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Abstract

The approximately 2σ deviation from the Standard Model (SM) prediction in the Higgs decay

channel h → Zγ suggests a potential avenue for new physics. In contrast, the precisely measured

value of h → γγ, which is consistent with the SM prediction, places stringent constraints on new

physics parameters, especially considering the correlation between these two decay modes. In this

study, we propose a new mechanism and provide a complete analytical calculation in the context of

the flavor-gauged two Higgs doublet model (FG2HDM), where a novel type of coupling between the

charged Higgs and vector bosons can selectively affect the h→ Zγ decay without altering h→ γγ.

However, due to the smallness of the constrained model parameters, additional modifications are

required: to adjust the involved Z boson-fermion vertices, extra fermions such as technifermions

must be introduced into the model. We show that the FG2HDM, along with the inclusion of

new fermions, can simultaneously accommodate the 1σ measured intervals for both µZγ and µγγ ,

offering a consistent explanation for both decay modes.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The discovery of the Higgs boson at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) by the ATLAS

and CMS collaborations in 2012 marked a significant triumph for the SM [1–3]. Since then,

the quest for new physics (NP) beyond the SM (BSM) has been one of the central endeavors

in elementary particle physics. A primary approach involves measuring the Higgs decays, as

any significant deviation of observations from SM predictions can serve as a clear indication

of NP.

Recently, the ATLAS and CMS collaborations announced the initial evidence for h→ Zγ

decay, with the signal strength observed at the 68% confidence level (CL) being µATLAS
Zγ =

2.0+1.0
−0.9 for the ATLAS analysis [4] and µCMS

Zγ = 2.4 ± 0.9 for the CMS analysis [5], and

µExp
Zγ = 2.2 ± 0.7 for their combination [6].1 Interestingly, the combined signal strength

slightly deviates from its SM prediction µSM
Zγ = 1 at the level of 1.9σ, which, if confirmed,

would be a clear signal of NP beyond the SM. Explanations for this discrepancy are primarily

sought in two main areas. On the one hand, given that the h→ Zγ decay is loop-induced,

it is essential to account for higher-order corrections to the leading-order (LO) contributions

from one-loop amplitudes. Two categories of corrections have been calculated: the two-loop

QCD corrections [7–10], which contribute approximately a 0.3% increase, and the two-loop

electroweak corrections [11, 12], resulting in a 7% enhancement. Clearly, these next-to-

leading-order (NLO) corrections alone are inadequate to explain the 1.9σ deviation. On the

other hand, the excess may be attributed to additional contributions from the BSM physics,

which have been extensively explored in numerous studies, see, e.g., Refs. [13–29].

When analyzing the h→ Zγ decay in a specific BSM model, it is also common to consider

the h→ γγ decay, since any charged particles that contribute at the loop level to the former

can also influence the latter [30, 31]. Interestingly, unlike the case for µZγ, the experimental

value for the h → γγ decay, µExp
γγ = 1.10 ± 0.06 [32], is in good concordance with the

SM prediction µSM
γγ = 1. This suggests that, for a given model, the parameters accounting

for the excess of the h → Zγ must also adhere to the stringent constraint imposed by

the h → γγ decay, i.e., they should exclusively contribute to µZγ without altering µγγ.

Note that the flavor is always conserved in the QED, which, however, may be violated

1 In Refs. [4–6] the signal strength µX (X is any Higgs decay product) is defined as the product of the cross

section and the branch fraction (σ(pp → h)B(h → X)) relative to the SM prediction. The cross section

aligns well with the SM prediction, so we assumed that the NP merely affect the branching fractions.
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during the scalar and weak interactions. Thus, a plausible hypothesis is to construct a BSM

model featuring off-diagonal couplings between the Higgs and Z boson with the intermediate

particles. This approach has been explored, e.g., in Refs. [16, 19]. In this study, we propose

a novel mechanism to achieve the same goal by introducing a new neutral gauge boson Z ′,

which mixes with the Z boson but not with the photon, producing new corrections to the

couplings of the Z boson and fermions that exclusively affect µZγ without modifying µγγ.

By adjusting the magnitude of these corrections, it is possible to reconcile the µZγ excess.

Note that the decays h→ Zγ (as well as h→ γγ) have already been examined within a

specific two Higgs doublet model (2HDM) (see Ref. [33] for a comprehensive review on the

general 2HDM), namely the complex 2HDM (C2HDM) [34], with parameters constrained

based on earlier measurements reported by the ATLAS [35] and CMS [36]. With the new

results from Refs. [4–6], however, both model construction and numerical analysis require fur-

ther refinement. Intriguingly, both the off-diagonal couplings of the Higgs and Z boson and

corrections to the Z boson-fermion couplings can be implemented in the so-called FG2HDM,

which is constructed based on the Branco-Grimus-Lavoura (BGL) type 2HDM [37] (see

also the subsequent developments in Refs. [38–41]) and has been utilized to address the B

anomalies in our previous work [42]. In the FG2HDM, the original 2HDM is extended by

an additional scalar singlet and endowed with a gauged U(1) flavor symmetry (which we

dub as U(1)′ hereafter) to suppress the occurrence of undesired tree-level flavor-changing

neutral currents (FCNCs). Compared to the SM particle spectrum, the FG2HDM features

five additional physical scalars and one additional neutral gauge boson Z ′. In this work,

we calculate the one-loop amplitudes for the decays h → Zγ and h → γγ and explore how

these two signal strengths can be simultaneously reconciled within the framework of the

FG2HDM.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we provide a brief overview of the

key features of the FG2HDM. In Sec. III, we calculate the one-loop amplitudes for h→ Zγ

and h→ γγ decays in the unitary gauge. The numerical analysis and subsequent discussions

are detailed in Sec. IV. Our conclusion is presented in Sec. V. For convenience, the relevant

Lagrangian and the corresponding Feynman rules are prepared in Appendix A. Additionally,

the explicit expressions for the scalar functions obtained from one-loop calculations are listed

in Appendix B, along with the kinematics for Higgs decays in Appendix C.
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II. THE MODEL

The FG2HDM is a specific 2HDM comprising two SU(2)L scalar doublets, extended by an

additional scalar singlet S, and endowed with a U(1)′ gauge symmetry. The scalar potential

is given by [42]

V (Φ1,Φ2, S) = m2
11Φ

†
1Φ1 +m2

22Φ
†
2Φ2 +

λ1

2
(Φ†

1Φ1)
2 +

λ2

2
(Φ†

2Φ2)
2

+ λ3(Φ
†
1Φ1)(Φ

†
2Φ2) + λ4(Φ

†
1Φ2)(Φ

†
2Φ1)

+m2
S|S|2 + λS|S|4 + κ1|Φ1|2|S|2 + κ2|Φ2|2|S|2

+ κ3

(
Φ†

1Φ2S
2 + Φ†

2Φ1(S
∗)2
)
, (1)

where m11,22,S represent the quadratic parameters, and λ1,2,3,4,S along with κ1,2,3 denote the

quartic couplings. The two doublets and the singlet in the flavor basis are parametrized as:

Φ1 =


 ϕ+

1

1√
2
(ρ1 + iη1 + v1)


 , Φ2 =


 ϕ+

2

1√
2
(ρ2 + iη2 + v2)


 , S =

1√
2
(s0 + iχ0 + vS) , (2)

where the vacuum expectation values (VEVs) v1 and v2 combine to form the SM Higgs

VEW v = 1/(
√
2GF )

1/2 =
√

v21 + v22 ≃ 246 GeV, with GF being the Fermion constant. The

singlet VEV vS is introduced to spontaneously break the U(1)′ symmetry. Rotating to the

mass basis yields:


G±

H±


 = U1


ϕ±

1

ϕ±
2


 ,




G0

G′0

HA


 = U2




η1

η2

χ0


 ,




H

h

HS


 = U3




ρ1

ρ2

s0


 , (3)

where U1, U2, and U3 are the rotation matrices defined as:

U1 ≡


 cos β sin β

− sin β cos β


 , U2 ≡


1 0

0 Uγ




U1 0

0 1


 , U3 ≡




− cosα − sinα 0

sinα − cosα 0

0 0 1


 . (4)

Here, α and β are the rotation angles, and the 2× 2 matrix Uγ and tan 2α are given by:

Uγ =




2v1v2√
4v21v

2
2+v2v2S

−vvS√
4v21v

2
2+v2v2S

vvS√
4v21v

2
2+v2v2S

2v1v2√
4v21v

2
2+v2v2S


 , tan 2α =

2l

m− n
, (5)
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where

m = λ1v
2
1 −

1

2
κ3

v2
v1
v2S , n = λ2v

2
2 −

1

2
κ3

v1
v2
v2S , l = λ34v1v2 +

1

2
κ3v

2
S . (6)

After spontaneous symmetries breaking, the four undesired Goldstone bosonsG±, G0 andG′0

in Eq. (3) would get ‘eaten’ to give masses to the W±, Z, and Z ′ gauge bosons, respectively.

This leaves us with six physical scalars: two charged Higgs H±, three neutral scalars H, h,

and HS, and one neutral pseudoscalar HA. Their masses are separately given by

m2
h,H =

1

2

[
(m+ n)∓

√
(m− n)2 + 4l2

]
, m2

HS
=2λSv

2
S ,

m2
HA

=− 1

2
κ3

(
4v1v2 +

v2v2S
v1v2

)
, m2

H± =− 1

2
(λ4v

2 +
κ3v

2v2S
v1v2

) . (7)

Among the three neutral particles, h and H are CP-even, while HA is CP-odd. Specially,

the scalar h is identified as the Higgs boson discovered at the LHC in 2012 [1–3].

Regarding the neutral gauge bosons, the covariant derivatives for the SU(2)L doublet

and singlet fields are defined as follows:

Dµ = ∂µ − ig1YiBµ − ig′XiẐ
′
µ − ig2

τ⃗

2
· W⃗µ , (8)

Dµ = ∂µ − ig1YiBµ − ig′XiẐ
′
µ , (9)

where τ⃗ are the Pauli matrices, and Bµ, Ẑ
′
µ, and W⃗µ are the U(1)Y , U(1)′ and SU(2)L

gauge bosons in the flavor basis, respectively. Here, g1, g
′, g2 are the corresponding cou-

pling constants, while Yi and Xi denote separately the hypercharge and U(1)′ charge of

the fields. After spontaneous symmetry breaking, the gauge bosons acquire their masses.

The transformation from the flavor basis to the mass basis is achieved through the mixing

matrix:



A

Z

Z ′


 = U




B

W 3

Ẑ ′


 , U =




cos θW sin θW 0

− sin θW cos θ′2 cos θW cos θ′2 sin θ′2

sin θW sin θ′2 − cos θW sin θ′2 cos θ′2


 , (10)

where θW is the Weinberg angle, and θ′2 the mixing angle between Z and Z ′. In the limit

where θ′2 approaches zero, the mixing restores to the case in the SM. This arrangement

introduces the tree-level FCNCs in the down-type quark sector, which can account for the

anomalies observed in B physics [42]. Additionally, it generates off-diagonal interactions,
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with Higgs and Z boson couple to charged Higgs and W boson, and new corrections to the

Z boson-fermion couplings, which are essential for addressing the µZγ discrepancy in this

work.

In Table I, we have collected the quantum numbers for the various fields within the

FG2HDM framework under the SU(3)C × SU(2)L × U(1)Y × U(1)′ symmetries. The U(1)′

charges, denoted as Xi (i = LL, · · · , S), are assigned to ensure the cancellation of U(1)′

gauge anomalies. The specific relationships among the U(1)′ charges for different fields are

elaborated in Appendix A of Ref. [42]. It is noteworthy that the anomaly-free condition can

be achieved through various Yukawa texture assignments for quarks and leptons, as further

discussed in Refs. [39–41].

Fields LL eR QL uR dR Φ1 Φ2 S

SU(3)C 1 1 3 3 3 1 1 1

SU(2)L 2 1 2 1 1 2 2 1

U(1)Y −1
2 −1 1

6
2
3 −1

3
1
2

1
2 0

U(1)′ XLL
XeR XQL

XuR XdR XΦ1 XΦ2 XS

TABLE I. The quantum numbers of different fields under the SU(3)C × SU(2)L × U(1)Y × U(1)′

symmetries. Here, LL = (νL, eL)
T and QL = (uL, dL)

T represent separately the left-handed lepton

and quark SU(2)L doublets, while eR, uR, and dR denote the right-handed lepton, up-type quark,

and down-type quark SU(2)L singlets, respectively.

Armed with the quantum charge assignments for various fields, the FG2HDM Lagrangian

can be systematically derived. As detailed in Sec. II of Ref. [42], we opt for brevity in this

work and refrain from presenting the full Lagrangian. Instead, we focus on the key terms

essential for calculating the one-loop amplitudes of the h→ Zγ and h→ γγ decays. These

terms, along with their corresponding Feynman rules, are compiled in Appendix A.

III. ONE-LOOP AMPLITUDES

Following a general Lorentz decomposition while enforcing photon gauge invariance, as

detailed in Ref. [9], we can express the amplitudes for the processes h(p)→ Z(p1)γ(p2) and
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h(p)→ γ(p1)γ(p2) in the following form:

MX =(pµ2p
ν
1 − p1 · p2gµν)TX ϵ∗µ(p1)ϵ

∗
ν(p2) , X = Zγ, γγ , (11)

where ϵµ(ν) represents the polarization vector of the Z boson or photon, and TX denotes the

one-loop functions to be determined. In the presence of NP, the function TX can be written

as TX = T SM
X + TNP

X , and the signal strength µX is defined as

µX =

∣∣∣∣1 +
TNP
X

T SM
X

∣∣∣∣
2

. (12)

Utilizing the Feynman rules for vertices and propagators outlined in Figure 7 of Appendix A,

we can determine the one-loop Feynman diagrams for the decays h → Zγ and h → γγ,

as depicted in Figures 1 and 2. We have omitted the diagrams containing off-diagonal

fermions in the loops, given the strong suppression of the FCNCs. Upon examining the

Feynman diagrams for h → Zγ and h → γγ, an additional class of diagrams with off-

diagonal couplings to the Higgs and Z boson is observed for h → Zγ (i.e., the last row

of Figure 1),2 which suggests a greater contribution of the FG2HDM to h → Zγ relative

to h → γγ. Furthermore, the novel corrections to the Z boson-fermion couplings offer an

alternative pathway to enhance the contribution to h → Zγ, as previously discussed in

Sec. I. The one-loop functions TX can then be extracted by matching onto the calculations

of the one-loop Feynman diagrams. In this work, we will calculate these diagrams with the

help of the Mathematica package, Package-X [44], details are as follows.

A. h→ Zγ

The one-loop Feynman diagrams that contribute to the h → Zγ process are depicted

in Figure 1. We have intentionally omitted the self-energy diagrams for this decay mode

because they lack the Lorentz structure specified in Eq. (11), and the divergences present in

the calculations of the Feynman diagrams in each row of Figure 1 are found to cancel each

other out (a pattern that also applies to h→ γγ). These diagrams are categorized into four

distinct classes (one row, one class), each corresponding to a type of particle involved in the

internal lines. Consequently, the total one-loop function TZγ is decomposed of the following

2 Note that such diagrams have ever appeared in other Higgs models, see, e.g., Refs. [30, 43].
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Z

γ

h

f

f
f

γ

Z

h

f

f
f

Z

γ

h

W±

W±
W±

γ

Z

h

W±

W±
W±

Z

γ

h

W±

W±

Z

γ

h

H±

H±
H±

γ

Z

h

H±

H±
H±

Z

γ

h

H±

H±

Z

γ

h

W±

H±
H±

Z

γ

h

H±

W±
W±

γ

Z

h

H± W±

FIG. 1. One-loop Feynman diagrams for h→ Zγ.

four distinct components:

TZγ = T f
Zγ + TW

Zγ + TH
Zγ + TWH

Zγ , (13)

corresponding to contributions from fermionic, W boson, charged Higgs, and mixedW boson

and charged Higgs loops, respectively. Specially,

T f
Zγ =

∑

f

eg2QfNCmf

16π2mW (m2
h −m2

Z)
2

[
g2
cW

(I3f − 2Qfs
2
W ) cos θ′2 + g′(QfL +QfR) sin θ

′
2

]

× [sin(α− β)Mf − cos(α− β)Nf ]

{
4m2

Z

[
Λ(m2

h;mf ,mf )− Λ(m2
Z ;mf ,mf )

]

+2(m2
h −m2

Z)
[
2 + (4m2

f −m2
h +m2

Z)C0(m
2
Z , 0,m

2
h,m

2
f ,m

2
f ,m

2
f )
]}

, (14)

TW
Zγ =− eg22cW sin(α− β) cos θ′2

16π2m3
W (m2

h −m2
Z)

2

{
[
12m4

W − 2m2
Wm2

Z +m2
h(2m

2
W −m2

Z)
]

×
[
(m2

h −m2
Z) +m2

Z

(
Λ(m2

h;mW ,mW )− Λ(m2
Z ;mW ,mW )

) ]
+ 2m2

W (m2
h −m2

Z)

×(12m4
W+6m2

Wm2
Z−2m4

Z−6m2
hm

2
W+m2

hm
2
Z)C0(m

2
Z , 0,m

2
h,m

2
W ,m2

W ,m2
W )

}
, (15)

TH
Zγ =− 4evλhH+H−

16π2(m2
h −m2

Z)
2

[
(
g2
2
cW −

g1
2
sW ) cos θ′2 + (sin2 βQ1 + cos2 βQ2)g

′ sin θ′2

]

×
{
m2

Z

[
Λ(m2

h;mH± ,mH±)− Λ(m2
Z ;mH± ,mH±)

]

8



+(m2
h −m2

Z)
[
1 + 2m2

H±C0(m
2
Z , 0,m

2
h,m

2
H± ,m2

H± ,m2
H±)
]}

, (16)

TWH
Zγ =

eg2g
′(Q2 −Q1) cos(α− β) sin β cos β sin θ′2

16π2mW (m2
h −m2

Z)

×
{
2(m2

h −m2
H± +m2

W )

[
m2

Z

m2
h −m2

Z

(
Λ(m2

h;mH± ,mW )− Λ(m2
Z ;mH± ,mW )

)

+
m2

H± −m2
W

2m2
h

log

(
m2

H±

m2
W

)
+m2

H±C0(0,m
2
h,m

2
Z ,m

2
H± ,m2

H± ,m2
W ) + 1

]

−2m2
W (m2

h +m2
H± −m2

W − 2m2
Z)C0(0,m

2
h,m

2
Z ,m

2
W ,m2

W ,m2
H±)

}
. (17)

In Eq. (14), we have summed over the contributions from all of the fermions, and the color

factor NC = 3 (1) for quarks (leptons). The symbols QLf , QfR, Q1, Q2 denote the U(1)′

charge of left-handed fermion, right-handed fermion, Φ1, and Φ2, respectively. The ana-

lytical expressions for the scalar functions Λ(m2
a;mb,mc), C0(m

2
Z , 0,m

2
h,m

2
i ,m

2
i ,m

2
i ), and

C0(0,m
2
h,m

2
Z ,m

2
i ,m

2
i ,m

2
j) in Eqs. (14)-(17) are listed in Appendix B. Note that similar ex-

pressions for TX can also be found in Ref. [34]. It is worth emphasizing the novel contribution

TWH
Zγ , which arises from the W±H∓Z coupling and is uniquely present in the FG2HDM,

distinguishing it from other conventional 2HDMs.

B. h→ γγ

The one-loop Feynman diagrams responsible for the h → γγ process are illustrated in

Figure 2. In the depiction of the first and second diagrams in each row, distinct momenta

γ (p1)

γ (p2)

h

f

f
f

γ (p2)

γ (p1)

h

f

f
f

γ (p1)

γ (p2)

h

W±

W±
W±

γ (p2)

γ (p1)

h

W±

W±
W±

γ

γ

h

W±

W±

γ (p1)

γ (p2)

h

H±

H±
H±

γ (p2)

γ (p1)

h

H±

H±
H±

γ

γ

h

H±

H±

FIG. 2. One-loop Feynman diagrams for h→ γγ.

p1 and p2 are assigned to differentiate the two photons in the final state. Paralleling the
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approach for h → Zγ, the total one-loop function Tγγ is decomposed into three distinct

parts:

Tγγ = T f
γγ + TW

γγ + TH
γγ , (18)

with each term explicitly given by:

T f
γγ =

∑

f

4e2g2NCQ
2
fmf (sin(α− β)Mf − cos(α− β)Nf )

16π2m2
hmW

×
[
2 + (4m2

f −m2
h)C0(0, 0,m

2
h,m

2
f ,m

2
f ,m

2
f )
]
, (19)

TW
γγ =

−2e2g2 sin(α−β)
16π2m2

hmW

[
(m2

h+6m2
W+(12m4

W−6m2
hm

2
W )C0(0, 0,m

2
h,m

2
W ,m2

W ,m2
W )
]
, (20)

TH
γγ =− 4e2vλhH+H−

16π2m2
h

[
1 + 2m2

H±C0(0, 0,m
2
h,m

2
H± ,m2

H± ,m2
H±)
]
. (21)

The analytical expressions for the scalar function C0(0, 0,m
2
h,m

2
i ,m

2
i ,m

2
i ) in Eqs. (19)-(21)

can also be found in Appendix B. Unlike in the h→ Zγ process, there is no TWH
Zγ contribution

because the W±H∓γ interaction is forbidden in FG2HDM, as it is in other 2HDMs and the

SM.

IV. NUMERICAL ANALYSIS

In this section, we perform a numerical analysis to determine whether the FG2HDM

can accommodate the measured µZγ excess while evading constraints from µγγ. For ease

of reference, the input parameters used in the numerical analysis throughout this work are

summarized in Table II. It should be noted that the fine structure constant, α ≡ e2/4π,

is scale dependent and is related to the electroweak gauge coupling g2 via the relation

e = g2 sin θW . Additionally, we do not adopt the experimental value for Γh from the particle

data group (PDG), which has a relatively large uncertainty (ΓPDG
h = 3.7+1.9

−1.4 MeV) [32], but

rather, we cite the value with smaller uncertainty from Ref. [45]. Our strategy in this section

initially involves calculating the SM LO contributions for the decays h→ Zγ and h→ γγ,

the numerical values of which provide valuable insights for building NP models. We then

incorporate the corrections from the FG2HDM in detail.
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sin2 θW = 0.23129(4) [32] mW = 80.3692(133) GeV [32]

α(0) = 1/137.036 [32] mZ = 91.1880(20) GeV [32]

α(mZ) = 1/127.944(14) [32] mh = 125.20(11) GeV [32]

Γh = 4.07+4.0%
−3.9% MeV [45] mt = 172.57(29) GeV [32]

GF = 1.1663788× 10−5 GeV−2 [32] mτ = 1.77693(9) GeV [32]

mb = 4.183(7) GeV [32] mc = 1.2730(46) GeV [32]

ms = 93.5(8) MeV [32] mµ = 105.658 MeV [32]

md = 4.70(7) MeV [32] me = 0.511 MeV [32]

mu = 2.16(7) MeV [32]

TABLE II. Relevant input parameters used in our numerical analysis.

A. SM prediction

The expressions in Eqs. (14)-(17) and (19)-(21) revert to the SM formulas upon setting

θ′2 → 0 and sin(α− β)→ 1. The numerical results for TZγ in the SM are then given by:

TW,SM
Zγ =− 5.866× 10−5 , T t,SM

Zγ =3.115× 10−6 ,

T b,SM
Zγ =− 6.685× 10−8 + 3.762× 10−8i , T c,SM

Zγ =− 9.797× 10−9 + 3.864× 10−9i ,

T τ,SM
Zγ =− 1.731× 10−9 + 7.452× 10−10i . (22)

Eq. (22) (and also Eq. (23)) clearly indicates that the dominant contributions arise from the

W loops, and the secondary contributions come from the top quark loops. Contributions

from the s, d, u, µ, and e loops are not presented here, as they are several orders of magnitude

smaller than those we display and can be neglected safely. Likewise, the SM contributions

to Tγγ are

TW,SM
γγ =− 3.912× 10−5 , T t,SM

γγ =8.619× 10−6 ,

T b,SM
γγ =− 1.123× 10−7 + 1.485× 10−7i , T c,SM

γγ =− 9.103× 10−8 + 7.462× 10−8i ,

T τ,SM
γγ =− 1.107× 10−7 + 1.011× 10−7i . (23)

With the kinematics formula derived in Appendix C, the SM predictions for h → Zγ and

h→ γγ are given separately by

B(h→ Zγ)SM =(1.536± 0.018)× 10−3 , (24)
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B(h→ γγ)SM =(2.278± 0.023)× 10−3 , (25)

which are respectively in good agreement with those given in Ref. [45]: B(h → Zγ) =

(1.5± 0.1)× 10−3, and B(h→ γγ) = (2.27± 0.07)× 10−3. Besides, B(h→ γγ)SM (and thus

µSM
γγ ) also agrees well with the experimental value, B(h → γγ)Exp = (2.50 ± 0.20) × 10−3

(µExp
γγ ) [32]. However, the SM prediction for B(h → Zγ)SM (and thus µSM

Zγ ) deviates from

the experimental result (3.4 ± 1.1) × 10−3 (µExp
Zγ = 2.2 ± 0.7) by 1.9σ [6]. As discussed in

Sec. I, it is still impossible to account for such a discrepancy even taking into account the

NLO contributions, thus, some NP contribution is strongly called for.

B. FG2HDM contributions

The h → γγ decay imposes stringent constraints on the FG2HDM parameters, as the

SM prediction of µγγ aligns well with its measurement. This implies that we should have

sin(α − β) ≈ 1 (or equivalently, cos(α − β) ≈ 0) to ensure that T f
γγ and TW

γγ are close to

their SM values, and the contribution from the charged Higgs loops should be minimal.

Additionally, we should have cos θ′2 ≈ 1 (or equivalently, sin θ′2 ≈ 0) to ensure that the

ZW+W− coupling does not deviate too much from its SM value.

With the aforementioned approximations, we can first determine the contribution from

charged Higgs loops. In the left panel of Figure 3, we present the 1σ and 2σ allowed regions

for the parametersmH± and λhH+H− , with constraints derived from µZγ (blue) and µγγ (red).

Clearly, reconciliation is only possible within the 2σ allowed regions, which correspond to a

narrow parameter space. In the right panel of Figure 3, we compare the theoretical prediction

(purple) with the experimental result (blue) for µZγ, where the theoretical contributions

are obtained from the SM plus the charged Higgs contributions, with mH± and λhH+H−

constrained by µγγ. As observed, the theoretical prediction is nearly independent of the

charged Higgs mass, and its value is very close to the SM prediction (µSM
Zγ = 1), indicating

that the charged Higgs contribution is negligible. Consequently, the scenario involving solely

the charged Higgs can be ruled out.

Moving forward, we assess whether the contribution from the off-diagonal couplings of

the Higgs and Z boson to W boson and charged Higgs can account for the observed excess

in µZγ. This necessitates estimating the magnitude of TWH
Zγ as given in Eq. (17). To achieve

this, we initially assign values to cos(α− β) (or equivalently, sin(α− β)), g′, Q2−Q1, cos β

12
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FIG. 3. Left: the 1σ and 2σ allowed regions for mH± and λhH+H− with constraints from µZγ (blue)

and µγγ (red). Right: the 1σ and 2σ allowed regions for µZγ , where the purple regions correspond

to contributions from the SM plus merely charged Higgs with mH± and λhH+H− allowed by µγγ ,

while the blue regions denote the experimental result jointly reported by CMS and ATLAS (the

black horizontal line corresponds to the central value) [6].

(or equivalently, sin β), and sin θ′2. As discussed in the first paragraph of this subsection,

to ensure that T f
γγ and TW

γγ do not deviate too much from their SM predictions, we should

have cos(α − β) ≈ 0 and sin θ′2 ≈ 0. What is more, the constraints from the B observables

in our previous work suggest that tan β < 28 and g′ > 10−2 [42]. The large upper limit of

tan β suggests that cos β should be small, whereas g′ is expected to remain sufficiently small

to preserve the perturbative nature of the U(1) gauge theory. Furthermore, considering the

naturalness, it is reasonable to assume that Q2 − Q1 is of O(1). While satisfying these

conditions and simultaneously hoping that TWH
Zγ is as large as possible, we assume that

cos(α−β) ∼ cos β ∼ sin θ′2 ∼ O(10−1) and g′ ∼ (Q2−Q1) ∼ O(1). With these assumptions,

we can conservatively estimate:

a ≡ g′(Q2 −Q1) cos(α− β) sin β cos β sin θ′2 ∼ O(10−3) . (26)

To make a maximum estimate on TWH
Zγ , let us assume that |a| is close to the margin of

O(10−2), say, |a| = 0.01. With this entry, we plot the magnitude of TWH
Zγ as a function of

mH± in Figure 4. Obviously, TWH
Zγ decreases as mH± increases, and the magnitude of which

can only reach O(10−8), comparable to that of the b quark loops in the SM (cf. the value of

13



T b,SM
Zγ in Eq. (22)), which is one and two orders of magnitude smaller than that of the t quark

loops and W loops, respectively. Therefore, we can safely conclude that the contribution

from the off-diagonal couplings of the Higgs and Z boson to W boson and charged Higgs is

insufficient to explain the excess of the measured µZγ.

100 200 300 400 500 600

2.×10-8

3.×10-8

4.×10-8

5.×10-8

6.×10-8

FIG. 4. The magnitude of TWH
Zγ as a function of mH± with input |a| = 0.01.

Lastly, let us check if the measured µZγ excess can be mitigated by corrections to the Z

boson-fermion vertices. Given that the top quark dominates contributions from the fermion

loops, particular emphasis is placed on the correction from the tt̄Z vertex. Observing the

numerical results of TW,SM
Zγ and T t,SM

Zγ in Eq. (22), since they are opposite in signs, combining

these two terms implies a cancellation occurs, and the total amplitude must be smaller than

that with the W loops alone. So if the tt̄Z vertex correction can flip the sign of T t,SM
Zγ and

adjust its magnitude, the cancellation may transform into an enhancement. As a result,

the original SM prediction is amplified within the FG2HDM framework. By adjusting the

amount of the correction, we may be able to accommodate the measured µZγ excess. The

advantage of this approach is that it has no impact on the µγγ at all. To implement this

conjecture, let us first define:

Cf
V ≡

g2
2cW

(I3f − 2Qfs
2
W ) cos θ′2 +

g′

2
(QfL +QfR) sin θ

′
2 . (27)

With cos θ′2 ∼ 1 Eq. (27) can be further rewritten as Cf
V = Cf,SM

V + ∆Cf
V , where Cf,SM

V =

g2
2cW

(I3f − 2Qfs
2
W ) and ∆Cf

V = g′

2
(QfL +QfR) sin θ

′
2. Using I3t = 1/2 and Qt = +2/3 for the

top quark, together with sW and α(mZ) from Table II, one gets Ct,SM
V ≃ 0.071. Moreover,

by making use of the power counting for g′, QtL +QtR (similar to Q2−Q1), and sin θ′2, one

can roughly estimate that ∆Ct
V ∼ O(10−1), i.e., ∆Ct

V has the same order of magnitude as
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Ct,SM
V . Our remaining work is to adjust the amount of the parameter ∆Ct

V to render the

theoretical prediction consistent with the measurement of µZγ. In Figure 5 we depict the

theoretical prediction of µZγ as a function of ∆Ct
V (green solid line), which is compared to

the 1σ and 2σ measured ones (blue regions) given by ATLAS and CMS [6]. It is shown that,

when ∆Ct
V ∈ [−1.14, 0.13] the prediction can accommodate the measured µZγ at the 2σ level

and, when ∆Ct
V ∈ [−0.89,−0.28] the prediction can accommodate the same even at the 1σ

level. This approach, if successful, could provide a viable explanation for the discrepancy

observed in µZγ while maintaining consistency with the µγγ. Further numerical analysis and

experimental verification will be crucial to confirm the validity of this model adjustment.
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FIG. 5. The theoretical prediction of µZγ as a function of ∆Ct
V (green solid line), in comparison

with the measured one (blue regions) given by ATLAS and CMS [6].

To our knowledge, the most stringent constraints stem from two aspects: the top quark

observables and the FCNC process b→ sℓ+ℓ−. Regarding the former, both the CMS [46] and

ATLAS [47, 48] collaborations have measured the differential and/or inclusive production

cross sections of tt̄Z at the LHC, and the production of single top quarks and anti-top quarks

via the t-channel exchange of a virtual W boson has been measured by ATLAS [49]. All of

these measurements are in good agreement with their SM predictions. These measurements

can be used to establish limits on the Wilson coefficients within the framework of the SM

effective field theory (SMEFT) [50–52]. By leveraging the matching between ∆Ct
V and the

SMEFT Wilson coefficients [53]:

∆Ct
V =

g2v
2

2Λ2cW
Re
[
−C33

φu − C
(1,33)
φQ + C

(3,33)
φQ

]
, (28)
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where Cφu, C
(1)
φQ, and C

(3)
φQ are the coefficients of the operators

Oφu ≡(φ†i
←→
D µφ)(ūγ

µu) ,

O(1)
φQ ≡(φ†i

←→
D µφ)(Q̄γµQ) ,

O(3)
φQ ≡(φ†i

←→
D µτ

Iφ)(Q̄γµτ IQ) , (29)

respectively, one can determine the allowed range for ∆Ct
V . To estimate the maximum

value of ∆Ct
V , we adopt C

33
φt/Λ

2 ∈ [−2.2, 1.6] from ATLAS (which corresponds to a 95% CL

interval, with Λ being the NP scale set to 1 TeV, and the result is derived assuming one

coefficient is non-zero at a time) [48]. Using Eq. (28) we find ∆Ct
V ∈ [−0.036, 0.049], which

is approximately one order of magnitude smaller than the 1σ interval required to reconcile

the measured µZγ. As for the latter, ∆Ct
V contributes to b → sℓ+ℓ− by inserting the tt̄Z

vertex into the Z-penguin diagram, by matching onto the low-energy effective coefficients

C9,10 relevant to b→ sℓ+ℓ− [54], one obtains ∆Ct
V ∈ [−0.05, 0.015] ∪ [0.01, 0.05]. Similar to

the former case, these ranges are also too small to account for the 1σ interval of µZγ.

C. Discussion

From the numerical analysis presented above, we observe that while the FG2HDM offers

two potentially viable mechanisms to enhance µZγ without altering µγγ, the small values of

the model parameters combined with the stringent constraints from other processes lead to

an inability to account for the observed excess in µZγ at the 1σ level. Consequently, it is

not feasible to resolve this discrepancy utilizing only the particles currently included in the

FG2HDM, which implies the necessity for a model extension.

An alternative approach is to introduce novel fermions to the model, whose couplings to

the Z boson have not been constrained by existing measurements, thereby allowing us to

align them with the measured µZγ. As is well known, the fourth-generation heavy fermions

have been ruled out by the h→ γγ decay [55–58], leaving light fermions to be possible. Given

that these are light and charged particles, it is imperative to ensure they remain undetected

in Z decays. A particle that meets these criteria is the technifermion, a building block of a

QCD-like theory known as technicolor theory [59, 60]. In this framework, technifermions and

their antiparticles are charged under a confining gauge symmetry, leading to their confine-

ment within composite bound states, analogous to how quarks are confined within hadrons.
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These bound states could be massive and elusive enough that they avoid constraints from

Z decays. In certain models, these composite particles are also considered as candidates

for dark matter, see, for example, Refs. [61–73] and the references therein. Various model

configurations are possible; however, we opt for a simple scenario that imposes an SU(N)T

gauge symmetry with two Dirac fermions, U and D, with quantum numbers assigned under

the SU(N)T × SU(3)C × SU(2)L × U(1)Y × U(1)′ symmetries:

TL =


UL

DL


 ∼ (N,1,2, 0, XTL

) , UR ∼ (N,1,1,
1

2
, XUR

) , DR ∼ (N,1,1,−1

2
, XDR

) . (30)

The technifermions U and D contribute to h → Zγ and h → γγ in a manner analogous to

the SM fermions, resulting in expressions equivalent to those in Eqs. (14) and (19), with NC

replaced by N . For simplicity, we assume that U and D possess a degenerate mass denoted

as mf . In the left panel of Figure 6 we show the theoretical prediction for µγγ as a function

of the technifermion mass mf , for technicolor numbers N = 2, 3, 4, 5, compared to the 1σ

measured interval (red region). The numerical results indicate a preference for N ≥ 4, with

an increasing mass range observed for larger N .

0 5 10 15 20 25
0.90

0.95

1.00

1.05

1.10

1.15

1.20

16.5 17.0 17.5 18.0 18.5
-1.0

-0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

FIG. 6. Left: the theoretical prediction for µγγ as a function of the technifermion mass mf , for

technicolor numbers N = 2, 3, 4, 5, compared to the 1σ measured interval (red region). Right:

fixing N = 5, the mf −∆Cf
V regions required to reconcile the 1σ measured µZγ interval for f = U

(orange region) and f = D (magenta region).

In order to ascertain whether the aforementioned parameters of the technifermions al-
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lowed by the measured µγγ can also accommodate the measured µZγ at the 1σ level, we

substitute into Eq. (12) the contributions of the technifermions U and D, including the

FG2HDM corrections to the Z boson-technifermion couplings. Our analysis reveals that

the parameters meet the criteria only when N ≥ 5. With N set to 5, we depict the 1σ

measured µZγ interval permitted regions for mf and ∆Cf
V in the right panel of Figure 6.

This analysis yields the range mf ∈ [16.0, 18.7] GeV, ∆CU
V ∈ [0.8, 1.0] (orange region), and

∆CD
V ∈ [−0.8,−1.0] (magenta region). Similar allowed regions for mf−∆Cf

V can be derived

for N > 5, but they are not elaborated here.

V. CONCLUSION

In response to the 1.9σ deviation observed between the SM prediction and the measure-

ment of the h → Zγ decay signal strength µZγ, as reported by ATLAS and CMS [6], this

study endeavored to propose a potential resolution within the framework of the FG2HDM.

Given the strong correlation between h → Zγ and h → γγ, which aligns well with the

SM prediction, NP effects are required to enhance the former without altering the latter.

This requirement can be met in the FG2HDM through two mechanisms: (i) introducing

off-diagonal interactions, with Higgs and Z boson couple to charged Higgs and W boson,

and (ii) introducing additional corrections to the Z boson-fermion vertices. With the pre-

pared Lagrangian and Feynman rules for the FG2HDM in Appendix A, we calculated the

amplitudes for both h→ Zγ and h→ γγ decays. Our numerical analysis initially focused on

establishing SM predictions for the branching ratios of these decays, followed by an in-depth

examination of the FG2HDM corrections. We discovered that, due to the small parameters

within the FG2HDM, the contribution from the off-diagonal couplings scenario was insuffi-

cient to account for the excess in the measured µZγ. Similarly, the constraints imposed by

the top quark observables and the FCNC process b→ sℓ+ℓ− rendered the vertex correction

scenario involving only SM fermions inadequate for the measured µZγ. To counteract this

insufficiency, we incorporated two additional technifermions U and D into the FG2HDM,

postulating them to be charged under an additional SU(N)T confining gauge symmetry, thus

ensuring their confinements within the composite bound states, which could be massive and

elusive that they avoid constraints from Z decays. We demonstrated as an example that with

technicolor number N = 5, and a degenerate technifermion mass mf ∈ [16.0, 18.7] GeV, and
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the Z boson-technifermion coupling corrections ∆CU
V ∈ [0.8, 1.0] and ∆CD

V ∈ [−0.8,−1.0],
we can simultaneously reconcile the 1σ measured intervals of both µZγ and µγγ.
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Appendix A: Lagrangian and Feynman rules

Since there involves at least one photon in both h → Zγ and h → γγ decays, the

propagators of the one-loop diagrams shall always be charged particles, see Figures 1 and 2.

Therefore, to calculate the amplitudes we should first find out all of the Lagrangian that

describe the interactions between the charged particles and the Higgs, Z boson, and photon.

The formalisms of Feynman rules depend on the choice of gauge. In this paper we work in

the unitary gauge, in which the Goldstones disappear and only physical particles participate

the interactions. After scrutinizing the total Lagrangian provided in Ref. [42], we list the

most relevant terms to calculate the amplitudes of h→ Zγ and h→ γγ decays as follows,

LS =− λhH+H−vhH+H− , (A1)

LSF =− 1

v
[sin(α− β)Mf − cos(α− β)Nf ]hf̄f , (A2)

LSG =
g22v

2
sin(α− β)hW+

µ W−µ − ieAµ(∂
µH+H− − ∂µH−H+) + e2AµA

µH+H−

−i
[
(
g2
2
cW −

g1
2
sW ) cos θ′2 + (sin2 βQ1 + cos2 βQ2)g

′ sin θ′2

]
Zµ(∂

µH+H− − ∂µH−H+)

−ig
2
2

2
cos(α− β)

[
∂µh(W+

µ H− −W−
µ H+) + h(∂µH+W−

µ − ∂µH−W+
µ )
]

+g2g
′(Q2 −Q1)v sin β cos β sin θ′2Z

µ(W+
µ H− +W−

µ H+)

+2g2sW

[
(
g2
2
cW −

g1
2
sW ) cos θ′2 + (sin2 βQ1 + cos2 βQ2)g

′ sin θ′2

]
AµZ

µH+H−

−g22
2
sW cos(α− β)Aµ(H+W−

µ +H−W+
µ )h , (A3)

LG =ig2cW cos θ′2
[ (

∂µW
+
ν W−µZν − ∂µW

+
ν W−νZµ

)
−
(
∂µW

−
ν W+µZν − ∂µW

−
ν W+νZµ

)

+
(
∂µZνW

+µW−ν − ∂µZνW
−µW+ν

) ]
+ ig2sW

[ (
∂µW

+
ν W−µAν − ∂µW

+
ν W−νAµ

)
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−
(
∂µW

−
ν W+µAν − ∂µW

−
ν W+νAµ

)
+
(
∂µAνW

+µW−ν − ∂µAνW
−µW+ν

) ]

−g22sW cW cos θ′2
[
2W+

µ W−µAνZν −W+
µ W−νAνZ

µ −W−
ν W+µAµZ

ν
]

−g22s2W
(
W+

µ W−µAνAν −W+
µ W−νAνA

µ
)
, (A4)

LFG =
g2 cos θ

′
2

cW
Zµf̄

[
(I3f −Qfs

2
W )γµPL −Qfs

2
WγµPR

]
f

+g′ sin θ′2Zµf̄ [QfLγ
µPL +QfRγ

µPR] f + eQfAµf̄γ
µf . (A5)

The first Lagrangian LS, which describes the interaction between the neutral and charged

Higgs, is obtained by expressing the scalar potential (cf. Eq. (1)) in terms of physical fields,

and their coupling reads

λhH+H− =
1

v

[
λ1v1 sinα sin2 β − λ2v2 cosα cos2 β + v1 cos β (λ3 sinα cos β + λ4 cosα sin β)

− v2 sin β (λ3 cosα sin β + λ4 sinα cos β)
]
. (A6)

The second Lagrangian LSF is the Yukawa interactions, with Mf (f = u, d, ℓ) being the

diagonal mass matrices: Mu = diag(mu,mc,mt), Md = (md,ms,mb), and Mℓ = (e, µ, τ).

Here, Mf is diagonalized by a biunitary transformation:

Mf =
1√
2
U †
fL

(
v1Y

f
1 + v2Y

f
2

)
UfR , (A7)

where Y f
1 and Y f

2 are Yukawa matrices, and UfL and UfR are unitary matrices. For conve-

nience, we have also introduced the auxiliary matrices Nf , which are defined as

Nf =
1√
2
U †
fL

(
v1Y

f
2 − v2Y

f
1

)
UfR . (A8)

To study theB anomalies in Ref. [42], we have assigned some specific U(1)′ quantum numbers

for the fields so as to force the tree-level FCNC arising at the down-type quark sector. With

such an assignments, the Yukawa matrices have the following textures:

Y u
1 =




∗ ∗ 0

∗ ∗ 0

0 0 0


 , Y u

2 =




0 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 ∗


 , Y d

1 =




∗ ∗ ∗
∗ ∗ ∗
0 0 0


 , Y d

2 =




0 0 0

0 0 0

∗ ∗ ∗


 ,

Y ℓ
1 =




0 0 0

0 ∗ 0

0 0 ∗


 , Y ℓ

2 =




∗ 0 0

0 0 0

0 0 0


 , (A9)
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where ‘∗’ denotes an arbitrary non-zero number. Then the auxiliary matrices Nf have the

following explicit forms:

Nu = −v2
v1

diag(mu,mc, 0) +
v1
v2

diag(0, 0,mt) ,

(Nd)ij = −
v2
v1
(Md)ij +

(
v2
v1

+
v1
v2

)
(V †

CKM)i3(VCKM)3j(Md)jj ,

Nℓ = −
v2
v1
diag(0,mµ,mτ ) +

v1
v2
diag(me, 0, 0) , (A10)

where VCKM denotes the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa (CKM) matrix [74, 75]. The third

Lagrangian LSG describes the interactions between the scalars and the gauge bosons, which is

obtained by expanding the scalar kinetic terms with gauge bosons contained in the covariant

derivatives. The quantities Q1 and Q2 denote respectively the U(1)′ charges of Φ1 and Φ2,

and sW and cW are separately short for sin θW and cos θW . The fourth Lagrangian LG

describes the interactions between the gauge bosons, which results from the vector field

strength terms. The last Lagrangian LFG contains the interactions between the fermions

and Z boson and photon, where I3f stands for the third component of the weak isospin of

a fermion doublet, Qf denote the electric charge of a given fermion f , and QfL and QfR

label the U(1)′ charge of a left-handed and right-handed fermion, respectively. It is also

clear from Eq. (A5) that due to the Z − Z ′ mixing there is an additional term that has the

same Lorentz structure as the SM one, which therefore provides a correction to the original

couplings. For more details of FG2HDM Lagrangian in different sectors, readers are referred

to Ref. [42].

With the Lagrangian listed in Eqs. (A1)-(A5) at hand, obtaining the Feynman rules

for the vertices is straightforward. Besides, the Feynman rules for the propagators of the

charged Higgs, W boson, and fermions can be derived directly from the free Lagrangian that

we do not show. Working in the unitary gauge, we summarize all the relevant vertices as

well as propagators of FG2HDM that are necessary to calculate the amplitudes of h→ Zγ

and h→ γγ decays in Figure 7.
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f̄

f

h −i 1
v
[sin(α− β)Mf − cos(α− β)Nf ]

Aµ

Zν

W±
ρ

W∓
σ

−ieg2cW cos θ′2(2g
µνgρσ − gµρgνσ − gµσgνρ)

f̄

f

Zµ i
[ (

g2 cos θ′2
cW

(I3f −Qfs
2
W ) + g′ sin θ′2QfL

)
γµPL+(

−g2 cos θ′2
cW

Qfs
2
W + g′ sin θ′2QfR

)
γµPR

]

Aµ

Aν

W±
ρ

W∓
σ

−ie2(2gµνgρσ − gµρgνσ − gµσgνρ)

f̄

f

Aµ
ieQfγ

µ

Aµ

Zν

H±

H∓

i2e
[
(−g1

2
sW + g2

2
cW ) cos θ′2

+(sin2 βQ1 + cos2 βQ2)g
′ sin θ′2

]
gµν

W±
µ

W∓
ν

h
i
g22
2
v sin(α− β)gµν

Aµ

Aν

H±

H∓

i2e2gµν

W±
ν

W∓
ρ

p

Zµ

q

k
−ig2cW cos θ′2

[
gµν(p− q)ρ + gνρ(q − k)µ +

gρµ(k − p)ν
]

Aµ

W±
ν

h

H∓

−i eg2
2
cos(α− β)gµν

W±
ν

W∓
ρ

p

Aµ

q

k −ie
[
gµν(p− q)ρ + gνρ(q − k)µ + gρµ(k − p)ν

]

W∓
µ

H±

p

h
p± ±ig2

2
cos(α− β)(p− p±)µ

H±

H∓

h −ivλhH+H−

W±
ν

H∓

Zµ
ig2g

′(Q2 −Q1)v sin β cos β sin θ′2g
µν

H±

H∓

Zµ

p+

p− i
[
(−g1

2
sW + g2

2
cW ) cos θ′2

+(sin2 βQ1 + cos2 βQ2)g
′ sin θ′2

]
(p+ − p−)µ

f
i

p/−mf + iε

H±

H∓

Aµ

p+

p− ie(p+ − p−)µ H± i

p2 −m2
H± + iε

µ ν
W± i

p2 −m2
W + iε

[
−gµν + pµpν

m2
W

]

FIG. 7. Feynman rules for the relevant vertices and propagators in the unitary gauge.
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Appendix B: Scalar functions

In this appendix, we show the analytical expressions for the scalar functions appearing

in Sec. IIIA and III B.

Λ(m2
a;mb,mc) =

1

m2
a

λ
1
2 (m2

a,m
2
b ,m

2
c)Log

(
λ

1
2 (m2

a,m
2
b ,m

2
c)−m2

a +m2
b +m2

c

2mbmc

)
,

(B1)

C0(m
2
Z , 0,m

2
h,m

2
i ,m

2
i ,m

2
i ) =

1

2 (m2
h −m2

Z)

[
Log2

(√
−m2

h (4m
2
i −m2

h) + 2m2
i −m2

h

2m2
i

)

− Log2

(√
−m2

Z (4m2
i −m2

Z) + 2m2
i −m2

Z

2m2
i

)]
, (B2)

C0(0, 0,m
2
h,m

2
i ,m

2
i ,m

2
i ) =

1

2m2
h

Log2

(√
−m2

h (4m
2
i −m2

h) + 2m2
i −m2

h

2m2
i
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, (B3)
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2
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2
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2
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− (mh → mZ)

}
,

(B4)

where ∆ij = m2
i −m2

j , λ(a, b, c) = a2+ b2+ c2− 2ab− 2ac− 2bc is the usual Källén function,

and DiLog[a, b] is a function defined in Package-X [44].

Appendix C: Kinematics

Both h(p) → Z(p1)γ(p2) and h(p) → γ(p1)γ(p2) are processes of two-body decays, the

differential decay width of which reads

dΓ =
1

2mh

|MX |2dΦ2 , (C1)

whereMX denotes the amplitude, and dΦ2 is the two-body decay phase space given by

dΦ2 =
|p⃗1|

16π2mh

dΩ . (C2)

23



Here, |p⃗1| = λ1/2(m2
h,m

2
1,m

2
2)/2mh, which is equal to (m2

h−m2
Z)/2mh for h→ Zγ and mh/2

for h → γγ, respectively; dΩ = dϕ1d cos θ1 being the solid angle of particle 1 in the final

state, which, after integration, yields 4π. To calculate the decay width or branching ratio of

the two processes, one has to sum over the spins of Z boson and photon in the final state:

∑

λ1,λ2

|MX |2 =|TX |2(pµ2pν1 − p1 · p2gµν)(pα2pβ1 − p1 · p2gαβ)

×
∑

λ1,λ2

[
ϵ∗µ(p1, λ1)ϵα(p1, λ1)

]
[ϵ∗ν(p2, λ2)ϵβ(p2, λ2)] . (C3)

For X = Zγ, one has

∑

λ1,λ2

[
ϵ∗µ(p1, λ1)ϵα(p1, λ1)

]
[ϵ∗ν(p2, λ2)ϵβ(p2, λ2)] =

(
−gµα +

p1µp1α
m2

Z

)
(−gνβ) . (C4)

Substituting this back to Eq. (C3) and (C1) and divided by the total decay width of Higgs

Γh, yields the branching fraction for h→ Zγ,

B(h→ Zγ) =
m3

h

32πΓh

(
1− m2

Z

m2
h

)3

|TZγ|2 . (C5)

Similarly, for X = γγ, one has

∑

λ1,λ2

[
ϵ∗µ(p1, λ1)ϵα(p1, λ1)

]
[ϵ∗ν(p2, λ2)ϵβ(p2, λ2)] = (−gµα) (−gνβ) , (C6)

and the branching fraction for h→ γγ reads

B(h→ γγ) =
m3

h

64πΓh

|Tγγ|2 . (C7)

In deriving Eq. (C7), since there are two identical photons in the final state, an extra 1/2

factor has been taken into account.
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