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Abstract: Probing new physics through precise measurements of Higgs boson couplings is
a central objective of the particle collider program at the high-energy frontier. An anomaly
in Higgs couplings induced solely by new fermions allows one to compute an upper bound
on the mass scale of new bosons. This new bosonic scale is necessary to prevent Landau
poles or vacuum instability. Consequently, a single anomalous measurement can provide
insight into two distinct new physics scales. In this article, we apply this approach to the
loop-induced couplings of the Higgs boson to digluons (gg), diphotons (γγ), and Zγ, and
we compare our results to the projected sensitivities of the HL-LHC and future lepton
colliders. This work naturally extends our previous analysis of Higgs couplings to weak
dibosons (WW and ZZ).
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1 Introduction

The discovery of a Higgs-like boson, h, by the ATLAS and CMS experiments at the CERN
LHC [1, 2] represents a landmark achievement in validating the Electroweak (EW) The-
ory [3–5], a cornerstone of the Standard Model (SM) of particle physics [6]. This success is
grounded in the Higgs mechanism [7–17]. To date, the observed properties of the h-boson
are consistent with those predicted for the SM Higgs boson [18–20], whose phenomenology
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has been extensively studied since the SM’s inception [21–23]. Detecting any deviations in
the Higgs couplings from SM predictions remains a central objective of the CERN experi-
mental program over the coming decades, both at the LHC and in future projects such as
the FCC, a linear e+e− facility and/or a circular muon collider [24].

However, the lack of evidence for physics beyond the SM (BSM) at the TeV scale [20]
has led to what some refer to as the “Physicists’ Nightmare Scenario: The Higgs and
Nothing Else” [25]. In this scenario, the long-standing EW hierarchy problem [26–32]
remains unresolved. Consequently, the naturalness principle [33–36], which has guided
model-building for four decades, faces significant challenges. In light of this situation, the
focus has shifted to a model-independent approach for probing new physics at the LHC,
driven by the Effective Field Theory (EFT) framework [37]. In Quantum Field Theory
(QFT), any deviation from SM predictions can be parametrized by higher-dimensional
operators added to the SM. These operators are then matched to specific ultraviolet (UV)
completions. This methodology enables estimation of the interaction scale ΛNP, below
which new physics must emerge to account for observed anomalies.

In some cases, we can gain deeper insights by taking one step beyond the EFT ap-
proach. Consider purely fermionic extensions of the SM at a mass scale ΛF that satisfy the
following criteria [38]: (i) they are self-consistent low-energy theories; (ii) they can modify
the Higgs couplings to other SM particles; and (iii) they remain compatible with current
experimental constraints. If these new fermions produce observable anomalous Higgs cou-
plings at present or future colliders (i.e., ΛF ≲ ΛNP), their presence implies a UV cutoff
scale beyond which the theory faces significant issues. Specifically, the UV completion
could either lose perturbative control (Landau pole) or induce an unacceptable level of
metastability in the Higgs potential, conflicting with the observed stability of the Universe
over its lifetime [39–58]. The associated new scale, ΛB ≥ ΛF, serves as an upper bound
for the energy scale at which new bosonic states must emerge to resolve these instabilities
in the running of the couplings1. These new bosons could provide definitive evidence for
a symmetry protecting the weak scale, or instead indicate an underlying unnaturalness,
particularly if they themselves are unstable under radiative corrections. This reasoning
has been previously applied to the Higgs couplings for select fermion representations, as
explored in Refs. [59, 60].

In our companion article [61], we applied this strategy to the Higgs couplings hWW

and hZZ, leading to two key findings: (i) any deviation detectable within the sensitivity
of the upcoming HL-LHC would require contributions from new bosons, with ΛB ∼ ΛNP;
and (ii) deviations arising solely from new fermions could be observable at future circular
colliders (e.g., the FCC). In this article, we extend the analysis to the couplings hgg,
hγγ, and hZγ, comparing our results to the projections [62] for the HL-LHC and future
lepton colliders (FLCs). A shared characteristic of these three Higgs couplings is their
absence at tree level, meaning they arise from loop processes involving virtual particles
and are UV-finite at 1-loop. At hadronic colliders like the LHC, mono-Higgs production

1This conclusion assumes the UV completion is either a standard QFT or a perturbative string theory.
For example, if ΛB corresponds to the string scale, then higher-spin bosonic excitations of SM particles are
expected to appear near this scale.
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via gluon fusion (gg → h) is the dominant production mechanism [21–23]. Historically,
the diphoton decay (h → γγ) served as the discovery channel for the h-boson [1, 2], while
evidence for the rare decay h → Zγ has only recently been reported by the ATLAS and
CMS experiments [63]. We emphasize that the effects of new fermions on these loop-
induced Higgs couplings have been extensively studied by numerous authors for various
purposes [38, 41–44, 46–49, 57, 59–61, 64–108].

This article is organized as follows. In Section 2, we outline the main framework of
our study, describe the specific class of fermionic models under consideration and discuss
the key constraints on the new particles. In Section 3, we determine the upper bound, ΛB,
on the mass scale of new bosons for each relevant model, focusing on the hgg, hγγ, and
hZγ couplings. Finally, in Section 4, we summarize our findings and their implications.

2 From New Fermions to New Bosons

2.1 Goal & Strategy

In this section, we present the objective and approach of our study. A more comprehensive
discussion of the supporting arguments is provided in our companion article [61].

Consider a scenario in which an experiment uncovers deviations in certain Higgs cou-
plings relative to SM predictions. Within the framework of an EFT analysis, such devi-
ations are conventionally parameterized by augmenting the SM Lagrangian with higher-
dimensional operators constructed from SM fields:∑

i

ci

Mdi−4
NP

O(di)
i , (2.1)

where O(di)
i represents an operator of dimension di ∈ N, MNP denotes the mass scale of

new physics, and ci ∈ C are dimensionless Wilson coefficients determined by fitting the
observed anomalies.

Now, let us focus on the case where the new degrees of freedom at the scale MNP, which
are integrated out to generate the aforementioned higher-dimensional operators, consist
solely of fermions, with ΛF ≡ MNP. It is well-established that such a UV completion of
the SM, for sufficiently large couplings to the h-boson, is valid only within a finite energy
range [59–61]. In particular, these fermions can induce a Landau pole in the Yukawa
couplings,

dy

d log µ
∼ y3

16π2 , (2.2)

or change the sign of the Higgs quartic coupling,

dλ

d log µ
∼ − y4

16π2 . (2.3)

Therefore, within a QFT framework, new bosons are expected to emerge below a scale ΛB
to resolve such instabilities. The primary objective of this work is to identify, for various
pure fermionic extensions of the SM, the models that allow for a hierarchy between ΛF and
ΛB, even if such a hierarchy exists only in a fine-tuned region of the parameter space of the
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fermionic model(s). This approach corresponds to a conservative perspective, as opposed
to a naturalness-driven one.

In this analysis, we focus on the couplings hgg, hγγ, and hZγ, and quantify deviations
as [62]

δµhV V ′ =
√

Γ(h → V V ′)
ΓSM(h → V V ′) − 1 , (2.4)

with V, V ′ ≡ g, γ, Z. One can then compute the upper bound ΛB on the mass scale of new
bosons. This upper bound is determined as the minimum of the following scales:

• Landau pole: y(c)(µ = ΛB) = 4π, which we define as the threshold beyond which
perturbative control over the Yukawa couplings is lost.

• Vacuum instability: 1/λ(µ = ΛB) = −14.53 + 0.153 log(GeV/ΛB). This criterion
is based on the gauge-invariant condition that the quartic self-interaction becomes
negative at the renormalization scale µ = ΛB, indicating a Universe lifetime shorter
than its current age [109–113].

2.2 Extension with Vectorlike Fermions

Pure fermionic extensions of the SM that are phenomenologically viable, free from gauge
anomalies, and influence the Higgs couplings were classified in Ref. [38]. We adopt the
notation (a, b)Y , where a denotes the dimension of the SU(3)C representation, b represents
the dimension of the SU(2)W representation, and Y is the hypercharge. In our companion
article [61], we demonstrated that our objective can be achieved by focusing on a model
with NF copies (flavors) of two vectorlike fermions2:

L = (r, n)Y , Lc = (r̄, n)−Y , E = (r, n − 1)Y ′ , Ec = (r̄, n − 1)−Y ′ . (2.6)

The renormalizable Lagrangian for one copy has the following mass terms and perturbative
Yukawa couplings:

−ML LLc − ME EEc − y LHEc − yc LcH†E + H.c. , (2.7)

where H is the Higgs field (1, 2)1/2. In Appendix A, we describe how to systematically com-
bine the different representation dimensions of the VLFs in this model. Gauge invariance
imposes the following relation between hypercharges:

Y ′ = Y + 1
2 . (2.8)

For simplicity, we do not consider Yukawa couplings that mix different VLF flavors, as
this approach allows us to treat all possible representation dimensions in full generality

2We use the 2-component notation for spinors, as described in Ref. [114], e.g., for a Dirac spinor

Ψ =
(
ψα

ψc†α̇

)
. (2.5)
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Figure 1. Location of the SU(2)W Landau pole for n = 2 (left panel) and n = 3 (right panel),
normalized to the heaviest mass Mmax of the VLFs, as a function of NF.

for any NF. In the perturbative regime, the decoupling limit is defined by ML/E ≫ y(c)v,
where v is the vacuum expectation value (VEV) of H. To avoid stringent constraints from
CP violation and flavor physics, we assume the parameters in Eq. (2.7) to be real and
consider no mixing with the SM fermions (or only a negligible one with the correct quantum
numbers). Once again, our aim is to determine the most conservative upper bounds on
the scale ΛB for different fermion representations, rather than proposing a natural model.
Appendix B provides the detailed computation of the fermion mass spectrum and their
couplings to the SM bosons.

2.3 Constraints on Vectorlike Fermions

In this section, we provide a brief summary of the theoretical and experimental constraints
on VLFs, as discussed in greater detail in our companion article [61], along with some
updates.

2.3.1 Representation Dimensions

Conservative upper bounds on the dimensions of the representations of the new fermions
under the SM gauge group can be established by requiring the absence of Landau poles in
the SM gauge couplings near ΛF. If such poles were to arise, ΛB ≲ ΛF, and it would be
necessary to consider models that include new bosons (in addition to new fermions) from
the outset. Based on the studies in Refs. [60, 61], we adopt the constraints r ≤ 8, n ≤ 7,
and |Y | ≤ 5. Similarly, from Fig. 1, we infer that NF ≲ 130 for n = 2 and NF ≲ 30 for
n = 3. This suggests that the number of flavors is less constrained than the dimensions of
the irreducible VLF representations. Additionally, such upper bounds can also be derived
using perturbative unitarity; Ref. [115] provides an analysis based on partial-wave criteria.
In this article, we rely on Landau pole bounds as conservative constraints on the theory
space of VLF models.
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2.3.2 Electroweak Precision Tests

New fermions near the weak scale introduce corrections to EW observables and are therefore
subject to constraints from EW precision tests (EWPTs) [116] conducted at LEP, Tevatron,
and LHC. For sufficiently heavy VLFs (with masses above 100 GeV), these constraints can
be analyzed through deviations in the Peskin–Takeuchi (or oblique) STU parameters3.
We define these parameters following the convention used in the PDG book [20]. In this
scenario, corrections to the S and T parameters dominate over those to U . Thus, we
compare our results to the S-T ellipse at 95% confidence level (CL) derived from the fit
by the Gfitter Group [118], assuming fixed U = 0. All computations are performed at the
1-loop level, with the full analytic expressions obtained using the Wolfram Mathematica
extension Package-X [119, 120].

We emphasize that the constraints derived from EWPTs (depicted as shaded gray
areas in the plots4 of Section 3.2) should be regarded as indicative. For readers interested
in analyzing a specific model in detail, a more thorough examination of these EWPT
constraints is necessary. For instance, one could relax the fine-tuned relation y = (−1)nyc

assumed in our plots.
Additionally, it is possible to mitigate the EWPT constraints through model-building,

such as by introducing extended VLF models with custodial symmetry5 [121]. Therefore,
rather than asserting that a specific model is excluded by EWPTs, we instead note that it
appears to be in tension with them. As the VLF mass scale ΛF ∼ ML increases relative to
y(c)v, the EWPT constraints become less stringent, consistent with the decoupling behavior
of new physics [122, 123].

2.3.3 Collider Constraints

To investigate collider constraints, one can safely set ML = ME without significantly
affecting the discussion [61]. The objective is not to provide detailed bounds from direct
searches for each model, but rather to establish conservative benchmark bounds for the
plots in Section 3. Comprehensive reviews of the current constraints on VLFs from the
ATLAS and CMS experiments are available in Refs. [124, 125].

The least constrained scenario from direct searches is the colorless doublet + singlet
model, which features two neutral states with masses M1,2 and one charged state with
mass ML. This model is qualitatively similar to a Higgsino-Bino system, which is weakly
constrained at the LHC. By exploring the parameter space (ML, y, yc), one can identify
different cases and establish an experimental lower bound on the mass scale of the new
fermions, Mexp:

• The lightest state is charged and stable (or long-lived) (ML < M1,2). Since searches
for such particles have very low background, the constraints are quite stringent. CMS

3For oblique parameters involving new fermions in arbitrary representations of the EW gauge group, see
Ref. [117].

4If a shaded area is missing for certain masses in the plots, it means the corresponding region lies outside
the plot range.

5In this case, the couplings in the new fermionic sector would need to be fine-tuned to maintain custodial
symmetry, which is otherwise broken in the SM sector by Yukawa and hypercharge interactions.
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places a bound of Mexp ≳ 1.14 TeV based on Drell-Yan (DY) pair production of long-
lived lepton-like fermions, using 101 fb−1 of

√
s = 13 TeV data [126].

• The lightest state is charged but can decay promptly into SM particles through a
tiny mixing with SM lepton doublets (small enough to avoid violating flavor con-
straints). ATLAS provides a limit of Mexp ≳ 900 GeV, derived from 139 fb−1 of√

s = 13 TeV data, for a new SU(2)W lepton doublet that predominantly decays into
third-generation SM leptons [127]. Decays into first- and second-generation leptons
are expected to yield stronger bounds. A small gap between this analysis and the
older LEP limits is addressed by CMS [128–132] and ATLAS [133–140] searches for
charginos, which exclude masses around 100 GeV.

In the case where ML ≳ O(yv), the constraints can be effectively summarized by focusing
on the region of the parameter space with M2 > ML > M1, where the lightest particle
is neutral. In Fig. 9 of our companion paper [61], we provide an overview of the exist-
ing constraints, which shows that a substantial portion of the parameter space remains
unexplored.

For higher representations of SU(3)C , SU(2)W , and/or larger hypercharges, the LHC
imposes stronger constraints:

• Using searches for electroweakinos [128–140], the colorless doublet + triplet model is
excluded for ML ≳ 240 GeV, even with mass splittings as low as 8 GeV (see Fig. 6
of Ref. [137]). In our plots, this bound will be used as a conservative constraint on
the lightest particle in models with higher SU(2)W representations.

• Fermions with higher hypercharges cannot mix with SM particles and are therefore
constrained by searches for long-lived multi-charged particles. CMS excludes Mexp ≳
1.41 TeV from Drell-Yan (DY) production using 101 fb−1 of

√
s = 13 TeV data [126],

while ATLAS provides bounds of Mexp ≳ 1.39, 1.52, 1.59, 1.60, and 1.57 TeV for
electric charges |Q| = 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7, respectively, based on DY plus photon-fusion
production with 139 fb−1 of

√
s = 13 TeV data [141].

• For colored representations, reviews of direct searches for vectorlike quarks (i.e., color
triplets) by ATLAS and CMS [124, 125] indicate a lower bound of Mexp ≳ 1 TeV
on the mass of the lightest state. For stable colored representations, searches for
R-hadrons, made of (meta)-stable gluinos, by ATLAS and CMS [142, 143] yield a
stricter bound of Mexp ≳ 1.8 TeV.

In Section 3.2, we often focus on the doublet + singlet model (n = 2), which has three
mass eigenstates under the conditions y = yc and ML = ME , maximizing δµhV V ′ for a
given ML. Two of these eigenstates (the heaviest and the lightest) mix through Yukawa
couplings to the h-boson, while the third does not couple to the Higgs boson.

The VLFs that can affect the hγγ and hZγ couplings must couple to the h-boson
and be electrically charged. In the simplest model we consider, this implies that the
lightest VLF must have Q ̸= 0, subject to the previously discussed constraints on a lightest
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Figure 2. Feynman diagrams of the Higgs boson decays into digluons (left), diphotons (middle)
and Zγ (right) via 1-loop of VLFs.

charged state. Therefore, the optimal case previously discussed for the collider bounds
(with two neutral states of mass M1,2 and a charged one of mass ML, with the hierarchy
M2 > ML > M1) does not fulfill this requirement. Nevertheless, a lightest neutral VLF
can still be accommodated with additional model-building. Specifically, for Y = 1/2, the
VLF that lacks a Yukawa coupling to the h-boson is neutral. Adding a singlet VLF to this
model, mixing with this neutral particle via a new Yukawa coupling to the h-boson, allows
one to tune the coupling such that the lightest VLF is neutral. The trade-off is slightly
stronger constraints from EWPTs and lower instabilities, in favor of relaxing the collider
bounds.

In the doublet + triplet model, the situation is simpler because the lightest particle can
naturally be neutral with Y = 0, while still having VLFs that couple to both the h-boson
and the photon. This configuration minimizes collider bounds.

This discussion highlights the vast theory space available for exploration. In this work,
we restrict our analysis to the simplest benchmark models presented in Section 2.2, which
allow for a general study of coupling deviations, treating r, n, Y , and NF as free parameters.
Therefore, in the computations for plots with n = 2 and r = 1, we did not introduce a
second singlet, while allowing the values of M1 to extend below the collider constraints
for new charged fermions in the colorless case. As we will see, light M1 values are still in
significant tension with EWPTs if they induce sizable deviations in the Higgs couplings.

3 Upper Bound on a New Bosonic Scale

3.1 Preliminary Discussion

In Section 3.2, we analyze the relative deviations δµhV V ′ of the three loop-induced Higgs
couplings at 1-loop (see Fig. 2) to derive an upper bound on the mass scale of new bosons,
ΛB. In Appendix C, we argue that no clear scaling relation exists to determine ΛB for
large values of r, n, Y , or NF. The pure SM decay widths ΓSM(h → gg), ΓSM(h → γγ),
and ΓSM(h → Zγ) are available in the review [22]. For the SM loops, we include only the
dominant contributions from the W -boson and the t-quark.

In the computation of the amplitudes, we neglect the running of the couplings between
the weak scale and the new fermion scale ΛF. As discussed in Ref. [60], a leading-order
(LO) analysis for VLFs with r = 3 is justified, as the dominant next-to-leading-order (NLO)
effect is a multiplicative factor that cancels out in the ratio of Eq. (2.4). However, for r ≥ 6,
this approximation no longer holds, and we anticipate some modifications to our results,
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Figure 3. Upper bound on the scale of new bosons ΛB as a function of the coupling deviation
δµhgg. The choice y = (−1)nyc indicated in the title of each plot maximizes ΛB. Mmax is the
largest of the VLF masses, while M1 is the smallest one. The gray shaded areas represent the
constraint from EWPTs which, at lower δµhgg, is on the line of lowest M1. Top-left: Model
(r = 3, n = 2, Y = 1/2, NF = 1). Top-right: Model (r = 6, n = 2, Y = 1/2, NF = 1). Bottom:
Model (r = 3, n = 3, Y = 0, NF = 1).

potentially on the order of 10%. A full NLO analysis, however, is beyond the scope of this
study. To determine ΛB from the criteria of vacuum stability and the absence of Landau
poles, we compute the running of the couplings using the 2-loop renormalization group
equations (RGEs), which we derive with the Wolfram Mathematica extension SARAH [144–
152].

The relative coupling deviations δµhV V ′ are compared with the latest projections for
the 1σ sensitivity of FLCs6. These projections are derived from a global SMEFT fit [62].
Additionally, 2σ constraints from LHC experiments [18–20] are indicated by vertical lines
in the plots7. In Figs. 3–11, we present plots of ΛB as a function of the relative coupling
deviations for different VLF representations. We find that ΛB is typically determined by
the vacuum stability scale, except for cases involving large hypercharges Y (we discuss

6We use the most optimistic projections, assuming the realization of both the FCC-ee and a muon
collider (the latter with a run at the Higgs pole and

√
s = 10 TeV) [62].

7Lines not displayed in the plots correspond to constraints outside the range shown.

– 9 –



5 10 15 20
0

1

2

3

4

5

10 20 30 40

0

1

2

3

4

5

10 20 30 40 50

0

1

2

3

4

5

Figure 4. Upper bound on the scale of new bosons ΛB as a function of the coupling deviation
δµhγγ in the models (r = 1, n = 2, Y = 0) with NF = 1, 3, 5 (top left, top right, and bottom panels,
respectively). The choice y = (−1)nyc indicated in the title of each plot maximizes ΛB. Mmax is
the largest of the VLF masses, while M1 is the smallest one. The gray shaded areas represent the
constraint from EWPTs which, at lower δµhγγ , is on the line of lowest M1.

this exception later). In the same plots, we compare different values of the lightest particle
mass M1 in the VLF spectrum (depicted as red, blue, yellow, and green lines). The relation
y = (−1)nyc is chosen to maximize ΛB for a given δµhV V ′ . The colored lines in the plots
are truncated where perturbative control of the model is lost, specifically where the Higgs
quartic coupling becomes rapidly large and negative beyond the vacuum stability threshold.

3.2 Discussion of the Results

Below, we provide the leading 1/M2
L behavior of the 1-loop amplitudes for vy(c)/ML ≪ 1.

However, for all numerical applications, we use the full 1-loop analytic expressions for the
amplitudes, computed with Package-X [119, 120]. An important observation is that ΛB is
typically determined by the vacuum stability scale, except in cases involving higher exotic
hypercharges (we will address this when relevant).

– 10 –



10 20 30 40

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

20 40 60 80

0

1

2

3

4

5

20 40 60 80

0

1

2

3

Figure 5. Upper bound on the scale of new bosons ΛB as a function of the coupling deviation δµhγγ

in the models (r = 1, n = 3, Y = 0) with NF = 1, 3, 5 flavors (top left, top right, and bottom panels,
respectively). The choice y = (−1)nyc indicated in the title of each plot maximizes ΛB. Mmax is
the largest of the VLF masses, while M1 is the smallest one. The gray shaded areas represent the
constraint from EWPTs which, at lower δµhγγ , is on the line of lowest M1.

3.2.1 Higgs Coupling to Digluons

The h → gg decay is induced at 1-loop by all SM quarks, as well as by colored VLFs that
couple to the h-boson. In addition to the SM diagrams, the Feynman diagram shown in
Fig. 2 (left) must also be considered. The 2-body decay width is given by

Γ(h → gg) = m3
h

8π

∣∣∣CSM
hgg + CVLF

hgg

∣∣∣2 , (3.1)

where we have displayed separately the SM and VLF contributions, CSM
hgg and CVLF

hgg , re-
spectively. The VLF contribution, in the limit ML ≫ y(c)v, is given by

CVLF
hgg = (−1)n−1NF T (r) n

g2
syycv

12π2M2
L

, T (r)δab = Tr[T a
r T b

r ] , (3.2)

where the T a
r are the generators of SU(3)C in the representation r of the VLFs in the loop.

The 1σ sensitivities of the HL-LHC and FLCs are 1.8% and 0.37%, respectively [62], while
the 2σ constraint from the LHC is 17% [18–20].
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Figure 6. Upper bound on the scale of new bosons ΛB as a function of the coupling deviation
δµhγγ in the models (r = 1, n = 2, NF = 1) with Y = 2, 3 (left and right panels, respectively). The
choice y = (−1)nyc indicated in the title of each plot maximizes ΛB. Mmax is the largest of the
VLF masses, while M1 is the smallest one. The gray shaded areas represent the constraint from
EWPTs which, at lower δµhγγ , is on the line of lowest M1.

The results for different models are presented in the plots in Fig. 3. From these, the
following points can be deduced:

• The model (r = 3, n = 2, Y = 1/2, NF = 1) can produce a deviation δµhgg that falls
within the sensitivity of the HL-LHC projections without conflicting with the EWPT
constraints. For the lightest VLF with a mass M1 ≃ 1 TeV, a significant hierarchy
between the new fermions and new bosons can still be achieved, i.e., ΛB ≫ Mmax,
where Mmax is the mass of the heaviest VLF. This mass region is beginning to be
constrained by the LHC, while M1 < 1 TeV is excluded by direct searches. However,
as M1 increases above 1 TeV, ΛB quickly approaches Mmax: it is then meaningless
to consider a model with only new fermions and no bosons to explain a potential
observed deviation δµhgg.

• For the higher color representation (r = 6, n = 2, Y = 1/2, NF = 1), achieving a
sizable δµhgg at the TeV scale becomes easier. This deviation can fall within the
sensitivity of the HL-LHC, while maintaining a significant hierarchy ΛB ≫ Mmax.
With M1 ≃ 1 TeV, it is even possible to accommodate an anomaly in hgg at the
LHC, should one appear during Run 3, though the hierarchy with new bosons would
be somewhat limited. For TeV-scale VLFs, there is no tension with EWPTs.

• If n is increased instead of r, for example in the model (r = 3, n = 3, Y = 0, NF = 1),
the situation improves slightly compared to the n = 2 case. This results in a larger
hierarchy for fixed M1 and δµhgg.

Therefore, the current collider bounds and EWPTs still allow for colored VLFs at the TeV
scale that can produce a deviation δµhgg within the projected sensitivity of the HL-LHC.
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Figure 7. Upper bound on the scale of new bosons ΛB as a function of the coupling deviation
δµhγγ . The choice y = (−1)nyc indicated in the title of each plot maximizes ΛB. Mmax is the
largest of the VLF masses, while M1 is the smallest one. The gray shaded areas represent the
constraint from EWPTs which, at lower δµhγγ , is on the line of lowest M1. Top-left: Model
(r = 3, n = 2, Y = 1/2, NF = 1). Top-right: Model (r = 6, n = 2, Y = 1/2, NF = 1). Bottom:
Model (r = 3, n = 3, Y = 0, NF = 1).

Such deviations could even be indirectly observed at the LHC Run 3 for r ≥ 6. Conse-
quently, there is (a priori) no need to introduce multiple flavors of VLFs to accommodate
a potential future anomaly without adding new bosons.

3.2.2 Higgs Coupling to Diphotons

The h → γγ decay is mediated at 1-loop by all electrically charged particles in the SM,
as well as by electrically charged VLFs that couple to the h-boson. In addition to the
SM diagrams, the Feynman diagram shown in Fig. 2 (middle) must also be included. The
2-body decay width is given by

Γ(h → γγ) = m3
h

64π

∣∣∣CSM
hγγ + CVLF

hγγ

∣∣∣2 , (3.3)
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Figure 8. Upper bound on the scale of new bosons ΛB as a function of the coupling deviation
δµhZγ in the models (r = 1, n = 2, Y = 0) with NF = 1, 3, 5 flavors (top left, top right, and
bottom panels, respectively). The choice y = (−1)nyc indicated in the title of each plot maximizes
ΛB. Mmax is the largest of the VLF masses, while M1 is the smallest one. The gray shaded areas
represent the constraint from EWPTs which, at lower δµhZγ , is on the line with lowest M1.

where we have distinguished the SM and VLF contributions, CSM
hγγ and CVLF

hγγ , respectively.
The VLF contribution, in the limit ML ≫ y(c)v, is given by

CVLF
hγγ = (−1)n−1 NF r

e2yycv

144π2M2
L

[
n2 − 1 + 4(n + 1)Y + 12Y 2

]
. (3.4)

The 1σ sensitivities of the HL-LHC and FLCs are 2.4% and 0.69%, respectively [62], while
the 2σ constraint from the LHC is 33% [18–20]. In Figs. 4–7, we present plots of ΛB as a
function of |δµhγγ | for different VLF models.

In Fig. 4, we consider the model (r = 1, n = 2, Y = 1/2) for NF = 1, 3, 5. The
results show that any future deviation observed at the LHC is unlikely to be explained
by a small number of VLFs, as they would need to be near the EW scale and would be
in tension with EWPTs. However, within the sensitivity of the HL-LHC, an anomaly can
be accommodated with new VLFs at the EW scale while maintaining a large hierarchy
Mmax ≫ ΛB. For M1 ≳ 1 TeV, generating an anomaly observable at the HL-LHC would
require new bosons at the same scale as the new fermions (Mmax ∼ ΛB). Additionally,
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Figure 9. Upper bound on the scale of new bosons ΛB as a function of the relative coupling
deviation δµhZγ in the models (r = 1, n = 3, Y = 0) with NF = 1, 3, 5 flavors (top left, top
right, and bottom panels, respectively). The choice y = (−1)nyc indicated in the title of each plot
maximizes ΛB. Mmax is the largest of the VLF masses, while M1 is the smallest one. The gray
shaded areas represent the constraint from EWPTs which, at lower δµhZγ , is on the line with lowest
M1.

increasing NF ∼ 1 does not significantly alter this discussion. In fact, larger values of
NF allow for larger deviations at a fixed hierarchy, consistent with the scaling of RGEs
and coupling deviations. This behavior is a general feature of our analysis across all the
couplings considered. If an anomalous coupling were to be detected experimentally, these
models would warrant further exploration despite their nonminimal content.

In Fig. 5, we consider the model (r = 1, n = 3, Y = 0) for small numbers of VLF flavors,
specifically NF = 1, 3, 5. This model cannot explain any deviation observed at the LHC
without being in significant tension with EWPTs. However, it can achieve the HL-LHC
sensitivity, performing slightly better than the n = 2 model, while allowing ΛB ≫ Mmax
for M1 on the order of a few hundred GeV. These features improve when multiple flavors
are considered. For M1 ≳ 1 TeV, however, ΛB ∼ Mmax, and the model becomes irrelevant.

Fig. 6 illustrates the impact of selecting a higher hypercharge in the model (r = 1, n =
2, NF = 1). For Y = 2, it is still possible to achieve a small hierarchy ΛB ≫ Mmax
for M1 ∼ 1 TeV and an anomaly observable at the HL-LHC, which was not feasible for
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Figure 10. Upper bound on the scale of new bosons ΛB as a function of the relative coupling
deviation δµhZγ in the models (r = 1, n = 3, NF = 1) with Y = 2, 3 (left and right panels,
respectively). The choice y = (−1)nyc indicated in the title of each plot maximizes ΛB. Mmax is
the largest of the VLF masses, while M1 is the smallest one. The gray shaded areas represent the
constraint from EWPTs which, at lower δµhZγ , is on the line with lowest M1.

Y = 1/2. For Y = 3, there is a plateau near the HL-LHC sensitivity, with a hierarchy
ΛB/Mmax ∼ 105. This corresponds to a Landau pole instability rather than a vacuum
instability. Thus, exotic VLFs with higher hypercharges remain viable minimal models to
explain an anomaly at the HL-LHC. However, the trade-off is stronger collider constraints
from long-lived charged particles around 1 TeV. Since such particles cannot simply mix
with SM fermions to decay, achieving this requires additional model-building.

Regarding the impact of colored representations, Fig. 7 highlights the following points:

• The model (r = 3, n = 2, Y = 1/2, NF = 1) does not allow for a hierarchy between
new bosons and VLFs for a TeV-scale M1 (consistent with current collider bounds),
although such a hierarchy becomes possible for FLCs.

• Increasing the color representation to (r = 6, n = 2, Y = 1/2, NF = 1) enables a
hierarchy ΛB ≫ Mmax for M1 ≃ 1 TeV within the HL-LHC sensitivity. However, this
hierarchy collapses rapidly with a slight increase in M1.

• Alternatively, increasing n, as in the model (r = 3, n = 3, Y = 1/2, NF = 1), results
in a worse situation compared to n = 2 for maintaining a hierarchy.

3.2.3 Higgs Coupling to a Z-Boson and a Photon

The h → Zγ decay occurs at 1-loop through virtual SM bosons and fermions, with addi-
tional contributions from VLFs as represented by the Feynman diagram in Fig. 2 (right).
The 2-body decay width is given by

Γ(h → Zγ) = m3
h

32π

(
1 − m2

Z

m2
h

)3 ∣∣∣CSM
hZγ + CVLF

hZγ

∣∣∣2 , (3.5)
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Figure 11. Upper bound on the scale of new bosons ΛB as a function of the relative coupling
deviation δµhZγ . The choice y = (−1)nyc indicated in the title of each plot maximizes ΛB. Mmax
is the largest of the VLF masses, while M1 is the smallest one. The gray shaded areas represent
the constraint from EWPTs which, at lower δµhZγ , is on the line with lowest M1. Top-left: Model
(r = 3, n = 2, Y = 1/2, NF = 1). Top-right: Model (r = 6, n = 2, Y = 1/2, NF = 1). Bottom:
Model (r = 3, n = 3, Y = 0, NF = 1).

where we have again separated the SM contribution CSM
hZγ and the VLF contribution CV LF

hZγ .
In the limit ML ≫ y(c)v, one gets

CVLF
hZγ = (−1)n−1 NF r n

g2yycv

288π2M2
L

tan θW

{
n(n − 1) − 2(1 + 3Y + 6Y 2)

+ cos 2θW

[
n2 − 1 + 4(n + 1)Y + 12Y 2

]}
.

(3.6)

The 1σ sensitivities of the HL-LHC and FLCs are 11% and 3.8%, respectively [62], while
no precise measurement is available from the LHC yet [63]. It is interesting to note that,
unlike δµhγγ , we found that δµhZγ can change sign as a function of |Y |, as shown in Fig. 12.
For sufficiently large |Y |, however, δµhZγ becomes an increasing function of |Y |.

In Figs. 8–9, we illustrate the effect of the number of flavors NF = 1, 3, 5 for the
models (r = 1, n = 2, Y = 1/2) and (r = 1, n = 3, Y = 0). In the case n = 2, future
collider experiments are not expected to be sensitive to the loop-induced deviations caused
by these VLFs, even with an increase in NF ∼ 1. For n = 3, the values of M1 that allow
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Figure 12. Relative coupling deviation δµhγγ (top panels) and δµhZγ (bottom panels) as function
of Y , for different values of M1 (the mass of the lightest VLF in the spectrum), for n = 2 (left
panels) and n = 3 (right panels). The choice y = (−1)nyc indicated in the title of each plot
maximizes the coupling deviation.

a deviation to be observable at FLCs while maintaining a (mild) hierarchy ΛB > Mmax
are in tension with EWPTs. However, an optimistic window of M1 ∼ 300–500 GeV for
NF = 3, 5 remains allowed. In contrast, the values of M1 required to produce a deviation
observable at the HL-LHC are in significant tension with EWPTs. Furthermore, increasing
the dimension of the color representation, as shown in Fig. 11, significantly lowers ΛB,
making the situation worse than for colorless representations.

The most interesting case for the hZγ coupling arises when the hypercharge is in-
creased, as shown in Fig. 10 for the model (r = 1, n = 2, NF = 1). While the value Y = 2
does not produce a deviation observable at future colliders without conflicting with EW-
PTs, the value Y = 3 is sufficient to generate a deviation detectable at FLCs. This scenario
allows for a modest boson/fermion hierarchy with M1 at the TeV scale.

4 Conclusion & Outlook

In this article, we have examined pure fermionic extensions of the SM and their potential
to produce deviations in the three loop-induced Higgs boson couplings—hgg, hγγ, and
hZγ—at future colliders. If these fermions have sufficiently strong Yukawa couplings to
the Higgs boson, they can induce an instability in the Higgs potential or lead to a Landau
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pole. These instabilities must be resolved by introducing new bosons. We have investigated
whether it is possible to generate observable deviations in these couplings while maintaining
a sufficiently large hierarchy with the new bosons, ensuring that they do not need to be
explicitly included in the EFT:

• For the hgg coupling, it is relatively straightforward to produce a deviation within the
sensitivity of the HL-LHC, using relatively small representations of the gauge groups,
and without violating EWPT constraints or collider bounds. In several scenarios, the
upper bound on the mass scale of new bosons can be sufficiently high to neglect their
contributions in the EFT.

• For the hγγ coupling, due to the experimental constraints, increasing the hypercharge
and/or the number of flavors is the most effective strategy for achieving a deviation
at the HL-LHC while maintaining a fermion/boson hierarchy. In other cases, the
hierarchy quickly diminishes as M1 approaches 1 TeV. However, this is not a concern
for achieving a deviation observable at FLCs.

• For the hZγ coupling, future colliders have a lower sensitivity compared to the other
two loop-induced couplings. There is a narrow mass window around 1 TeV where
fermions with higher hypercharges can produce a deviation observable at FLCs while
maintaining a hierarchy, consistent with experimental constraints. The key takeaway
is that any deviation observed at the HL-LHC is highly unlikely to be caused solely
by new fermions, as it would be in significant tension with EWPTs.

As a disclaimer, it is important to emphasize that our results were derived within a
simplified framework designed to enable a general analysis of the dimensions of gauge rep-
resentations. We employed approximate (but conservative) estimates for the experimental
bounds, and several assumptions—such as the absence of mixing between different flavors
and vanishing CP phases—would need to be relaxed in a more detailed analysis. If a de-
viation is observed at a future collider, a dedicated analysis focusing on a specific fermion
content would be required to determine precise collider, EW, and flavor constraints. Thus,
our study should be regarded as a guide for model-builders, offering insights into the best
strategies for constructing minimal models to explain a potential anomaly.
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A SU(2) Irreducible Representations as Symmetric Tensors

In this appendix, we review the treatment of irreducible representations (irreps) of SU(2)
as totally symmetric tensors, establishing the notation used in Appendix B.
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The standard approach to SU(2) irreps involves a (2j + 1)-dimensional vector space
with a basis given by the set of states |j, m⟩. These states are eigenvectors of the mutually
diagonalizable operators J⃗2 and J3, satisfying J⃗2 |j, m⟩ = j(j + 1) |j, m⟩ and J3 |j, m⟩ =
m |j, m⟩, where m takes values in J−j, jK, making the irrep (2j + 1)-dimensional.

Alternatively, it is sometimes more convenient to describe the SU(2) irrep of spin-j as
a completely symmetric rank-2j tensor, denoted by Ψ(j,m), with components

Ψi1···i2j

(j,m) , i1, · · · , i2j = 1, 2 . (A.1)

These tensors can be constructed from spin-1/2 states as follows: for any pair of quantum
numbers (j, m), a direct product of spin-1/2 states can be formed to represent the spin-j
irrep. Let us denote the orthonormal spin-1/2 states as ζ± = |1/2, ±1/2⟩, defined abstractly
through the actions of J3 and J±. Specifically, we have

J3ζ± = ±1
2ζ±, J±ζ± = 0 and J±ζ∓ = ζ± . (A.2)

Now, consider a collection of 2j spin-1/2 states, each described by ζ(i)±, where the super-
script i ∈ J1, 2jK labels the individual spins. The entire collection can be expressed as a
tensor product of these individual states:

Φ(j,q) = ζ
(1)
+ ⊗ · · · ⊗ ζ

(q)
+ ⊗ ζ

(q+1)
− ⊗ · · · ⊗ ζ

(2j)
− . (A.3)

This tensor is invariant under permutations of the ζ+ vectors among themselves and the
ζ− vectors among themselves. However, replacing a ζ+ with a ζ−, or vice versa, generates
a new tensor, as this operation changes the value of m. The 2j labels of the vectors ζ±
in Φ(j,q) can be permuted in (2j)! different ways. To avoid overcounting, we only consider
permutations that result in distinct tensors. The number of such distinct tensors is given
by (

2j

q

)
= (2j)!

q!(2j − q)! , (A.4)

where each class of tensors Φ(j,q) contains q!(2j −q)! elements. Moreover, tensors belonging
to different classes are orthogonal to each other.

Let us now examine how the spin-j angular momentum operators J3 and J± act on
these tensors. Starting with J3, it is defined as J3 = J

(1)
3 + · · · + J

(2j)
3 , where J

(k)
3 acts

exclusively on the ζ
(k)
± vector while leaving all other ζ vectors in Φ(j,q) unaffected. Applying

J3 to Φ(j,q) yields

J3Φ(j,q) =
2j∑

k=1
J

(k)
3 Φ(j,q) = (q − j)Φ(j,q) , (A.5)

which motivates introducing m = q − j, the eigenvalue of J3 corresponding to Φ(j,q). From
now on, we update the notation of the tensor to Φ(j,m).

Now, the operator J
(k)
± acts exclusively on the vector labeled by k, annihilating ζ

(k)
± .

Specifically, for Φj,q, we have

J
(k)
± Φj,q = Φ(j,q±1) if (k) corresponds to a ∓ index , (A.6)
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i.e., the resulting state is either zero or belongs to a class of states with eigenvalue m ± 1 of
J3. It follows that the collective operators J± = J

(1)
± + · · · + J

(2j)
± , acting on Φ(j,m), yield a

sum of j ∓ m different states, each with an eigenvalue of J3 equal to m ± 1. Consequently,
we extend our description from a single tensor product Φ(j,m), as defined in Eq. (A.3), to
a symmetrized sum over all (2j)! permutations of the vectors. We define

φ(j,m) =
∑

σ∈S2j

ζ
σ(1)
+ ⊗ · · · ⊗ ζ

σ(j+m)
+ ⊗ ζ

σ(j+m+1)
− ⊗ · · · ⊗ ζ

σ(2j)
− , (A.7)

where S2j is the symmetric group of rank 2j. In terms of tensor components, this is
expressed as

φ
i1···i2j

(j,m) =
∑

σ∈S2j

ζ
σ(i1)
+ · · · ζ

σ(ij+m)
+ ζ

σ(ij+m+1)
− · · · ζ

σ(i2j)
− , (A.8)

for a particular value of m. These tensor components, however, are not normalized. For a
given value of m, the norm evaluates to

〈
φ(j,m) | φ(j,m)

〉
≡ φ

i1···i2j

(j,m) φ∗
(j,m) i1···i2j

=
(

2j

j + m

)
. (A.9)

Thus, the normalized tensors are

Ψ(j,m) =
(

2j

j + m

)−1/2

φ(j,m) . (A.10)

Finally, we verify that these tensors satisfy the expected action of the angular momentum
operators:

J±Ψ(j,m) =
√

j(j + 1) − m(m ± 1)Ψ(j,m±1), J3Ψ(j,m) = mΨ(j,m) . (A.11)

This completes the construction of totally symmetric rank-2j tensors as spin-j representa-
tions of SU(2).

B Fermion Mass Spectrum & Couplings to Bosons

In this appendix, we provide the computation of the fermion mass spectrum and couplings
to the SM bosons.

B.1 Flavor Basis Lagrangian

We consider the BSM model with the following Lagrangian:

LBSM = Lgauge+kin. −
(
MLLLc + MEEEc + yLHEc + ycLcH†E + H.c.

)
= Lgauge+kin. − V . (B.1)

Here, L and Lc belong to the representation n of SU(2)W , while E and Ec belong to its
representation n − 1. The Lagrangian can be formulated in terms of the SU(2) tensor
components, denoted as, for instance, L(t,m), where n = 2t + 1 and m represents the
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eigenvalue of J3 (see Appendix A). For convenience, we simplify the notations by writing
L(t,m) as Lm, leaving the isospin label t implicit. Recall that if L and Lc have isospin-t,
then E and Ec have isospin-(t − 1/2).

In terms of these components, the fermion potential of the BSM model after EWSB
can be written as

V = MLL−tL
c
t +

t∑
m=−(t−1)

VT
m

(
ML α(t, m)vy/

√
2

(−1)2t+1α(t, m)vyc/
√

2 ME

)
Um + H.c. , (B.2)

where for m ∈ J−(t − 1), tK we have defined

Vm =
(

Lm

Em−1/2

)
, Um =

(
Lc

−m

Ec
−m+1/2

)
, α(t, m) =

√
1 − t − m

2t
. (B.3)

We can split this potential into a h-boson part and a VEV part, which will correspond to
the mass Lagrangian. The former reads

−Lhℓℓ =
t∑

m=−(t−1)

α(t, m)√
2

h
[
yLmEc

−m+1/2 + (−1)2t+1ycLc
−mEm−1/2 + H.c.

]
, (B.4)

while the latter reads

−Lmass = MLL−tL
c
t +

t∑
m=−(t−1)

VT
mMmUm + H.c. , (B.5)

where we defined the m-th mass matrix as

Mm =
(

ML α(t, m)vy/
√

2
(−1)2t+1α(t, m)vyc/

√
2 ME

)
. (B.6)

For the SU(2)W × U(1)Y sector, the gauge-kinetic term for L and Lc can be written as

iL†σ̄µDµL =
t∑

m=−t

[
iL†

−mσ̄µ∂µLm + g′Y BµL†
−mσ̄µLm + gT 3(t, m)W 3

µL†
−mσ̄µLm

]

+ g√
2

t∑
m=−(t−1)

[
T +(t, −m)W +

µ L†
mσ̄µL−m+1 + T −(t, m)W −

µ L†
−mσ̄µLm−1

]
,

(B.7)

and

iLcσµDµLc† =
t∑

m=−t

[
iLc

−mσµ∂µLc†
m + g′Y BµLc

−mσµLc†
m + gT 3(t, m)W 3

µLc
−mσµLc†

m

]

+ g√
2

t∑
m=−(t−1)

[
T +(t, −m)W +

µ Lc
mσµLc†

−m+1 + T −(t, m)W −
µ Lc

−mσµLc†
m−1

]
,

(B.8)
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where we introduced

T 3(t, m) = m, T ±(t, m) =
√

t(t + 1) − m(m ± 1) . (B.9)

The expressions for the gauge-kinetic terms of E and Ec can be easily obtained from the
ones above by adapting to the right quantum numbers.

We can thus obtain Jµ
3 and Jµ

Y in terms of these tensor components, which will be
useful to build Jµ

EM and Jµ
Z from

Jµ
EM = Jµ

Y + Jµ
3 , Jµ

Z = Jµ
3 − sin2 θW Jµ

EM , (B.10)

defined such that

LA,Z = eAµJµ
EM + gZZµJµ

Z , gZ = e/ cos θW . (B.11)

We have

Jµ
Y = Y

t∑
m=−t

[
L†

−mσ̄µLm + Lc
−mσµLc†

m

]
+ Y ′

t−1/2∑
m=−(t−1/2)

[
E†

−mσ̄µEm + Ec
−mσµEc†

m

]
,

(B.12)

and

Jµ
3 =

t∑
m=−t

T 3(t, m)
[
L†

−mσ̄µLm + Lc
−mσµLc†

m

]

+
t−1/2∑

m=−(t−1/2)
T 3(t − 1/2, m)

[
E†

−mσ̄µEm + Ec
−mσµEc†

m

]
. (B.13)

Thus, we obtain

Jµ
EM = (Y − t)

[
L†

t σ̄
µL−t + Lc

tσ
µLc†

−t

]
+

t∑
m=−(t−1)

Q(t, m)
[
L†

−mσ̄µLm + E†
−m+1/2σ̄µEm−1/2

+Lc
−mσµLc†

m + Ec
−m+1/2σµEc†

m−1/2

]
, (B.14)

where
Q(t, m) = Y + T 3(t, m) = Y + m . (B.15)

Now, we also have

Jµ
Z = Ξ(t, −t)

[
L†

t σ̄
µL−t + Lc

tσ
µLc†

−t

]
+

t∑
m=−(t−1)

[
Ξ(t, m)

(
L†

−mσ̄µLm + Lc
−mσµLc†

m

)
+Ξ̃(t, m)

(
E†

−mσ̄µEm + Ec
−m+1/2σµEc†

m−1/2

)]
, (B.16)

where we introduced

Ξ(t, m) = T 3(t, m) − Q(t, m) sin2 θW , Ξ̃(t, m) = Ξ(t, m) − 1
2 . (B.17)
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B.2 Mass Basis Lagrangian

In the previous section, we wrote the Lagrangian in the flavor basis, where the fermion
mass matrices are not diagonal. To perform computations of observables, it is simpler to
go to the mass basis.

B.2.1 Mass Spectrum

Let us focus on the m-th mass matrix Mm for m ∈ J−(t − 1), tK defined as

Mm =
(

ML α(t, m)vy/
√

2
(−1)2t+1α(t, m)vyc/

√
2 ME

)
. (B.18)

We have to perform a singular value decomposition to diagonalize these matrices in order
to always have positive eigenmasses [114]. We can rewrite the corresponding mass term in
the Lagrangian as

VT
mMmUm = VT

mO(m)
L

[
O(m)

L

]T
MmO(m)

R

[
O(m)

R

]T
Um ≡ L T

mM
(m)
D Rm , (B.19)

where O(m)
L and O(m)

R are O(2) matrices that diagonalize Mm as

M
(m)
D ≡

[
O(m)

L

]T
MmO(m)

R =
(

M
(m)
1 0
0 M

(m)
2

)
, M

(m)
1 ≤ M

(m)
2 , m ∈ J−(t − 1), tK ,

(B.20)
and (

Lm

Em−1/2

)
= O(m)

L

(
ξ

(m)
1

ξ
(m)
2

)
=
(

O(m)
L,11ξ

(m)
1 + O(m)

L,12ξ
(m)
2

O(m)
L,21ξ

(m)
1 + O(m)

L,22ξ
(m)
2

)
(B.21)

(
Lc

−m

Ec
−m+1/2

)
= O(m)

R

(
ρ

(m)
1

ρ
(m)
2

)
=
(

O(m)
R,11ρ

(m)
1 + O(m)

R,12ρ
(m)
2

O(m)
R,21ρ

(m)
1 + O(m)

R,22ρ
(m)
2

)
. (B.22)

The components of OL/R are constrained by OT
L/ROL/R = 12, which translates in terms of

components as

1 = O2
L/R,11 + O2

L/R,21 , (B.23)

1 = O2
L/R,12 + O2

L/R,22 , (B.24)

0 = OL/R,11OL/R,12 + OL/R,21OL/R,22 . (B.25)

With these definitions, the mass Lagrangian becomes

−Lmass = MLL−tL
c
t +

t∑
m=−(t−1)

∑
i=1,2

ξ
(m)
i M

(m)
i ρ

(m)
i + H.c. . (B.26)

We can introduce Dirac spinors as follows:

Φ =
(

L−t

Lc†
−t

)
, Ψ(m)

i =
(

ξ
(m)
i

ρ
(m)†
i

)
, m ∈ J−(t − 1), tK, i = 1, 2 , (B.27)

such that

−Lmass = MLΦ̄Φ +
t∑

m=−(t−1)

∑
i=1,2

M
(m)
i Ψ̄(m)

i Ψ(m)
i . (B.28)
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B.2.2 Couplings to Gluons

We begin by presenting the coupling of the VLFs to gluons, described by the Lagrangian

Lgℓℓ = gSΦ̄Aa
µγµT a

r Φ +
t∑

m=−(t−1)

∑
i=1,2

gSΨ̄(m)
i Aa

µγµT a
r Ψ(m)

i , (B.29)

where T a
r are the generators of SU(3)C in the representation r of the VLFs.

To compute triangle diagrams for the process h → gg, it is necessary to have an
expression for Tr[T a

r , T b
r ] = T (r)δab, where T (r) is the Dynkin index of the representation

r. The expression of T (r) can be determined in terms of the quadratic Casimir C2(r), the
dimension of the Lie algebra, and the dimension of the representation r, as follows:

T (r) = dim(r)C2(r)
dim su(3) , (B.30)

where, for SU(3), dim su(3) = 8. Representations of SU(3) are classified by two integers,
r = (p, q), and the dimension of the representation and the quadratic Casimir are given by

dim(r) = (p + 1)(q + 1)(p + q + 2)
2 , C2(r) = p2 + q2 + 3p + 3q + pq

3 . (B.31)

From these expressions, we can determine the value of the Dynkin index T (r) of the rep-
resentation r = (p, q).

B.2.3 Couplings to the Photon

Now, it is straightforward to write the electromagnetic Lagrangian for our VLFs. It is
given by

LAℓℓ = eQ(t, −t)Φ̄AµγµΦ +
t∑

m=−(t−1)

∑
i=1,2

eQ(t, m)Ψ̄(m)
i AµγµΨ(m)

i , (B.32)

with
Q(t, m) = Y + T 3(t, m) = Y + m . (B.33)

B.2.4 Couplings to the Z-Boson

We introduce the combinations Ξ and Ξ̃, defined by

Ξ(t, m) = T 3(t, m) − sin2 θW Q(t, m), and Ξ̃(t, m) = Ξ(t, m) − 1
2 . (B.34)

The interaction Lagrangian between VLFs and the Z-boson is given by

LZℓℓ = gϕ,ZΦ̄ZµγµΦ +
∑

a=L,R

∑
i,j∈{1,2}

t∑
m=−(t−1)

g
(m)
ija,ZΨ̄(m)

i ZµγµPaΨ(m)
j . (B.35)

The expressions of the couplings are given in the following table:
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Couplings between the Z-boson and the fermions
Coupling Expression

g
(m)
11a,Z gZ

[
Ξ(t, m)

[
O(m)

a11

]2
+ Ξ̃(t, m)

[
O(m)

a21

]2]
g

(m)
22a,Z gZ

[
Ξ(t, m)

[
O(m)

a12

]2
+ Ξ̃(t, m)

[
O(m)

a22

]2]
g

(m)
12a,Z gZO(m)

a11 O(m)
a12

[
Ξ(t, m) − Ξ̃(t, m)

]
g

(m)
21a,Z gZO(m)

a11 O(m)
a12

[
Ξ(t, m) − Ξ̃(t, m)

]
gϕ,Z −gZ

(
t cos2 θW + Y sin2 θW

)
with gZ = e/ cos θW .

B.2.5 Couplings to the h-Boson

The interaction Lagrangian between VLFs and the h-boson is

Lhℓℓ =
t∑

m=−(t−1)

∑
i=1,2

g
(m)
i,h hΨ̄(m)

i Ψ(m)
i +

∑
i ̸=j∈{1,2}

t∑
m=−(t−1)

[
g

(m)
ij,h hΨ̄(m)

i PLΨ(m)
j + H.c.

]
,

(B.36)
where the expressions of the couplings are given in the following table:

Couplings between the Higgs boson and the leptons
Coupling Expression
g

(m)
1,h −αm

[
yO(m)

L,11O(m)
R,21 + yc(−1)2t+1O(m)

L,21O(m)
R,11

]
g

(m)
2,h −αm

[
yO(m)

L,12O(m)
R,22 + yc(−1)2t+1O(m)

L,22O(m)
R,12

]
g

(m)
12,h −αm

[
yO(m)

L,12O(m)
R,21 + yc(−1)2t+1O(m)

L,22O(m)
R,11

]
g

(m)
21,h −αm

[
yO(m)

L,11O(m)
R,22 + yc(−1)2t+1O(m)

L,21O(m)
R,12

]
where we defined αm ≡ α(t, m)/

√
2 for simplicity.

C No Conservative Scaling Argument

In our companion article [61], we used scaling arguments in certain cases to derive bounds
on the dimensions of the representations that need to be considered. However, for the three
loop-induced couplings studied in this article, we find that such straightforward arguments
are insufficient to establish strong bounds. The discussion in this appendix leads us to
systematically consider several representations in our analysis.

We begin by examining the hγγ and hZγ couplings, focusing on the dimension r of
the color representation of the VLFs (while treating other representations as subdomi-
nant). Using Eqs. (3.4) and (3.6), we observe that both couplings exhibit the same scaling
behavior,

Chγγ , ChZγ ∼ r
y2

M2
L

, (C.1)

where y = (−1)nyc to maximize the coupling deviations. Furthermore, the RGEs yield
the same ΛB for large r, regardless of the value of r, as long as the rescaled ’t Hooft-like
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Yukawa couplings satisfy yc = rγcy. Here, γc = 1/2 or 1/4 depending on whether ΛB is
determined by a Landau pole or a vacuum instability, respectively. Thus,

Chγγ , ChZγ ∼ r1−2γc
y2

c

M2
L

, (C.2)

where 1 − 2γc = 0 for a Landau pole and 1/2 for a vacuum instability. Since we have found
that ΛB is always determined by a vacuum instability within the range of parameters of
interest, it follows that larger values of r lead to greater coupling deviations. However,
Mexp is larger than for colorless VLFs. Determining the parametric dependence of Mexp
on r is challenging because the bounds from direct searches depend on the specific details
of the model. Nevertheless, we know that Mexp will increase with r, as larger r results in
a greater production cross-section at the LHC. To remain conservative, we include colored
representations in our analysis. Regarding the hgg coupling for large r, we have from
Eq. (3.2)

Chgg = T (r) y2

ML
, (C.3)

where T (r) ∼ r5/3 or r2, depending on the representation, as we can see from Eq. (B.30).
Using the previously rescaled yc, it is not possible to draw a definitive conclusion without
precise knowledge of the r-dependence of Mexp, which is typically model-dependent.

The same argument applies to a large number of flavors, NF, since

Chgg ∼ NF
y2

M2
L

, Chγγ ∼ NF
y2

M2
L

ChZγ ∼ NF
y2

M2
L

, (C.4)

as derived from Eqs. (3.2), (3.4), and (3.6). The rescaled Yukawa couplings are given by
yN = NγN

F y, where γN = 1/2 for a Landau pole and 1/4 for a vacuum instability.
For the dimension of the weak isospin representations n, Eqs. (3.2), (3.4) and (3.6)

give (for large n)

Chgg ∼ n
y2

M2
L

, Chγγ ∼ n2 y2

M2
L

ChZγ ∼ n3 y2

M2
L

. (C.5)

The Yukawa couplings are rescaled as yn = nγny, where γn = 1/2 for a Landau pole and
1/4 for a vacuum instability. The same considerations as for r apply here, and we have
verified that, in our analysis, ΛB is always determined by a vacuum instability.

As for the hypercharge Y , δµhgg at 1-loop does not explicitly depend on it in Eq. (3.2).
Therefore, it is clear that Y only affects the RGEs by reducing ΛB for a given δµhgg. A
larger |Y | is also associated with a larger Mexp, implying that it does not allow for a larger
ΛB. This is one of the few cases where a clear argument can be made. For hγγ and hZγ,
there is no obvious scaling argument from the couplings in the RGEs, except in the case
where ΛB arises from a Landau pole in the hypercharge coupling, as previously noted in
our companion article [61]. However, this is not sufficient to systematically exclude higher
hypercharges from our analysis.
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