second term represents the Z ′−DM

interaction applying xΦ = 1 and the third term represents the general U(1) interaction between neutrino and
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Z ′. Qℓ is the general U(1) charge of νL. We estimate the ν−DM differential scattering in t− channel mediated

by Z ′ gauge boson in laboratory frame, see Fig. 5,

dσ

dE′
ν

=
g4XQ2

ℓQ
2
χ

8π

mDM

E2
ν

(E2
ν + E′

ν
2
+mDM(Eν − E′

ν))

{M2
Z′ + 2 mDM(Eν − E′

ν)}2
(84)

where incoming and outgoing neutrino energies are Eν and E′
ν , respectively. In the U(1)X scenario, Qχ =

xΦ = −1 and Qℓ is the general U(1) charge of neutrinos which can be obtained from Tab. I. We find that

Qℓ = (−xH

2 −1) which further reduces to U(1)R case for xH = −2 having no interaction between νL and Z ′. For

simplicity we consider gauge kinetic mixing to be extremely small. Taking xH = −1 we find Qℓ = − 1
2 , whereas

for xH = 0 we obtain Qℓ = −1 which is the B−L case. The neutrino charge in U(1)q+xu scenario is −1, and if

we consider x = 1, then DM charge in this context will be Qχ = −4+x
3 = −1. These charges can be obtained

from Tab. I. The charges are the same for three generations of neutrinos.

In this context we point out another interesting aspect which follows the same framework of the general U(1)X

scenario as shown in Tab. I, there are two Higgs doublets which are differently charged under U(1)X gauge group

which protects the second Higgs doublet (H2 = {1, 2,− 1
2 ,−xH

2 + 3}) from any direct interaction with the SM

fermions. After solving the gauge and mixed gauge-gravity anomalies we find that the U(1)X charge assignments

of the three generations of RHNs follow a different pattern where first two generations have (−4,−4) charge

(N1,2
R = {1, 1, 0,−4}) and the third generation has 5 charge N3

R = {1, 1, 0, Qχ = 5}. The third generation RHN

can be considered as a potential DM candidate and we do not need an additional Z2 symmetry in this case.

The U(1)X charge assignment of the SM fermions are exactly same as the U(1)X case mentioned in Tab. I

with xΦ = 1. In this model we introduce three SM singlet scalar fields Φ(A,B,C) = {1, 1, 0, (8,−10,−3)}. The

corresponding interactions relevant to the DM sector is given below

−LMajorana
DM2

= {Y 3
NΦB(N3

R)
cN3

R + h.c.}+ 5gXN3γµγ5PRN
3Z ′

µ + gXQℓνLγ
µνLZ

′
µ (85)

where the first term generates the DM mass after general U(1) breaking, the second term represents the Z ′−DM

interaction, and the third term represents the general U(1) interaction between ν and Z ′. Here Qℓ is the general

U(1) charge of νL. In this scenario N1,2
R will participate in neutrino mass generation mechanism after the U(1)X

symmetry breaking 4. We estimate the ν−DM differential scattering in t− channel mediated by Z ′ gauge boson

in laboratory frame

dσ

dE′
ν

= 25
g4XQ2

ℓ

8π

mDM

E2
ν

(E2
ν + E′

ν
2
+mDM(Eν − E′

ν))

{M2
Z′ + 2 mDM(Eν − E′

ν)}2
(86)

where incoming and outgoing neutrino energies are Eν and E′
ν , respectively.

In addition to the above aspects, we take flavored Z ′ scenarios in our account. One of them is Li − Lj case

where ith generation neutrino has U(1) charge +1 and jth generation neutrino has U(1) charge −1. In this

case, the third flavor is not charged under U(1)Li−Lj
gauge group. The field content of this scenario is given

in Tab. III without a DM candidate. We consider N1
R as a potential Majorana DM candidate with odd Z2

parity whereas other fields in the particle content have even Z2 parity. In this case, while N2,3
R participate in the

neutrino mass generation mechanism. Hence in this case U(1) charge of the DM candidate will be Qχ = 1. From

Eq. 84 we find dσ
dE′

ν
is dependent on Q2

χQ
2
ℓ therefore sign of Qχ,ℓ do not affect the analysis. We consider another

flavored Z ′ scenario called B − 3Li. In this scenario, ith generation neutrino has a charge of −3 under the

corresponding general U(1) gauge group while the remaining two generations are not charged. Detailed particle

4 Following the Yukawa interactions −Lν =
∑2

i=1 Y
i
NΦA(N i

R)cN i
R +

∑3
m=1

∑2
n=1 Y

mn
D ℓLmH2NRn + h.c. [109]. Here we discuss only

the part relevant to the ν−DM interaction. The other constraints of this model will remain exactly the same as those in general U(1)X

scenario due to the charge assignments of SM fermions.
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contents without DM candidate are given in Tab. IV. We introduce an odd Z2 parity for the ith generation

RHN which has −3 charge under U(1)B−3Li and the remaining two generations participate in neutrino mass

generation and flavor mixing mechanisms. The negative or positive charge of the neutrino and DM candidate

does not affect the analysis. Needless to mention that DM candidates in flavored case will also follow Eqs. 83

and 84 respectively.

(iii) Dirac DM: We extend the general U(1) field contents with χL,R = {1, 1, 0, Qχ} which will potentially be Dirac

type DM candidate which could be applied to study ν−DM scattering. We assign the general U(1) charge for

the DM candidate in such way that ensures the stability of the DM candidate. Under the U(1)X scenario we

introduce SM-singlet and weakly interacting fermion (χL,R) with U(1)X charge nχ through which they interact

with Z ′ as

LDirac
DM = iχLγ

µ(∂µ + igXQχZ
′
µ)χL + iχRγ

µ(∂µ + igXQχZ
′
µ)χR + (mDMχLχR + h.c.) + gXQℓνLγ

µνLZ
′
µ (87)

with χ = χL + χR we obtain

LDirac
DM = iχγµ(∂µ + igXQχZ

′
µ)χ+mDMχχ (88)

and considering xΦ = 1. To ensure the stability of the DM candidate, we prevent some charges for the DM

candidate prohibiting some couplings. The restricted interactions and the corresponding forbidden charges are

given in Tab. VI to ensure stability of the DM candidate. Except these charges all the other possibilities could be

allowed validating the perturbative limit as gX |Qχ| <
√
4π. In this scenario we consider a UV complete theory

Models Forbidden interaction Forbidden charge assignments

terms to stabilize scalar DM

U(1)X χc
RNR + χLNR + ℓLHχR +Φχc

RNR +Φ∗χc
RNR Qχ ̸= {±3xΦ,±xΦ} = {±3,±1}, taking xΦ = 1

+ΦχLNR ++Φ∗χLNR

U(1)q+xu χc
RNR + χLNR + ℓLHχR +Φχc

RNR +Φ∗χc
RNR Qχ ̸= ±3

(
−4+x

3

)
, ±

(
−4+x

3

)
, ±

(
2+x
3

)
+ΦχLNR ++Φ∗χLNR

U(1)Li−Lj χc
RN

i
R + χc

RN
j
R + χR

cNk
R + χLN

i
R + χL

cN j
R + χL

cNk
R

ℓiLHχR + ℓjLHχR + ℓkLHχR +Φ∗χc
RN

i
R +Φ∗χc

RN
j
R +Φ∗χc

RN
k
R Qχ ̸= ±3, ± 2, ± 1, 0

Φχc
RN

i
R +Φχc

RN
j
R +Φχc

RN
k
R +ΦχLN

i
R +ΦχLN

j
R +ΦχLN

k
R+

Φ∗χLN
i
R +Φ∗χLN

j
R +Φ∗χLN

k
R

(with i ̸= j ̸= k)

U(1)B−3Li χc
RN

i
R + χc

RN
j,k
R + χLN

i
R + χL

cN j,k
R + ℓiLHχR + ℓj,kL HχR

+Φχc
RN

i
R +Φχc

RN
j,k
R +Φ∗χc

RN
i
R +Φ∗χRN

j,k
R Qχ ̸= ±9, ± 6, ± 3, 0

+Φχc
LN

i
R +Φχc

LN
j,k
R +Φ∗χc

LN
i
R +Φ∗χLN

j,k
R

(with i ̸= j ̸= k)

TABLE VI: Prohibited interactions and charges for the Dirac DM in the context of general U(1) extensions.

which might allow the neutrino to mix with the DM candidate through non-renormalizable, higher dimensional

operators for odd nχ therefore we can safely choose Qχ as either even numbers or fractional numbers. The

ν−DM scattering process depends on xH coming from Qℓ, the U(1)X charge of the neutrino. For simplicity we

consider the gauge kinetic mixing to be very small. We estimate the ν−DM differential scattering in t−channel

mediated by Z ′ gauge boson in laboratory frame as, see Fig. 5,

dσ

dE′
ν

=
g4XQ2

ℓQ
2
χ

8π

mDM

E2
ν

(E2
ν + E′

ν
2 −mDM(Eν − E′

ν))

{M2
Z′ + 2 mDM(Eν − E′

ν)}2
(89)
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where Eν and E′
ν are the energies of the incoming and outgoing neutrinos. Here mDM is the mass of Dirac type

DM candidate. In case of U(1)X scenario considering xΦ = 1, Qℓ = −xH

2 − 1 which manifests chiral scenario

while in case of U(1)q+xu scenario Qℓ = −1, respectively. Similarly, for the flavoured scenarios, the U(1) charge

of νL will depend on the gauge structure and corresponding generation given in Tabs. III and IV, respectively.

Finally, the differential scattering cross section from Eq. 89 is proportional to Q2
ℓQ

2
χ, therefore the sign of the

charge of either νL and DM candidate do not affect the analysis.

Neutrino-DM scattering can be also constrained from different cosmic observations from blazars and Active Galactic

Nuclei (AGN) at the IceCube observatory in the south pole. AGN are supermassive black holes at the center of galaxies

that are actively accreting matter. Blazars are a type of AGN that emit intense radiation across the electromagnetic

spectrum, from radio waves to gamma rays. Due to their high luminosity and variability, blazars have been studied

extensively in astrophysics, particularly in the context of understanding the properties of the relativistic jets that are

thought to be responsible for their emission. Recently, there has been growing interest in using blazars as astrophysical

probes of BSM physics from the aspects of astroparticle physics. In our paper, we specifically focus on using two

AGN-associated events to study the interactions between neutrinos and dark matter, and to constrain the properties

of the Z ′ boson, which arises in general U(1) extensions of the SM. The two AGN that is of interest in this paper are:

(i) TXS 0506+056 [185]: The blazar TXS 0506+056, located at a distance of approximately 4 billion light years

from Earth, was the first blazar observed to emit a high-energy neutrino. A 290 TeV neutrino event, known as

IC- 170922A, was observed by the IceCube experiment in 2017 and was verified to be coming from the blazar

TXS 0506+056. This has since spurred significant interest in using blazars as a tool for studying neutrino-dark

matter interactions.

(ii) NGC 1068 [82]: IceCube reported an excess of 79+22
−20 neutrinos identified with the active galaxy NGC 1068 at

a significance of 4.2σ. The NGC1068 galaxy is located at a distance of approximately 14 million light years

from earth. According to the AGN classification based on their optical emission lines, NGC1068 is a Seyfert 2

galaxy characterized by their broad emission lines resulting from interaction the radiation and surrounding gas.

NGC1068 is identified to be the first steady source of neutrino emission.

To study the effects of the ν-DM scattering on the initial neutrino flux, we will solve the cascade equation defined as

dΦ

dτ
= −σ Φ+

∫ ∞

E′
dE

dσ

dE′Φ(E) (90)

where E is the initial energy of the neutrino, E′ is the final energy of the neutrino, τ = Σ(r)/mDM is the accumulated

column density of the DM along the line of sight. Defining a dimensionless quantity, x = τ mDM

Σ(r) , the equation can be

rewritten as

dΦ

dx
= −σ

Σ(r)

mDM
Φ+

Σ(r)

mDM

∫ ∞

E′
dE

dσ

dE′Φ(E) (91)

where x ∈ [0, 1]. Here σ and Φ are the total cross section and flux, respectively. Then the cascade equation given

in the form of Eq. 91 can be solved using the vectorization method as described in [116]. In our analysis we fix the

DM mass for simplicity as a free parameter. This further helps us to estimate the constraints on the parameters of

different general U(1) scenarios. In the following subsection, we will describe the analysis for both the blazar TXS

0506+056 and NGC 1068 in detail.

A. TXS 0506 + 056

Our study of TXS 0506+056 highlights the potential of blazars to constrain the properties of Z ′ boson arising

from U(1) extensions of the standard model. The neutrino flux emitted by the blazar can be evaluated using the
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lepto-hadronic model. In the lepto-hadronic model, the jets of blazars are thought to be composed of a plasma

of relativistic electrons and protons in which the electrons are accelerated to very high energies which then emit

synchrotron radiation. The expected neutrino flux is then given by [80, 186]

log10
Φν

cm2
= −F0x− F1x

1 + F2|x|F3
(92)

where F0 = 13.22, F1 = 1.498, F2 = −0.00167, F3 = 4.119, and x = log10(Eν/TeV) with Eν ∈ [10−1.2, 104.2] TeV

being the energy of the neutrinos. Then, the number of events observed at IceCube can be calculated using
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FIG. 6: The flux predicted by the lepto-hadronic model and the effective area of detection obtained from IceCube

data. The left panel shows an effective area for the blazar event TX0506 + 056 while the right panel shows the same

quantities for NGC 1068. The region marked in green for NGC 1068 where IceCube reliably measures the flux. The

energy range corresponding to the green region is Eν ∈ [1.5, 15] TeV which has been considered in this paper.

Nevents = tobs

∫
dE Aeff(E) Φν(Eν) (93)

where Aeff is the effective area of detection of high energy neutrinos and it describes the probability for a neutrino

to convert into a muon inside the detector which is obtained from the IceCube data [187]. In this analysis, we take

tobs = 898 days for the IC86a campaign which lasted from Julian day 57161 - 58057. The total flux and effective area

of detection of high energy neutrinos from the blazars are plotted in the left panel of Fig. 6 using Eq. 92 and the

IceCube data repository.

In this analysis, we consider a model in which potential DM candidates surround a central black hole (BH), so that

the neutrinos from the blazar will interact with DM candidates. Therefore we need to assign a quantity called column

density which resembles the measure of the DM concentration being an intervening substance between neutrinos and

observer. This makes it possible to constrain ν-DM scattering by studying the blazar. We define the dark matter

column density following [69]. The accumulated DM column density is given by

τ =
Σ(r)

mDM
=

∫
dr

ρDM

mDM
(94)

where ρDM is the spike density profile of DM and is given by ρDM(r) = ρcoreρ̃(r)
ρcore+ρ̃(r) . Here ρcore is the maximum core

density set by the DM annihilation in the inner spike region and is given by the relation ρcore ≃ mDM

⟨σv⟩eff tBH
where

tBH ≃ 109 years is the age of the BH following ‘Bachal-Wolf’ solution from [188], ⟨σv⟩eff is the effective thermal

averaged DM annihilation cross section. The density profile ρ̃(r) is defined as ρ̃(r) = N
(
1 − 4RSc

r

)3
r−αsp where
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FIG. 7: Accumulated column density with respect to distance r from the BH, for a fixed DM mass mDM = 10−3

MeV and for different benchmark scenarios, is shown in the left panel, while accumulated column density per unit

DM mass with respect to DM mass is shown in the right panel.

RSc = 2GMBH is the Schwarzschild radius of the BH and αsp is the slope of the DM spike profile. Here N is a

renormalization constant. It can be determined by requiring that the mass of the spike be of the same order as MBH

[189]. Hence we write

N =
MBH

4π
∫ 105RSc

4RSc
r2−αsp

(
1− 4RSc

r

)3
dr

. (95)

DM particles within 4RSc are captured by the BH[190]. It has been estimated in [191] that the BH mass of the blazar

TXS 0506+056 as 3.09 × 108M⊙. Additionally, we consider that the canonical thermally averaged generic WIMP

type DM annihilation cross section has an upper limit of ⟨σv⟩ ≃ 3× 10−26 cm3 s−1 [4]. Following this aspect, we take

in our analysis the benchmark of the effective thermally averaged DM annihilation cross sections as ⟨σv⟩eff = 10−34

cm3 s−1 and 3 × 10−26 cm3 s−1. Following [192–196] we summarize that, applying the assumptions of collisionless

and phase space density conserving particle dark matter scenario, dissipationless galaxy simulations predict a power

law cusp in DM density ρDM ∝ r−γ with 1 < γ < 1.5 or even for γ < 1 [197] where γ is the slope of the initial

profile. However, in the vicinity of a galactic center the mass in the inner core is dominated by the supermassive

black hole which may undergo an adiabatic growth in the central region of the BH due to an effect of a small speed

accereting luminous and nonluminous objects [198–202], the DM cusp may enhance spiking up the form ρDM ∝ r−αsp

where 2.3 < αsp = (9 − 2γ)/(4 − γ) < 2.5 [69]. It has been shown in [189] that enhancement becomes weaker due

to the instantaneous appearance of the BH being induced by mergers of progenitor halos resulting a slope in spike

and identified as αsp = 1.33. On the other hand simulation studies showed that mergers of BHs in the progenitor

halos may reduce the density of the DM to a reduced power law ρDM ∝ r−1/2 due to kinetic heating of the particles

during merger [203–205] and it further grows away from the central region of the DM distribution [206]. According to

the previous studies [207–211] we identify γ as the power spectrum index parametrizing the inner cusp of initial DM

halo density. Another aspect pointed out in [196] is that the galactic center may have a compact cluster of stars in

addition to the supermassive BH. These stars may scatter DM particles causing an evolution to the DM distribution

function leading to a quasi-equilibrium profile through two-body relaxation for the stars and DM. Demanding a steady

state scenario, the DM distribution function can be obtained as a power-law of energy and the DM density can be

obtained as a power-law of radius providing unique solutions being independent of the initial conditions [188, 212, 213].

Considering the DM mass to be negligibly smaller than the stellar mass, the quasi-equilibrium solution further reduces

to αsp = 3/2 for two-component system of DM and starts described by a collisional Fokker-Planck equation [214]
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with no energy flux. In our further analysis, we consider two benchmark cases αsp = 3/2 and 7/3, and the complete

benchmark cases are written in Tab. VII. Using these benchmark scenarios, following Eq. 94 and applying ρDM for

Benchmark scenarios Effective DM annihilation Spike slope (αsp)

cross sections (⟨σv⟩eff in cm3s−1)

CIA 10−34

α = 7/3

CIIA 3× 10−26

CIB 10−34

α = 3/2

CIIB 3× 10−26

TABLE VII: Different benchmark scenarios for TXS 0506 + 056 and NGC 1068 considered in this article.

blazars we show the accumulated DM column density with respect to r in the left panel of Fig. 7. In this case, the

behaviour of the accumulated DM column density changes with αsp depending on r. For fixed ⟨σv⟩eff , Σ(r) changes
for αsp. The lower slope gives a denser profile after r > 1 pc. For fixed αsp we find that lower ⟨σv⟩eff gives a denser

profile due to its presence in the denominator of ρcore. The density profile per unit DM mass is shown in the right

panel of Fig. 7 depending on DM mass for the several cases given in Tab. VII. For fixed αsp, the quantity Σ(r)/mDM

becomes different for mDM < 10−3 GeV will be useful to solve the cascade equation for the blazars.

B. NGC 1068

The functional form of the neutrino flux can be written as

Φνµ+ν̄µ
(Eν) = Φref

( Eν

Eref

)−a

. (96)

From [215] we find that Eq. 96 reduces to 4.9032× 10−11E−3.196
ν , where Eν ∈ [0.1, 104] TeV considering Eref = 1 TeV

and the central value of the observed events 79 at IceCube. Using Φνµ+ν̄µ(Eν) and corresponding Aeff in Eq. 93 with

tobs = 3186 days [82], we calculate the number of expected events in the form of muon neutrinos. The number of

events reduces to 31 within the IceCube considered range Eν ∈ [1.5, 15] TeV. The flux Φνµ+ν̄µ
and Aeff for the event

NGC1068 can be directly obtained from the IceCube data [215] and the correspondence has been shown in the right

panel of Fig. 6. Here the green region corresponds to reliable measurement of the flux taking muon neutrinos detected

by the IceCube detectors. Due to the effect of neutrino oscillation over an astrophysical distance, the flux for all three

flavors will be enhanced by a factor of three [216, 217]. The ν−DM scattering has a possibility to dissipate the energy

of the neutrino from the source towards an observer on Earth. It has been pointed out in [80] that ν−DM scattering

could shift the flux peak of a spectrum to lower energies resulting in a larger amount of the expected number of

neutrinos at the detectable energy range of IceCube. As a result, bounds on ν−DM scattering cross-section may have

stronger bounds considering a flux having a peak at higher energy compared to the observed ones. Therefore we can

use the flux given in Eq. 96 as the initial flux to estimate conservative bounds on ν−DM scattering cross-section. To

study the ν−DM scattering, there exists an important parameter called the DM density profile. From [69], we come

to know if the accretion of the BH is adiabatic and we neglect the relativistic effects so that DM density profile can be

expressed in the form ρDM ≃ ρsc(
r
rsc

)−γ , that is as a cusp in the region close to the BH with ρsc and rsc being the scale

density and scale radius, respectively. Then the DM density profile evolves into ρ̃DM(r) ≃ ρR

(
1 − 4RSc

r

)3(
Rs

r

)αsp

,

where Rs is a typical size of the spike profile according to [69, 218]. Due to the presence of a dense medium in the

inner region of a galaxy, DM may experience scattering which may vary the αsp. As a result, we consider two slops,

3/2 and 7/3, in this analysis. This modification is possible within a radius of influence (rI) inside a supermassive BH
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FIG. 8: Accumulated column density with respect to distance r from the BH, for a fixed DM mass mDM = 10−3

MeV and for different benchmark scenarios, is shown in the left panel, while accumulated column density per unit

DM mass with respect to DM mass is shown in the right panel.

[70, 196, 219, 220]. The radius of influence defines a region where the gravitational effect of the supermassive BH

affects the movement of the neighbouring stars; the radius of influence is generally less than the typical size of the

spike profile. Now we define the DM spike density profile for αsp = 3/2 as

ρ3/2 =

ρN
(
1− 4RSc

r

)3 ( rI
r

)3/2
, ri ≤ r ≤ rI

ρ′N
(
Rs

r

)7/3
, r ≥ rI (outer profile)

(97)

and that with αsp = 7/3 as

ρ7/3 = ρN

(
1− 4

RSc

r

)3(
Rs

r

)7/3

, r ≥ ri (98)

respectively. Here the inner radius of the spike is given by ri = 4RSc and rI = GMBH

σ2
v

≃ 0.65 kpc for a supermassive

BH taking σv as stellar velocity dispersion. The mass of the supermassive BH has been considered as MBH = 107M⊙
being consistent with the estimation of the DM halo mass O(1011M⊙) NGC 1068 [221, 222]. For αsp = 3/2 we define

the normalization density parameter as ρN = N r
−3/2
I and that for αsp = 7/3 we define ρN = NR

−7/3
s respectively.

The function N can be defined as

N =
MBH

4π(f(αsp, rI)− f(αsp, ri))
, (99)

considering

f(αsp, r) = r−αsp

(
r3

3− αsp
+

12RScr
2

αsp − 2
− 48R2

Scr

αsp − 1
+

64R3
Sc

αsp

)
(100)

while MBH ≃ 4π
∫ rI
ri

ρDM(r) r2 dr [189, 190]. Here ρDM is given by

ρDM =


0, r ≤ ri
ραsp (r)ρ

core

ραsp (r)+ρcore , ri ≤ r ≤ Rs

ρNFW(r)ρcore

ρNFW(r)+ρcore , r ≥ Rs

(101)

where ρcore ≃ mDM

⟨σv⟩eff tBH
. For the NFW halo profile, we define ρNFW(r) = ρs

(
rsc
r

) (
1 + r

rsc

)−2

, where ρsc = 0.35

GeV/cm3, the scale parameter for the density profile is taken as rsc = 13 kpc [103, 223], having consistency with the
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data of the supermassive BH in galaxy Milky Way [224] and having mass alike one in NGC 1068. In this context

we mention that normalization density parameter ρ′N ≃ ρN (rI/Rs)
7/3 = N r

5/6
I R

−7/3
s requiring that at r = rI then

ρ′N → ρ′3/2. Matching the conditions of spike and outer part of the halo as ρ′N , ρN ≃ ρsc(Rs/rsc)
−γ for α = 3/2 and

7/3 where RSc << rI < Rs << rsc, we obtain

Rs =


(

N
ρscrsc

)3/4
r
5/8
I , α = 3/2(

N
ρscrsc

)3/4
, α = 7/3

(102)

For NGC 1068 we consider Rs ≃ 0.7 kpc which is greater than rI under the parameters used throughout this paper.

Finally we define the accumulated column density of DM as

Σ(r) =

∫ r

REM

dx ρDM(x) (103)

where REM (≈ 30RSc = 2.8 × 10−5 pc) is the position at which neutrinos are expected to be produced with respect

to the BH. The DM density ρDM is given by the expression in Eq. 101 and integrating over the radius for different

benchmark cases from Tab. VII we show the column density in the left panel of Fig. 8 starting from r > REM.

The accumulated column density for different DM models saturate to a constant value around r ≃ 10 pc and 100 pc

depending on αsp and ⟨σv⟩eff . Hence we come to a conclusion that at the Earth, where r ≃ 14.4 Mpc, the accumulated

column density is considered to be a constant. On the other hand we show the accumulated column density per unit

DM mass for different cases given in Tab. VII which will have implications to solve the cascade equation for AGN.

V. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

We study different scattering and beam-dump experiments for different U(1) extensions of the SM to estimate

bounds on gX −MZ′ plane. Taking into account different cosmic bursts like GRB involving νν̄ → e+e− scattering,

blazars and AGN involving ν−DM scattering we estimate bounds on the gX −MZ′ plane for different U(1) extensions

of the SM. Finally we compare our results.

A. Limit from LEP experiment

We estimate bounds on {MZ′ , gX} from the results of LEP-II measuring e+e− → f̄f scattering cross section at

the Z peak with f being the SM fermions [225]. The scattering cross sections are calculated including Z ′ exchanging

diagram and it is compared with the observed value. We find that the strongest constraint can be obtained from

the cross-section of e+e− → qq̄ process giving a hadronic final state whose value is σ = 45.44 ± 0.037 nb. Then we

obtain the upper limit of gX as a function of MZ′ requiring the estimated cross section is within the 90% C.L. of the

observed one. Limits are given in Fig: 9-12 for the U(1)X and U(1)q+xu in the upper and lower panels. In case of

U(1)q+xu scenario, these limits are shown by gray shaded area. We find similar limits for the Le − Lµ,τ scenarios in

the upper and lower limits of Fig. 13 and those for B − 3Le scenario are given in Fig. 15.

B. Limit from dark photon search at LHC experiments

Also we estimate bounds on {MZ′ , gX} from the results of CMS [148] and LHCb [145] experiments that search for

dark photon A′ decaying into µ+µ− pair. These experiments provide us with the constraints on dark photon mass

mA′ and kinetic mixing parameter ϵ. We estimate the upper limit of our gauge coupling gX as a function of MZ′ in
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use of the following rescaling

gmax
X (MZ′ = mA′) = ϵmax(mA′)e

√
σ(pp → A′)BR(A′ → µ+µ−)
σ(pp → Z ′)BR(Z ′ → µ+µ−)

, (104)

where σ(pp → A′(Z ′)) is dark photon(Z ′) production cross section and ϵmax(mA′) is the experimental upper limit

of kinetic mixing parameter as a function of dark photon mass. We estimated the A′(Z ′) production cross sections

using CalcHEP3.5 implementing relevant interactions. Limits are given in Fig: 9-12 for the U(1)X and U(1)q+xu in

the upper and lower panels. We find similar limits for the B − 3Lµ scenario which are given in the upper panel of

Fig. 16.

C. Limit from BaBar experiment

At the BaBar experiment, e+e− collision produces dark photon via the process e+e− → A′γ. They search for

visible A′ decaying into {e+e−, µ+µ−, light mesons} final states and invisible A′ decaying into invisible final sate such

as neutrinos. We rescale the upper limit of gauge coupling in the U(1)B−L case given in [146, 147] as a function of

Z ′ mass to obtain that of gX in our model. For Z ′ decaying into visible modes, the rescaling formula is

gmax
X (MZ′) = gmax

B−L(MZ′)

√
σ(e+e− → γZ ′

B−L)BR(Z ′
B−L → visible states)

σ(e+e− → γZ ′)BR(Z ′ → visible states)
, (105)

where Z ′
B−L indicate Z ′ boson in U(1)B−L case. For Z ′ decaying into invisible modes, the rescaling formula is

gmax
X (MZ′) = gmax

B−L(MZ′)

√
σ(e+e− → γZ ′

B−L)BR(Z ′
B−L → ν̄ν)

σ(e+e− → γZ ′)BR(Z ′ → ν̄ν)
, (106)

where all neutrino modes are summed up. Corresponding bounds are shown in Figs. 9-12 for U(1)X and U(1)q+xu

scenarios and in Fig. 15 for B − 3Le scenario, respectively. In case of U(1)q+xu scenario these bounds belong to the

gray shaded region. Bounds for Le − Lµ,τ scenarios are shown in the upper and lower panels of Fig. 13.

D. Limits from dilepton searches from CMS and ATLAS

Studying dilepton production at
√
s = 13 TeV proton-proton collider, we compare the production cross section

(σmodel) of dilepton mode (electron and muon) in our model having a trial value of U(1) coupling gmodel with the

dilepton production cross section (σCMS/ATLAS) given by the CMS[226] and ATLAS[165] collaborations at the LHC

using sequential standard model(SSM) [227]. We used the CMS and ATLAS data with Γ
MZ′

= 3% where Γ stands

for the total decay width of Z ′. The CMS(ATLAS) collaboration produced the result with 140(139) fb−1 luminosity.

Hence we estimate bounds on U(1)X and U(1)q+xu scenarios following

gX = gmodel

√
σCMS/ATLAS

σmodel
(107)

The model cross sections were estimated using the narrow width approximation as

σmodel =
8π2

3

∑
q,q̄

∫
dx

∫
dy q(x,Q), q̄(x,Q)× Γ(Z ′ → qq̄)

MZ′
δ(ŝ−MZ′)× BR(Z′ → 2ℓ) (108)

where q(x,Q) and q̄(x,Q) are the parton distribution functions of the quark and antiquark respectively and ŝ = xys

is the invariant mass squared of the colliding quark at
√
s, the center of mass energy. We set the factorization scale

at Q = MZ′ in the parton distribution function CTEQ6L[228]. These bounds are shown by CMS2ℓ and ATLAS2ℓ in
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Figs. 9-12. We find that around 150 GeV ≤ MZ′ ≤ 6 TeV CMS and ATLAS limits are almost comparable. In this

mass range so-far LHC produces strongest upper limits depending on MZ′ . We scale the corresponding results from

CMS(ATLAS) to a projected 3 ab−1 luminosity using

gprojectedX ≃ gcurrentX

√
139(140) fb−1

Lprojected
(109)

shown by CMS2ℓ-3 and ATLAS2ℓ-3 respectively in the same figures. Using the same strategy we estimate bounds at

current and projected luminosities of the LHC using only the two electron [165, 226], two muon [165, 226] and two

tau [229, 230] final state from the CMS and ATLAS. Then we show bounds for the B − 3Le scenario in Fig. 15 and

for B− 3Lµ and B− 3Lτ scenarios in upper and lower panels of Fig. 16, respectively. In case of B− 3Lτ we used the

CMS(ATLAS) result at 2.2(36) fb−1 luminosity.

E. Limits from LEP-II and prospective bounds from ILC

We have estimated limits on MZ′/gX for different chiral (for different charges) and flavored scenarios from LEP-II

and prospective ILC at
√
s = 250 GeV, 500 GeV and 1 TeV, respectively in Sec. II. Solving them for a range of

MZ′ considering MZ′ >>
√
s, we find different diagonal lines which are shown in Figs. 9-12 for different charges of

the U(1)X (upper panel) and U(1)q+xu (lower panel) scenarios. Similar results have been derived for Le − Lµ and

Le − Lτ scenarios and shown in Fig. 13. Due to electronic charge assignment, these bounds are same. Under the

B − 3Le scenario the first generation of lepton doublets is charged under the U(1) gauge group, the corresponding

constrains are shown in Fig. 15. In case of U(1)X , U(1)q+xu and B − 3Le scenarios we find that bounds obtained

from LEP-II bounds are comparatively week compared to the LHC bounds, however, prospective bounds obtained

from ILC at
√
s = 250 GeV, 500 GeV and 1 TeV (ILC250, ILC500 and ILC1000) could provide stronger bounds than

LHC. However, In case of Le −Lµ and Le −Lτ scenarios LEP-II provides strong bound for heavy Z ′ and prospective

bounds from ILC could be stronger than LEP-II bounds. In future, such constrains could be improved involving

initial and final state radiations, vector boson fusion process considering neutral and charged current interactions at

electron-positron and muon colliders.

F. Constraints from proton/electron beam dump experiments

Here we summarize our estimation of constraints from beam dump experiments. For proton beam dump experiments

LSND, PS191, NOMAD and CHARM, we estimate bound curves in our models by rescaling those of U(1)B−L

case [231]. Approximately, the curves for the upper bound on {mZ′ , gX} plane are derived applying the scaling

[17, 232]

τZ′(gmax
B−L) ∼ τZ′(gmax

X , xH , xΦ) , (110)

where gB−L indicates the gauge coupling in the U(1)B−L model, and τZ′ is the lifetime of the Z ′. The curves for the

lower bound are also scaled by using a formula

glowX ∼ glowB−L

√
BR(M → Z ′

B−Lγ) BR(Z
′
B−L → e+e−)τ̃Z′

BR(M → Z ′γ) BR(Z ′ → e+e−)τ̃Z′
B−L

, (111)

where τ̃ is lifetime with gauge coupling taken to be unity, and Z ′ is produced through meson decay processes with

M = π0 for LSND, PS191 and NOMAD, and M = η for CHARM. In our estimation, meson decay branching ratio is

obtained using the method given in Ref. [232].
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For proton beam dump experiment ν-cal, the Z ′ is dominantly produced via bremsstrahlung process. Here we

adopt the results in ref. [19] for the constraint on {MZ′ , gX} where chiral structure of the Z ′ interactions is taken into

account in estimating the Z ′ production cross section.

For electron beam dump experiments NA64, E774, Orsay and KEK, the bound curves are derived by rescaling the

bounds of U(1)B−L case as we did for the proton beam dump case. We approximately estimate the constraint for the

upper region on {MZ′ , gX} plane by rescaling in use of Eq. 110, which is the same as the proton beam dump case.

The constraint for the lower region is calculated by [17]

glowX ∼ glowB−L

√√√√ 2BR(Z ′
B−L → e+e−)τ̃Z′

(x2
ℓ + x2

e)BR(Z
′ → e+e−)τ̃Z′

B−L

, (112)

where Z ′ is considered to be produced through the bremsstrahlung process.

For electron beam dump experiments E137 and E141, we adopt the results in ref. [19] for the constraint on

{MZ′ , gX} where chiral structure of the Z ′ interactions is taken into account in estimating the Z ′ production cross

section. Following this line we estimate prospective bounds for DUNE-beam dump (DUNE-BD), FASER and FASER2

for U(1)q+xu case utilizing the B−L scenario given in [19]. The same methodology was followed to estimate constraints

for the electron beam-dump scenario in ILC-beam dump (ILC-BD). These limits are give in Fig: 9-12 for the U(1)X

and U(1)q+xu in the upper and lower panels. For U(1)q+xu scenario we show only the prospective DUNE-BD, FASER,

FASER2 and ILC-BD bounds. Remaining bounds belong to the gray shaded region. We find similar limits for the

B − 3Le scenario which are given in Fig. 15 whereas for B − 3Lµ and B − 3Lτ the limits belong to the gray shaded

area. The electron/positron beam-dump scanerions except for the above cases will appear in the Li − Lj scenarios

where Le − Lµ,τ scenarios are shown in the upper and lower panels of Fig. 13.

G. Constraints from electron-(anti)neutrino scattering in neutrino experiments

We can also obtain constraints on {MZ′ , gX} from electron-(anti)neutrino scattering processes that are tested by

neutrino experiments such as BOREXINO and TEXONO. The electron-(anti)neutrino scattering cross sections under

the existence of Z ′ interactions are estimated to obtain the constraints on Z ′ mass and coupling. The differential

cross section can be written as

dσ(νe)

dT
=

dσ(νe)

dT

∣∣∣∣
SM

+
dσ(νe)

dT

∣∣∣∣
Z′

+
dσ(νe)

dT

∣∣∣∣
Int

(113)

where T is the electron recoil energy and the first, second and third terms in the RHS denote the contributions from

the pure SM interactions, the pure Z ′ interactions and interference between the SM and Z ′ interactions. The terms

in RHS are written by [17]. The purely SM contribution is

dσ(νe)

dT

∣∣∣∣
SM

=
2G2

Fme

πE2
ν

(
a21E

2
ν + a22(Eν − T )2 − a1a2meT

)
, (114)

where Eν is the initial neutrino energy. Here the coefficients a1 and a2 are written as

a1 =

{
sin2 θW +

1

2
, sin2 θW , sin2 θW − 1

2
, sin2 θW

}
for {νee, ν̄ee, νβe, ν̄βe},

a2 =

{
sin2 θW , sin2 θW +

1

2
, sin2 θW , sin2 θW − 1

2

}
for {νee, ν̄ee, νβe, ν̄βe}, (115)

where β = {µ, τ}. The contribution from Z ′ exchanging diagram can be derived as

dσ(
(−)
ν αe)

dT

∣∣∣∣∣∣
Z′

=
g4X(xℓ)

2me

4πE2
ν(2meT +M2

Z′)
[(2E2

ν − 2EνT + T 2)(b21 + b22)± 2b1b2(2Eν − T )T −meT (b
2
1 − b22)], (116)



37

where b1 = xℓ+xe

2 and b2 = xℓ−xe

2 with xℓ,e, and the negative sign of ± is for anti neutrino processes. The contribution

from interference between the SM and Z ′ are also obtained, depending on the processes, such that

dσ(νee)

dT

∣∣∣∣
int

=
GF g

2
Xxℓme√

2πE2
ν(2meT +M2

Z′)
[2E2

ν(b1 + b2) + (2E2
ν − 2EνT + T 2)(b1c1 + b2c2)]

+T (2Eν − T )(b1c2 + b2c1)−meT (b1 − b2 + b1c1 − b2c2)],

dσ(ν̄ee)

dT

∣∣∣∣
int

=
GF g

2
Xxℓme√

2πE2
ν(2meT +M2

Z′)
[2(Eν − T )2(b1 + b2) + (2E2

ν − 2EνT + T 2)(b1c1 + b2c2)]

−T (2Eν − T )(b1c2 + b2c1)−meT (b1 − b2 + b1c1 − b2c2)],

dσ(
(−)
ν βe)

dT

∣∣∣∣∣∣
int

=
GF g

2
Xxℓme√

2πE2
ν(2meT +M2

Z′)
[(2E2

ν − 2EνT − T 2)2(b1c1 + b2c1)± T (2Eν − T )(b1c2 + b2c1)]

−meT (b1c1 − b2c2)], (117)

where c1 = −1/2+ 2 sin2 θW and c2 = −1/2. Then we calculate the differential cross sections and estimate the upper

limit on {MZ′ , gX} for each experiment in the following way:

BOREXINO: The νe-e scattering is measured by the experiment with ⟨Eν⟩ = 862 keV and T ≃ [270, 665] keV for
7Be solar neutrino. To obtain the constraint on {mZ′ , gX}, we require the total cross section should not be more than

8% above that of the SM prediction [233].

TEXONO: The experiment measures ν̄e-e scatterings using 187 kg of CsI(Tl) scintillating crystal array with

29882/7369 kg-day of reactor ON/OFF data with electron recoil energy of T ≃ [3, 8] MeV. We estimate the χ2 value

as

χ2 =
∑
bin

(Rdata −Rth)
2

∆R2
, (118)

where Rdata and Rth are the event ratios observed by the experiment and predicted by the cross-section from Eq. 113,

∆R is the experimental uncertainty, for each recoil energy bin taken from data in ref. [117], and anti-neutrino flux in

the same reference is applied. The upper limit curve on {MZ′ , gX} plane is then obtained for 90% C.L from the χ2

fit.

GEMMA: The experiment measures ν̄e-e scattering with 1.5 kg HPGe detector where energy of neutrino is ⟨Eν⟩ ∼ 1-

2 MeV and flux is 2.7×1013 cm−2s−1. We estimated the χ2 value using the formula Eq. 118 for the data from ref. [234]

with 13000 ON-hours and 3000 OFF-hours. Then we obtain the upper curve on {MZ′ , gX} with 90% C.L.

CHARM-II: The experiment measures νµ(ν̄µ)-electron scattering where 2677±82 and 2752±88 events are obtained

for νµ and ν̄µ cases. The mean neutrino energy is ⟨Eνµ
⟩ = 23.7 GeV and ⟨Eν̄µ

⟩ = 19.1 GeV, and the range of measured

recoil energy is 3-24 GeV. We estimated the χ2 value using the formula Eq. 118 for the data from ref. [120, 121], and

obtain the upper curve on {MZ′ , gX} with 90% C.L.

These limits are given in Fig: 9-12 for the U(1)X and U(1)q+xu in the upper and lower panels. In case of U(1)q+xu

scenario these bounds belong to the gray shaded region. Bounds for Le − Lµ,τ scenarios are shown in the upper and

lower panels of Fig. 13 whereas for Lµ − Lτ scenario these limits belong to the gray shaded region. We find similar

limits for the B − 3Le scenario which are given in Fig. 15 whereas for B − 3Lµ and B − 3Lτ the limits belong to the

gray shaded area.

H. Constraints from coherent neutrino-nucleus scattering

We also consider constraint on {MZ′ , gX} from coherent elastic neutrino-nucleus scattering (CEνNS) measured by

COHERENT experiment with CsI and Ar targets [235]. In this work, we rescale the constraint on U(1)B−L case in

Ref. [236, 237] by comparing number of events in U(1)B−L and other cases. The number of events at COHERENT
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FIG. 9: Limits on gX −MZ′ plane for the U(1)X (upper panel) and U(1)q+xu (lower) scenarios considering xH = −1

and x = −1, respectively.
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FIG. 10: Limits on gX −MZ′ plane for B−L scenario for U(1)X with xH = 0 and U(1)q+xu with x = 1 respectively.

experiment is estimated, adopting formulas in the reference, as follows. The differential cross section for CEνNS

process is given by [238, 239]

dσν−N

dT
(E, T ) =

G2
FM

π

(
1− MT

2E2

)
Q2

SM+Z′ , (119)

where T is the recoil energy, E is the neutrino energy, M is the mass of target nucleus and QSM+Z′ is the factor

coming from SM+Z ′ interactions. In the models QSM+Z′ is written such that

QSM+Z′ =
(
gpV (νℓ) + 2ϵuVℓℓ + ϵdVℓℓ

)
ZFZ(|q2|) +

(
gnV (νℓ) + ϵuVℓℓ + 2ϵdVℓℓ

)
NFN (|q2|), (120)

where Z(N) is the number of proton(neutron) in the target nucleus, g
p(n)
V is the neutrino-proton(neutron) coupling

in the SM and FZ(N)(|q2|) is the from factors of the proton(neutron) for the target nucleus. The effective coupling

ϵqVℓℓ is explicitly given by

ϵqVℓℓ =
g2Xxℓxq√

2GF (q2 +m2
Z′)

. (121)

For the neutrino-proton(neutron) coupling, we adopt the values of gpV (νe) = 0.0401, gpV = 0.0318 and gnV =

−0.5094 for the SM [240, 241]. For the form factors FZ(N)(|q2|), we apply Helm parametrization [242] using pro-

ton rms radii {Rp(Cs), Rp(I), Rp(Ar)} = {4.804, 4.749, 3.448} [fm] and neutron rms radii {Rn(Cs), Rn(I), Rn(Ar)} =

{5.01, 4.94, 3.55} [fm] [243–245].

For the CEνNS event rate in the COHERENT experiment, we use the neutrino fluxes that depend on the neutrino

fluxes produced from the Spallation Neutron Source (SNS) at the Oak Ridge National Laboratories. They are written
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FIG. 11: Limits on gX −MZ′ plane for the U(1)X (upper panel) and U(1)q+xu (lower) scenarios considering xH = 1

and x = 0, respectively.
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FIG. 12: Limits on gX −MZ′ plane for the U(1)X (upper panel) and U(1)q+xu (lower) scenarios considering xH = 2

and x = 2, respectively.
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as

dNνµ

dE
= ηδ

(
E − m2

π −m2
µ

2mπ

)
,

dNνµ̄

dE
= η

64E2

m3
µ

(
3

4
− E

mµ

)
,

dNνe

dE
= η

192E2

m3
µ

(
1

2
− E

mµ

)
, (122)

where η = rNPOT/(4πL
2) with r, NPOT and L being respectively the number of neutrinos per flavor that are produced

for each proton-on-target (POT), the number of POT, and the distance between the source and the detector. For these

values, we adopt r = 9×10−2, NPOT = 13.7×1022 and L = 27.5 m for Ar detector, and r = 0.08, NPOT = 17.6×1022

and L = 19.5 m for CsI detector. The theoretical number of events for each energy bin in the COHERENT experiment

is estimated by

Ni = N(N )

∫ Ti+1

Ti

dTA(T )

∫ Emax

Emin

dE
∑

ν=νe,νµ,νµ̄

dNν

dE

dσν−N

dT
(E, T ), (123)

where i distinguishes recoil energy bin, Emin(max) =
√

MT/2(mµ/2) and A(T ) is the energy-dependent reconstruction

efficiency. We estimate the upper bound of coupling gX for each mass in our models by rescaling that of U(1)B−L

case in ref. [237] where we compare the number of events for the upper bound on U(1)B−L and compare it with the

number of events in each model to find the upper bound on gX . Limits obtained from the coherent scenarios are

shown in the upper panels of Fig. 9-12 for U(1)X case. These limits for the U(1)q+xu are not separately shown as

they belong to the gray shaded region. Similar bounds for B − 3Le are shown in Fig. 15.

I. g − 2 of muon and electron

In the context of the general U(1)X extension of the SM, the left and right-handed fermions have different charges

under the general U(1)X gauge group. These charges are family universal. However, in the case of flavoured scenarios

the general U(1) charge could depend on the generation of the fermions. Hence we write the general interaction

Lagrangian as

Lint = gXf(qfLPL + qfRPR)γµfZ
µ (124)

which can be reduced to leptonic interactions with Z ′. The vector and axial-vector couplings in general U(1)X

extension can contribute to the magnetic moment of the muon and electron involving Z ′ in the loop satisfying (g−2)µ

results from [246]. Hence we can estimate bounds on the gX − MZ′ plane for different charges in general U(1)X

scenarios and flavored U(1) scenarios. From [247–249] we write down the magnetic moment of muon (electron) using

one loop Z ′ mediated processes as

∆aℓ =
g2X
32π2

∫ 1

0

dy

{
2y(1− y)(y − 4)− 4y3

m2
ℓ

M2
Z′

}
x2
a + 2(1− y)y2x2

b

(1− y)(1− y
m2

ℓ

M
Z′2

) + y
m2

ℓ

M2
Z′

(125)

where mℓ = mµ(e), xa = − 3
2xH − 2xΦ and xb = − 1

2xH for the general U(1)X scenario. In the case of the U(1)q+xu

scenario, we have xa = − 5+x
3 and xb = −x−1

3 respectively. Similarly, we can calculate these coefficients for the

flavored cases using the corresponding charges of the left and right-handed charged leptons. The current experimental

ranges of muon (g − 2) is given by [250]

∆aµ = (24.9± 4.98)× 10−10, (126)
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where the deviation from the world average of SM prediction is 5.0 σ level. In addition to that, the current experimental

ranges of electron (g − 2) are

∆ae(
133Cs) = −(8.8± 3.6)× 10−13 [251], ∆ae(

87Rb) = (4.8± 3.0)× 10−13 [252] , (127)

where the deviations from the SM prediction are, respectively, 2.4σ and 1.6σ. Since positive ∆ae is obtained from Z ′

interaction we only show the parameter region that satisfies the second range of ∆ae. Limits obtained from (g− 2)e,µ

are given in Figs. 10-12 for different charges of U(1)X and U(1)q+xu respectively. We find (g−2)e limits for Le−Lµ,τ

scenarios in the upper and lower panels of Fig. 13. We show (g− 2)µ limits for Lµ −Lτ scenario in Fig. 14. We show

the limits for B − 3Le and B − 3Lµ in Figs.15 and upper panel of 16 for (g − 2)e and (g − 2)µ respectively.

J. Limits from GRB

From GRB we have estimated the enhancement in energy deposition due to the influence of Z ′ using Schwarzchild,

HT and modified gravity scenarios. The corresponding limits are given in Tab. V for different charges for the chiral

scenarios like U(1)X , U(1)q+xu and flavored scenarios like B − 3Li and Li − Lj respectively. Hence we estimate

constraints with 10% and a prospective 1% precision respectively. Following the constraints on the U(1) from large

VEV scenarios (vΦ > v), we estimate the bounds on gX−MZ′ plane for different U(1) scenarios. The bounds MZ′/gX

will also satisfy the condition vΦ > v, therefore, bounds lower than that will not put any constraints on gX − MZ′

plane. Applying this fact in Tab. V we find that in the case of general U(1)X scenario, GRB can not grant any

limit from the Schwarzchild metric for xH = −1 for RSc/M = 3.67, xH = 0 and −1 for RSc/M = 5 respectively.

A similar scenario happens in the case of HT metric for xH = −1 using RHT/M = 3 and J/M2 = 0.37 where as

bounds obtained on MZ′/gX for different xH with RHT/M = 5 and J/M2 = 0.37 will not survive because all these

values reside below the electroweak scale VEV. In the case of U(1)q+xu and Le − Lµ scenarios using the same fact

we notice that bounds for the Schwarzchild case with RSc/M = 5 and HT case with RHT/M = 5, J/M2 = 0.37 will

not survive. Both the cases of R/M values will bestow constraints in the B − 3Le scenario, however, the bounds

on MZ′/gX is stronger in HT case compared to the Schwarzchild case. Finally, we observe that for fixed charges

bounds obtained from HT is slightly stronger than the Schwarzchild case, however, the limits will be close depending

on R/M and J/M2 respectively. Therefore for simplicity, we show only bounds obtained using the HT case solving

‘MZ′/gX = bounds’ for 10−3GeV ≤ MZ′ ≤ 25 TeV where ‘bounds’ stands for the surviving values of this quantity

given in Tab. V for U(1)X case, however, for the remaining cases we consider 10−3GeV ≤ MZ′ ≤ 10 TeV.

In the case of modified gravity, we consider CG and BIRN cases. As we explained, in the Schwarzchild and HT

cases, in the same line we find that GRB can not constrain xH = −1 in CG and BIRN cases for RCG/M = 3.5,

q = 0.3, I = 0.0 and RBIRN/M = 3, b/M = 0.5 in U(1)X scenario. Whereas in CG and BIRN cases GRB affects

only xH = 2 in U(1)X scenario for RCG/M = 5, q = 0.3, I = 0.0 and RCG/M = 5, q = 0.5, whereas rest of the

cases show bounds on MZ′/gX which estimate VEV of the general U(1)X scenario lower than v. Due to this fact

bounds obtained on MZ′/gX from CG and BIRN cases with RCG/M = 5, q = 0.3, I = 0.0 and RCG/M = 5, q = 0.5

do not survive. Following the same approach for the U(1)q+xu scenario we find that estimated bounds on MZ′/gX

using RCG/M = 3.5, q = 0.3, I = 0.0 and RBIRN/M = 3, b/M = 0.5 for CG and BIRN cases respectively survive for

all x, however, those estimated from the remaining choices do not survive due to the fact that they can not satisfy

the condition vΦ > v. Among the flavor scenarios B − 3Le scenario can be constrained from CG and BIRN cases

for the required choices of parameters like R/M , q, I and b/M whereas in Li − Lj scenario constraints on MZ′/gX

can be obtained from CG and BIRN cases using RCG/M = 3.5, q = 0.3, I = 0.0 and RBIRN/M = 3, b/M = 0.5

respectively. The other choice will not be able to constrain gX −MZ′ parameters because it does not satisfy vΦ > v.

We find that constraints on MZ′/gX obtained from the CG scenario is slightly greater than those obtained using

BIRN scenario. Therefore constraints on gX − MZ′ obtained from CG scenario is slightly stronger than the BIRN

case. As a result we show only the constraints in the final limit plots obtained from the CG case due to simplicity
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FIG. 13: Limits on gX −MZ′ plane for the Le − Lµ (upper panel) and Le − Lτ (lower) scenarios.
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solving ‘MZ′/gX = bounds’ for 10−3 GeV ≤ MZ′ ≤ 10 TeV where ‘bounds’ stands for the surviving values of this

quantity given in Tab. V for different U(1) extended scenarios.

Final limits are given in Figs. 9-12 for U(1)X and U(1)q+Xu cases. We show different existing bounds in U(1)X

cases with colored lines and only relevant ones in case of U(1)q+xu with colored lines and remaining ones with gray

shaded regions. We find that the strongest GRB contours obtained from the modified gravity model CG (blue dot

and dot-dashed lines) are almost matching with the HT (black dot and dot-dashed lines) case. There is no limits

for xH = −1 in U(1)X case. The bounds are shown in the upper panel of Fig. 9. In case of x = −1 in U(1)q+xu

scenario, given in the lower panel of the same figure, we find the bounds from the GRB scenarios belong to the

gray shaded region. In Fig. 10 we show xH = 0 and x = 1 from both U(1)X and U(1)q+xu scenarios representing

the bounds on gX − MZ′ plane for B−L scenario. We find that GRB contours with 10% precision are comparable

with the bounds obtained by BOREXINO, TEXONO and CHARM-II depending on MZ′ . However, the bounds with

prospective 1% precision could provide a strong limit on the gauge coupling 6× 10−6 ≤ gX ≤ 7× 10−5 for 0.025 GeV

≤ MZ′ ≤ 0.25 GeV. The prospective bounds with 1% precision crosses the bounds obtained from the beam-dump

scenarios at FASER, FASER2 and ILC-BD which could be tested in future. Limits on the U(1) gauge coupling for

xH = 1 and x = 0 are shown in the upper and lower panels of Fig. 11 for U(1)X and U(1)q+xu respectively. We find

that in U(1)X case prospective searches from FASER, FASER2 and ILC-BD could provide complementary search

reaches to probe Z ′ around 0.06 GeV. On the other hand limits from existing bounds, specially from ν−cal covers the

area where prospective searches could cross over in case of U(1)q+xu scenario. Bounds on the U(1) gauge coupling for

different MZ′ for xH(x) = 2 are shown in Fig. 12 in the lower and upper panels for U(1)X and U(1)q+xu respectively

providing same experience like the previous charge assignment. We find that limits from dark photon searches at

LHCb (2.2 GeV ≤ MZ′ ≤ 70 GeV) and CMS (1 GeV ≤ MZ′ ≤ 9 GeV) provide stronger limit than the other existing
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FIG. 15: Limits on gX −MZ′ plane for B − 3Le scenario.

searches which occupy the parameter regions predicted by GRB. Finally we find that GRB contours could provide

strong limits on the gX for a narrow range 100 GeV ≤ MZ′ ≤ 150 GeV for any charge of U(1)X and U(1)q+xu scenarios

which could be probed by future collider experiments. We find that among the existing beam-dump scenarios ν−cal

provides the strongest bounds in case of U(1)X and U(1)q+xu scenarios. Other existing bounds from different beam-

dump scenarios are shown by different colored lines for U(1)X case whereas by a collective gray shaded regions in case

U(1)q+xu involving E774, NA64, E141, E137, Orsay, NoMad, PS191 and CHARM etc. BaBar(vis and invis) provides

stronger bounds on gX −MZ′ plane within 0.5 GeV ≤ MZ′ ≤ 10 GeV. We find that limits estimated from (g−2)e (Rb

and CS) and (g − 2)µ are weak compared to the GRB bounds for different charges (expect xH(x) = −1 where g − 2

limits are negative electron and muon respectively) of the U(1)X and U(1)q+xu scenarios respectively. We also find

that limits estimated from GEMMA and COHERENT experiments are weak compared to the GRB limits in case of

U(1)X scenario, however, they belong to the gray shaded area in case of U(1)q+xu scenario, respectively. Limits from

BaBaR(vis and invis) are weaker than scattering experiments like TEXONO, BOREXINO (belong to the gray shaded

region in U(1)q+xu) and dark photon searches from LHCb and CMS limits, respectively apart from a narrow window

of Z ′ mass between 9 GeV ≤ MZ′ ≤ 10 GeV. Limits obtained from GRB with 10% and 1% precisions are weaker

than the current LEP-II bounds for MZ′ > 209 GeV in general U(1) scenarios for different charges. Prospective ILC

bounds are stronger than the GRB bounds for MZ′ >
√
sILC.

Estimating bounds from GRB we find limits on the flavored scenarios like Le − Lµ and Le − Lτ scenarios in the

upper and lower panels of Fig. 13. We find that limits from 10% precision is comparable with TEXONO bounds

for Le − Lµ and Le − Lτ scenarios. Whereas prospective bounds with 1% precision could be stronger. The GRB

contours with 10% and 1% precision cross the prospective ILC-BD line at {MZ′ , gX} = {0.02GeV, 2.5 × 10−5} and

{0.05GeV, 1.5 × 10−5}, respectively. Like U(1)X and U(1)q+xu cases GRB contours could provide strong limits on
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the gX for a narrow range 100 GeV ≤ MZ′ ≤ 150 GeV. The Z ′−electron coupling is same in Le − Lµ and Le − Lτ

cases causing same bounds where Z ′−electron interaction is involved. We find that in cases of Li − Lj , Orsay and

E137 provide stronger bound up to {MZ′ , gX} = {0.08 GeV, 10−6} and {0.25 GeV, 10−7} respectively whereas E774

and E141 provide comparatively weaker bounds for MZ′ ≤ 0.02 GeV. Limits estimated from CHARM-II, GEMMA

and BaBar(vis and invis for MZ′ ≤ 0.02 GeV) are weaker than the GRB bounds. Bounds obtained on gX for Z → 4µ

search in case of Le − Lµ scenario provide stronger bound for 10 GeV ≤ MZ′ ≤ 50 GeV where U(1) coupling varies

between 0.003 ≤ gX ≤ 0.04. There is no bound in this range for Le−Lτ scenario because muon has no direct coupling

with Z ′ in this case. Following the same line we provide bounds from CHARM-II in case of Le − Lµ scenario. In

addition to that we find constrains from [232] where e−e+ collision at KLOE experiment [253, 254] provide a stronger

bound on gX for a narrow range 0.6 GeV ≤ MZ′ ≤ 1 GeV which can reach up to 4× 10−4 ≤ gX ≤ 3× 10−4 touching

the prospective bounds from GRB with 1% precision at {MZ′ , gX} = {1 GeV, 2× 10−4}. The bounds obtained from

KLOE are weaker compared to the other bounds in case of Le − Lτ scenario. We show the limits [232] obtained

from the APEX [155] and A1 [152, 153] experiments in case Le − L(µ,τ) scenarios to be weak compared to the limits

estimated for GRB. The (g−2)µ(e) bounds for Le−Lµ(τ) scenario is weak compared to the GRB constraints. We find

that GRB bounds with 10% and prospective 1% precision are stronger than the Super-K bounds obtained from [231].

Limits obtained from GRB with 10% and 1% precisions are weaker than the current LEP-II bounds for MZ′ > 209

GeV in case of Le − Lµ and Le − Lτ scenarios. Prospective ILC bounds are stronger than the GRB bounds for

MZ′ >
√
sILC.

Bounds estimated from the GRB scenario in B − 3Le case can be found in Fig. 15. The limit obtained with 10%

precision is comparable with the results obtained from TEXONO experiment. We find that for the B − 3Le case,

GEMMA provides limits around 6× 10−6 ≤ gX ≤ 10−4 for 0.03 GeV ≤ MZ′ ≤ 0.3 GeV which is comparable with the

limits obtained from TEXONO and GRB with 10% precision respectively, however, bounds obtained from the GRB

analysis with a prospective 1% precision could be a factor of five stronger than these bounds. Considering the limits

from KOLE [253, 254], APEX [155], A1 [152, 153] and NA48/2 [154] experiments from [231, 232] which are weaker

than the estimated GRB bounds. Limits obtained from GRB with 10% precision are comparable with the current

LEP-II bounds for MZ′ > 209 GeV whereas bounds with 1% precision are stronger than the current LEP-II limits.

Prospective ILC bounds are stronger than the GRB bounds for MZ′ >
√
sILC.

In flavored scenarios, we find that strongest bounds from GRB could also appear within 100 GeV ≤ MZ′ ≤ 150

GeV where corresponding U(1) coupling varies between 0.02 ≤ gX ≤ 0.03. When Z ′ is light such that MZ′ ≃ O(0.01)

GeV, the contours from GRB could intersect with the prospective limits from FASER, FASER2 (in B − 3Le case

only) and ILC-BD respectively which could be probed in future. We find that BaBar (vis and invis) provide stronger

bounds for MZ′ ≥ 0.3(0.11) GeV in case of Le − Lµ scenario and MZ′ ≥ 0.9(0.2) GeV in case of Le − Lτ scenario,

respectively compared to the bounds estimated from GRB using 10%(1%) precision, respectively. We find that in

case of B − 3Le scenario ν−cal provides strongest bound among the existing beam-dump scenarios up to MZ′ ≤ 0.3

GeV. Prospective bounds from the beam-dump scenario from DUNE (DUNE-BD) are weaker than ν−cal scenario

for MZ′ ≤ 0.27 GeV.

K. Limits from blazars and AGN

The total cross section for ν-DM scattering process depends on the mediator mass, here MZ′ and general U(1)

coupling, gX in addition to the neutrinos energies. In this analysis we will estimate constraints on these parameters.

Therefore we write σ = σ(gX ,MZ′) and the cascade equation given in Eq. 91 gets modified as

dΦ

dx
= −σ(gX ,MZ′)

Σ(r)

mDM
Φ+

Σ(r)

mDM

∫ ∞

E′
dE

dσ(gX ,MZ′)

dE′ Φ(E) (128)
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using the fact E2
ν + E′

ν
2
>> mDM(E′

ν − Eν) we use the following parametrization to solve the cascade equation

α1 =
g4X Σ

8πM4
Z′

(1 TeV), α2 =
mDM

M2
Z′

(1 TeV) (129)

where α1,2 are dimensionless quantities. This parametrization will be used for the differential scattering cross-sections

involving three types of DM candidates. The second term in Eq. 128 is proportional to the differential scattering

cross section and it can be parameterized in terms of α1,2; hence, it can be written in terms of α1,2 and mDM. In our

analysis, we fix mDM. Therefore this term depends on α1,2 only. To constrain the parameter space of gX and MZ′

using blazar and AGN event, we apply the following steps:

(i) Using the initial flux of blazar and AGN given in Eqs. 92 and 96 respectively, we compute the final attenuated

flux Φã by solving the cascade equation for different values of α1,2 which is equivalent to different values of gX

and MZ′ related by Eq. 129.

(ii) Using Eq. 93 and Φã we calculate the expected number of events at IceCube for the attenuated flux corresponding

to blazar and AGN.

(iii) Finally we require that the number of events be at least 10% of the total observed events with no ν-DM

scattering (i.e 0.1 events in case of TXS 0506+056 and 3 events in case of AGN) for deriving a limit at 90%

C.L. on gX −MZ′ plane.

Now we estimate constrains on gX − MZ′ plane for chiral and flavored scenarios from the blazar and AGN cases

considering mDM = 3MZ′ .

Constraints from blazar and AGN cases considering xH(x) = −1, 0, 1 and 2 for U(1)X (upper panel) and U(1)q+xu

(lower panel) scenarios in Figs. 9- 12, respectively. We mention that xH = 0 and x = 1 cases shown in Fig. 10 under

U(1)X and U(1)q+xu scenarios resemble the B−L scenario. We denote the Dirac(D1) and complex scalar(CS) type

DM candidates with U(1) charge Qχ = 1000 (under the perturbative limit g|Qχ| ≤
√
4π) and Majorana RHN DM

(M2) with U(1) charge −5. The blazar (B) scenarios for the corresponding D1, CS and M2 cases are represented

by red solid (B-D1), dashed (B-CS) and dot-dashed (B-M2) lines whereas the AGN (A) scenarios are represented by

corresponding green lines. The B-D1 (A-D1) and B-CS (A-CS) derive stronger limits which almost overlap with each

other due to the fact that E2
ν + E′

ν
2
>> mDM(E′

ν − Eν) and same U(1) charges whereas the limits obtained from

the Majorana DM are weaker compared to the Dirac and complex scalar cases due its different U(1) charge. Among

the blazar and AGN cases we obtain that AGN cases are stronger than the respective blazar cases. Comparing

with existing bounds we find that limits obtained from the blazar and AGN scenarios are weak compared to the

limits obtained from the scattering experiments like COHERENT, CHARM-II, GEMMA, BOREXINO, TEXONO

and dark photon searches at BaBar(vis and invis), LHCb and CMS, respectively. The existing bounds from different

beam-dump scenarios like NA64, E774 and E141 covers the region for MZ′ ≤ 0.02 GeV for the Dirac and CS cases

with Qχ = 1000, however, bounds from KEK, Orsay, NoMad, CHARM and E137 provide strong bound for MZ′

range under consideration. Among the beam-dump scenarios strongest existing bound comes from ν−cal which is

stronger than the prospective search reach for the beam-dump scenario at DUNE (DUNE-BD) for MZ′ ≤ 0.4 GeV.

ν−cal provides stronger bound than AGN (D1 and CS) cases for MZ′ ≤ 0.002 GeV. The crossovers of the AGN (D1

and CS) bounds with the prospective FASER, FASER2 and ILC-BD scenarios also appear in the sahded regions for

both U(1)X and U(1)q+xu scenarios. We find that bounds obtained from GRB are roughly O(2)−O(3) of magnitude

stronger than the blazar and AGN bounds depending on MZ′ .

We estimate bounds on the gX −MZ′ plane for Le − Lµ and Lµ − Lτ scenarios constraining the ν−DM scattering

from blazar and AGN data observed by IceCube. The limits are shown in the upper panel of Fig. 13 for Le − Lµ

and in Fig. 14 for Lµ − Lτ scenarios, respectively. We find that in Le − Lµ scenario, limits from blazar and AGN

are weaker than the estimated limits obtained from BaBar(vis and invis), CHARM-II, TEXONO, BOREXINO and

GRB scenarios. On the other hand we find that limits obtained after studying Majorana DM from blazar (B-M2)
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and AGN (A-M2) are the weakest in these two scenarios. Limits estimated from B-D1, B-CS are also weak in the

flavored scenarios. However, in case of Lµ − Lτ scenario, A-D1 and A-CS are stronger than the (g − 2)µ limits for

MZ′ ≤ 0.02 GeV. AGN scenario also provide a strong bound for the narrow range 0.0175 GeV≤ MZ′ ≤ 0.03 GeV,

however, limits for MZ′ ≥ 0.03 GeV belong to gray shaded region whose boundary consists of the strongest limits

from BOREXINO, CCFR [255], BaBar 4µ [231] and 4µ search from CMS [256] and ATLAS [257], respectively. It

is interesting to notice that in case of Lµ − Lτ , limits obtained from white dwarf starts [231, 258] are stronger than

BOREXINO. Remaining part of the boundary of the gray shaded region consists of CCFR and 4µ search from BaBar

respectively. We find that 4µ search from the CMS can constrain the parameter regions from Le − Lµ and Lµ − Lτ

scenarios [256] providing bounds for 4 GeV ≤ MZ′ ≤ 70 GeV where limits on gX could reach up to 1.5× 10−3 [256].

In case of Lµ − Lτ we find that limits from new (g − 2)µ data provide strong bound on the gauge coupling within

4 × 10−4 ≤ gX ≤ 10−3 for 0.01 GeV ≤ MZ′ ≤ 0.2 GeV where AGN could provide comparable limits from Dirac

(D2) and complex scalar (CS) DM candidates, respectively. In addition to that bounds can be obtained on the gauge

coupling from NA62 experiment using K → µ + Emiss
T mode following [259–261] which is stronger than the bounds

obtained from (g − 2)µ experiment. Whereas bounds from NA62 using K → 3µ+Emiss
T is comparable to the bounds

obtained from the 4µ search from the BaBar experiment belonging to the gray shaded area. We find that a prospective

limit from the Belle-II experiment at 50 ab−1 luminosity can vary within 3.2× 10−4 ≤ gX ≤ 1.6× 10−3 for 0.007 GeV

≤ MZ′ ≤ 5 GeV [262]. Within this range, we find that limits obtained analysing AGN (D1 and CS) data comparing

ν−DM scattering could provide comparable bound for MZ′ = 0.01 GeV with prospective reach from Belle-II at 50

ab−1 luminosity. Prospective sensitivities from NA64µ [263] and COHERENT [231] experiment could be stronger

than the limits obtained analysing the AGN data for Dirac (D1) and complex scalar (CS) DM candidates.

We estimate limits on the gX −MZ′ plane constraining ν−DM scattering from blazar and AGN data observed by

IceCube experiment in the context of B − 3Lµ scenario. The limit plots are shown in the upper panel of Fig. 16.

The gray-shaded region represents the strongest limits obtained by the neutrino Non-Standard Interaction (NSI) and

it is taken from [30]. We show the estimated limits from the dark photon searches from LHCb, CMS experiments

respectively. In addition to that we add limits obtained from the 4µ search from CMS[256]. We find that limits

obtained by constraining ν−DM scattering using blazar and AGN results from IceCube are weaker than existing

limits. We also estimate limits on the gauge coupling with respect to the Z ′ mass using latest (g − 2)µ data which

belong to the grey-shaded region.

L. Theoretical limits from neutrino-DM scattering

We consider the theoretical limits on ν-DM interaction. The interaction affects the Cosmic Microwave Background

(CMB) spectrum. The effect parametrizes a dimensionless parameter

uνDM ≡ σνDM

σTh

( mDM

100GeV

)−1

(130)

where σTh is the Thomson scattering cross section and σνDM is the ν−DM scattering cross section. We can obtain

the upper bounds of the total cross-section for neutrino DM scattering from 5 the Lyman-α data [90] as follows

σνDM

( mDM

100GeV

)−1

= σThuνDM < 3.66× 10−30 cm2 (131)

Comparing the theoretically estimated cross sections with respect to the observed upper limit on the ν−DM scattering

cross section from the Lyman-α line, we estimate limits on the U(1) gauge coupling with respect to MZ′ for the chiral

and flavored scenarios. We find that in the chiral cases for different xH or x, Lyman-α line with Dirac and complex

5 Planck CMB and Baryon Acoustic Oscillation (BAO) data could be found inn [89] and in this case σThuνDM < 2.56 ×
10−28cm2(CMB+ BAO) which is weaker than the Lyman-α.
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scalar DM candidates (Lyman-D and Lyman-S, respectively) match with each other due to large value of Qχ and

E2
ν + E′

ν
2
>> mDM(E′

ν − Eν) under the perturbative limit g|Qχ| <
√
4π. The Majorana DM (Lyman-M) case is

weak compared to the Dirac (D) and complex scalar (S) cases. Through out the chiral cases Lyman-α (Lyman-M,

Lyman-D and Lyman-S) lines are weak compared to the limits obtained from the scattering experiment, beam-dump

experiment and limits obtained from GRB scenarios (current precesion with 10% and prospective precision with 1%)

shown in Figs. 9-12.

We find the above behavior of the Lyman lines in the case of Le − Lµ and Le − Lτ scenarios shown in the upper

and lower panels of Fig. 13. Significant difference occurs in the Lµ − Lτ scenario as shown in Fig. 14. Under the

perturbative constraints we find that limits obtained from the Lyman-D and Lyman-S scenarios could provide the

strongest bound on the U(1) gauge coupling for 0.004 GeV ≤ MZ′ ≤ 0.06 GeV. Bounds estimated from considering

Majorana DM candidate represented by Lyman-M are lying in the grsay shaded region. Limits from Lyman-D

and Lyman-S could be comparable with the bounds obtained from NA62 experiment considering K → µ + Emiss
T ,

(g− 2)µ and prospective bounds from COHERENT, NA64µ and Belle-II. These bounds could be probed by different

experiments in near future. In the context of Lµ −Lτ scenario, the shaded region in green is disfavored if we want to

explain b → sµ+µ− anomalies [264].

We show that estimated bounds obtained from the case of B − 3Li scenario are shown in Figs. 15 and Fig. 16

respectively. Like the chiral cases, in this flavored scenario, limits obtained from Lyman-M are weaker than Lyman-D

and Lyman-S, however, all the lines belong to the gray-shaded region.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we consider chiral and flavored scenarios where interactions of Z ′ depend on the corresponding U(1)

charges of the fermions. We incorporate cosmic bursts involving GRB 221009A which is the brightest GRB of all time,

cosmic blazar (TXS 0506+056) and AGN (NGC 1068) to probe neutrino interactions with Z ′ from different models.

In the context of GRB, we study electron-positron pair production from neutrino anti-neutrino interaction involving

SM and Z ′ gauge boson. Estimating energy deposition of SM and BSM process involving Sc, HT and modified gravity

scenarios (BRIN and CG) we constrain U(1) gauge coupling with respect to Z ′ mass on gX −MZ′ plane. As a part

of chiral aspects, we used U(1)X and U(1)q+xu scenarios where we changed the corresponding charges to estimate

bounds. We found that for xH = −1, no bounds from GRB could be obtained from the fact that the estimated

VEV of U(1)X scenario will be lower than electroweak VEV which is not possible in our model set-up. In addition

to that we find estimated bounds with 10% precision are comparable with TEXONO results. Prospective bounds

with 1% precision are stronger than the previous cases in the case of U(1)X and U(1)q+xu scenarios which cross over

prospective bounds from FASER, FASER2 and ILC-BD which could be verified in future. A similar inference could be

drawn for the Le−Lµ,τ , B−3Le scenarios where FASER, FASER2, beam-dump search at ILC could be interesting to

probe a parameter space favoured by GRB depending on the interaction between Z ′ and the SM fermions. To study

neutrino interactions from blazars and AGN we use IceCube data in the context of ν−DM scattering which could

probe light Z ′ providing bounds on gX −MZ′ plane for different models. We introduced complex scalar, Dirac and

Majorana DM candidates with respective U(1) charges under the perturbative limit. We find that in case of Lµ −Lτ

scenario ν −DM scattering compared with IceCube data could provide strong bounds for 0.006 GeV ≤ MZ′ ≤ 0.02

GeV where bounds on U(1) coupling could vary between 3 × 10−4 ≤ gX ≤ 7 × 10−4. These bounds are comparable

with recent (g − 2)µ observation and bounds obtained by COHERENT µ−nucleon scattering. Belle-II, NA62 and

NA64µ experiments could probe this parameter region in the future. We also find the theoretical limits on ν−DM

scattering comparing with Lyman-α line for Dirac and complex scalar DM candidates in the context of Lµ − Lτ

scenario which could provide strong limits for 0.004 GeV ≤ MZ′ ≤ 0.08 GeV where the corresponding gauge coupling

will vary between 1.75 × 10−4 ≤ gX ≤ 8 × 10−4 under perturbative limit which could be probed by NA62, Belle-II

and NA64µ experiments in future.
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Appendix A: Cross sections of νν̄ → e−e+ process in center of mass frame in general U(1) scenarios:

1. Kinematics

We define the quantities p1 as initial neutrino momentum, p2 as initial anti-neutrino momentum, k1 as final charged

lepton momentum, k2 as final charged lepton momentum. The 4−vector representation of these momenta are p1 =

(E, 0, 0, E), p2 = (E, 0, 0,−E), k1 = (E, 0, E sin θ,E cos θ) and k2 = (E, 0,−E sin θ,−E cos θ). The scalar products

and neutrino energy in laboratory frame are given by k1 ·p1 = k2 ·p2 = E2(1−cosθ) and k1 ·p2 = k2 ·p1 = E2(1+cosθ).

2. Amplitudes and Cross sections of νeν̄e → e−e+

We use the following gauge interactions,

Lgauge = Zµ

ν̄Lc
ν
LγµνL +

∑
i=L,R

ēic
e
iγµei

+
(
W+µν̄Lc+γµeL + h.c.

)
+ Z ′µ

ν̄Lc̃
ν
LγµνL +

∑
i=L,R

ēic̃
e
iγµei

 (A1)

where {L,R} are the projections and {cei , c̃ei} are the corresponding couplings. The amplitudes for νν̄ → e+e− are

given by

iM1 =
−ic2±
M2

W

v̄(k1)γµPLu(p1)ū(p2)γ
µPLv(k2),

iM2 =
icνL
M2

Z

v̄(p2)γµPLu(p1)ū(k1)γ
µ (ceLPL + ceRPR) v(k2),

iM3 =
icνL
M2

Z′
v̄(p2)γµPLu(p1)ū(k1)γ

µ (c̃eLPL + c̃eRPR) v(k2), (A2)

whereM1, M2 andM3 are amplitudes for theW , Z and Z ′ mediated processes in Fig.2. The square of the amplitudes

are given by

1

4

∑
spin

|M1|2 =
4c4±
M4

W

(k1 · p2)(p1 · k2),

1

4

∑
spin

|M2|2 =
4cν2L (ce2L + ce2R )

M4
Z

(k1 · p2)(p1 · k2),

1

4

∑
spin

|M3|2 =
4c̃ν2L (c̃e2L + c̃e2R )

M4
Z′

(k1 · p2)(p1 · k2), (A3)

and the cross terms are given by

1

4

∑
spin

(M1M∗
2 +M∗

1M2) =
4c2±c

ν
Lc

e
L

M2
WM2

Z

(k1 · p2)(p1 · k2),

1

4

∑
spin

(M1M∗
3 +M∗

1M3) =
4c2±c̃

ν
Lc̃

e
L

M2
WM2

Z′
(k1 · p2)(p1 · k2),

1

4

∑
spin

(M2M∗
3 +M∗

2M3) =
4cνLc̃

ν
L(c

e
Lc̃

2
L + ceRc̃

2
R)

M2
ZM

2
Z′

(k1 · p2)(p1 · k2). (A4)
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The total cross section is given by σvrel =
1

64πE2

∫
d cos θ

∑
(|Mi|2 + |Mj |2 +MiM∗

j +M∗
iMj) which reduces to

σvrel =
E2

6π

(
c4±
M4

W

+
cν2L (ce2L + ce2R )

M4
Z

+
c̃ν2L (c̃e2L + c̃e2R )

M4
Z′

+
c2±c

ν
Lc

e
L

M2
WM2

Z

+
c2±c̃

ν
Lc̃

e
L

M2
WM2

Z′
+

cνLc̃
ν
L(c

e
Lc̃

ν
L + ceRc̃

ν
R)

M2
ZM

2
Z′

)
. (A5)

3. Cross sections of νµ,τ ν̄µ,τ → e−e+

If neutrino is not νe, M1 = 0. Therefore, the total cross section is given by

σvrel =
E2

6π

(
cν2L (ce2L + ce2R )

M4
Z

+
c̃ν2L (c̃e2L + c̃e2R )

M4
Z′

+
cνLc̃

ν
L(c

e
Lc̃

ν
L + ceRc̃

ν
R)

M2
ZM

2
Z′

)
. (A6)

Appendix B: ν−DM scattering cross sections in laboratory frame in general U(1) scenarios:

1. Kinematics

We define the quantities p1 as initial neutrino momentum, p2 as initial DM momentum, k1 as final neutrino

momentum, k2 as final DM momentum. The 4−vector representation of these momenta are p1 = (E′
ν , 0, 0, E

′
ν),

p2 = (mχ, 0, 0, 0), k1 = (Eν , 0, Eν sin θ,Eν cos θ) and k2 = (Eχ, 0,−Eν sin θ,E
′
ν −Eν cos θ) where Eχ = E′

ν +mχ−Eν .

The scalar products and neutrino energy in laboratory frame are given by k1 · p1 = E′
νEν(1− cos θ), k1 · p2 = mχEν ,

k2 · p1 = mχE
′
ν − E′

νEν(1− cos θ), Eν =
mχE′

ν

mχ+E′
ν(1−cos θ) .

2. Dirac fermion DM

We use the following gauge interactions,

Lz′ = Z ′
µ (ν̄LgνγµνL + g̃χχ̄γµχ) (B1)

where gν = gXQℓ and g̃χ = gXQχ. The amplitude for νDM → νDM are given by

iM =
ig̃χgν

(p1 − k1)2 −M2
Z′ + iΓZ′MZ′

ū(k1)γµu(p1)ū(k2)γ
µu(p2). (B2)

The square of the amplitude is given by

1

4

∑
spins

|M|2 =
4g2ν g̃

2
χ

((p1 − k1)2 −M2
Z′)2 + Γ2

Z′M2
Z′

(
(k1 · k2)(p1 · p2) + (k1 · p2)(p1 · k2)−m2

χ(k1 · p1)
)
. (B3)

The differential cross section is given by

dσ

dEν
=

g2ν g̃
2
χmχ

8πE′2
ν {(2mχ(E′

ν − Eν) +M2
Z′)

2
+ Γ2

Z′M2
Z′}

(
E′2

ν + E2
ν −mχ(E

′
ν − Eν)

)
. (B4)

The total cross section is given by

σ =
g2ν g̃

2
χmχ

8πE′2
ν

∫ 1

−1

d cos θ

(
E′2

ν + E2
ν −mχ(E

′
ν − Eν)

)
(2mχ(E′

ν − Eν) +M2
Z′)

2
+ Γ2

Z′M2
Z′

. (B5)
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3. Majorana fermion DM

We use the following gauge interactions,

LZ′ = Z ′
µ (ν̄LgνγµνL + g̃χχ̄γµγ5χ) , (B6)

The amplitude for νDM → νDM are given by

iM =
igν g̃χ

(p1 − k1)2 −M2
Z′ + iΓZ′MZ′

ū(k1)γµu(p1)ū(k2)γ
µγ5u(p2). (B7)

The square of the amplitude is given by

1

4

∑
spin

|M|2 =
4g2ν g̃

2
χ

((p1 − k1)2 −M2
Z′)2 + Γ2

Z′M2
Z′

(
(k1 · k2)(p1 · p2) + (k1 · p2)(p1 · k2)−m2

χ(k1 · p1)
)
. (B8)

The differential cross section is given by

dσ

dEν
=

g2ν g̃
2
χmχ

8πE′2
ν {(2mχ(E′

ν − Eν) +M2
Z′)

2
+ Γ2

Z′M2
Z′}

(
E′2

ν + E2
ν −mχ(E

′
ν − Eν)

)
. (B9)

The total cross section is given by

σ =
g2ν g̃

2
χmχ

8πE′2
ν

∫ 1

−1

d cos θ

(
E′2

ν + E2
ν −mχ(E

′
ν − Eν)

)
(2mχ(E′

ν − Eν) +M2
Z′)

2
+ Γ2

Z′M2
Z′

. (B10)

4. Complex scalar DM

We use the following gauge interactions,

LZ′ = Z ′
µ (ν̄LgνγµνL + g̃χ(χ

∗∂µχ− ∂µχ
∗χ) , (B11)

The amplitude for νDM → νDM are given by

iM =
igν g̃χ

(p1 − k1)2 −M2
Z′ + iΓZ′MZ′

ū(k1)γµPLu(p1)(k2 + p2)
µ. (B12)

The square of the amplitude is given by

1

2

∑
spin

|M|2 =
1

2

g2ν g̃
2
χ

((p1 − k1)2 −M2
Z′)2 + Γ2

Z′M2
Z′

(
2(k1 · k2 + k1 · p2)(p1 · k2 + p1 · p2)− (k2 + p2)

2(k1 · p1)
)
. (B13)

The differential cross section is given by

dσ

dEν
=

g2ν g̃
2
χmχ

8πE′2
ν {(2mχ(E′

ν − Eν) +M2
Z′)

2
+ Γ2

Z′M2
Z′}

(2E′
νEν −mχ(E

′
ν − Eν)) . (B14)

The total cross section is given by

σ =
g2ν g̃

2
χ

8πE′2
ν

∫ 1

−1

d cos θ
E2

ν (2E
′
νEν −mχ(E

′
ν − Eν))

(2mχ(E′
ν − Eν) +M2

Z′)
2
+ Γ2

Z′M2
Z′

. (B15)

For light Z ′, Γ′
ZMZ′ term in the denominators could be suppressed.
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