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Combination of recent measurements for h — Zv from ALTLAS and CMS shows an excess that
the ratio of the observed and standard model (SM) predicted branching ratios i = (0-B)obs/(0-B)sm
is 2.2 +0.7. If confirmed, it is a signal of new physics (NP) beyond SM. We study NP explanation
for this excess. In general, for a given model it also affects the process h — 7. Since measured
branching ratio for this process agrees with SM prediction well, the model is constrained severely. We
find that a minimally fermion singlets and doublet extended NP model can explain simultaneously
the current data for h — Z~ and h — ~vy. There are two solutions. One is the SM amplitude
M is enhanced by dcz for h — Z~ to the observed value, but the h — v amplitude ciM + dcy
is decreased to —CEM to give the observed branching ratio. This seems to be a contrived solution
that although cannot be ruled out simply using branching ratio measurements. We, however, find
another solution which naturally enhances the h — Z~ to the measured value, but keeps the h — ~~
close to its SM prediction. We also comment on some phenomenology of these new fermions.

I. INTRODUCTION

The 2012 discovery of the Higgs boson (h) marked a milestone in particle physics [1, 2]. Various properties of h
predicted by the standard model (SM) have been confirmed, but there are still many more to be tested. A notable
one is the h — Z~. This process in the SM can be generated at one loop level via the triangle diagram as shown
in Figure 1 [3, 4]. A similar process h — 7y has been measured to good precision and has played an important role
in testing the SM [5, 6]. One of the vertex in the triangle diagram involves the Yukawa couplings of Higgs boson to
fermions, the potential influence of new physics NP beyond SM in these processes is a compelling aspect of ongoing
research [7-14].

To gauge how well the SM prediction fits data, it is convenient to define the p value denoted as = (0-8)ops/(0-B)sm.-
This value represents the observed product of the Higgs boson production cross section (o) and its branching ratio
(B) normalized by the SM values. When p deviates from 1, it is a signal of NP beyond SM. Recently, ALTAS and
CMS [15, 16], have seen signals for the measurement of h — Z~ with the average data showing that

PSP =2.2+0.7, (1)

where pyz stands for the signal strength of h — Z~. The central value shows an excess which is about twice larger
than SM prediction. On the other hand, the SM prediction agrees with data very well with the signal strength of
h — vy [17, 18]

PSP =1.10 £ 0.07. (2)

At present the excess for h — Z~ is only at 1.70. If the excess is confirmed, it will be a signal of NP. In general
for a given NP model addressing the h — Z+y excess it also affects the process h — 7. Since the measured ., agrees
with SM prediction well, the model is constrained severely. For a specific NP model, the literature notably shows
that it is difficult to simultaneously align both ., and pz with the data within 1o [10, 11, 13]. In this work, we study
implications from model building point of view for the possible h — Z~ excess problem, the problem of SM expected
branching ratio for h — «v and an excess for h — Z~.

The effective Lagrangian for h — vy and h — Z~ can be parametrized as
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Figure 1: The Feynman diagrams with flavor-conserving vertices.

where e is the positron charge, and v is the vacuum expectation value of the Higgs boson. The coefficients comprise

two parts, such that cy 7z = cgl\% + 6cy,z. The one loop triangle diagrams generating c,Syl\g are shown in Figure 1.

Including QCD corrections [19], SM = —6.56 and M = —11.67 with mj, = 125.1 GeV. The coefficients dc,, z are
induced by NP.

Beyond SM effects can come in many different ways. Some of them can be parameterized by dimension-six operators
without derivative and CP violation [20]
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where H is the Higgs doublet with quantum numbers (1,2, —1/2) under the SM gauge group SU(3). x SU(2) xU(1)y,
and the vacuum expectation value (vev) is given by (H) = (0,v/+/2)T after spontaneous symmetry breaking. A
represents the energy scale of NP, cgp wp,ww are identified as the Wilson coefficients, 7, is the Pauli matrix. With
the gauge couplings g and ¢', B, and W, are gauge field tensors for SU(2) and U(1)y, respectively.

These operators will generate

Amv\?
5C’Y = (A) (CBB+CWW_CWB)7

4mv
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6CZ = (A) (COt HWcWW — tan achB — cot 29WcWB) , (5)

where Oy is the Weinberg angle. It is noteworthy that dc, and dcz are influenced by cgp wp,ww in distinct ways.
The experimental values for ¢, and cz can be accomplished by fine-tuning the NP coefficients to induce vanishing
effect for dc, while constructive interference for dcz to enhance h — Zv.

From the above analysis, we see that it is possible to simultaneously fit the measured data for h — vy and the
excess in h — Z~y. It is still a challenging task to solve the excess problem for h — Z~ with a renormalizable model. In
a renormalizable model, éc, and dcz are generated at a one loop level as shown in Figure 1. We find that a minimally
extended model with two fermion singlets and a doublet shown in Table I can explain the h — Zv problem. We
only consider color-singlet fermions with higher hypercharge Y, because if they were charged under SU(3)., it would
lead to dramatic changes in the gg — h process, in contrast to the data [21]. We find that there are two solutions.
One is that the SM amplitude c3M is enhanced by dcz for h — Zv to the observed value, but h — 77 the decay
amplitude c,SYM + 0cy is decreased to fcf’yM to give the observed branching ratio. This solution seems to be a contrived
solution although cannot be ruled out simply using branching ratio measurements. We however find another solution
which naturally enhances the h — Z+v to the measured value, but keeps the h — vy close to its SM prediction. The
model suggests the existence of three new fermions that primarily decay into another fermion and a SM gauge boson.
Additionally, it proposes a stable fermion with an electric charge close to —8 and masses around 2 TeV.

Table I: The fermion representations in the minimal fermion extension model. The fermions are vector like, having
both left- and right-handed components, therefore the model is automatically gauge anomaly free [22].

SU(B). SU@Q) Uy
(f& R 1 1 Y +1
(fD)L,R 1 2 Y + 1/2
(f)er 1 1 Y




II. THE MODEL AND ITS INTERACTIONS

The new fermions can couple to the Higgs doublet H and can also have bare masses. The Yukawa interaction and
bare mass terms are given by

- —Y —Y+1 —= - —=
Liin = —mpfpfo —m¥Fsfl —mit Fs 2 = (S sy B+l Fp T H) + (he)),  (6)

where H = imyH*. Here we have omitted parity-violating Yukawa terms of the form frsf'(H, H ) for simplicity,
aiming to solve the h — Z~ excess problem.

The non-zero vev v of Higgs can contribute to fermion masses leading to the new fermion mass matrices in the
basis (f7, f&)T with X =Y or Y + 1 as the following

MX( mp C}(U/\@) '

cjfv/\@ my (7)

The eigenstates fX = (f{%, fX)7 of MX read
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where the eigenvalues and mixing angles are

mX, = motmg o —mg) (G0 napy = 2T (9)
L2 = 2 4 2 7 XX o
In this basis, the mass and charge-conserved Lagrangian for fX are given as
X —X

o = = (m¥ S+ md T 1)
X
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where (ny,ny+41) = (1,—1) and 0, , . are the Pauli matrices operating in the SU(2) g rotational space of fX. For

=X —X —X
example, f~ o, fX = f; f5X + f5 fi. On the other hand, the W-boson can induce a charge current given by

Y . . -y
Lw = iW: ( cos Oy 41 cos Oy f H’y”fly + sinfy 41 sin Oy f, H'y“fQY

V2

. —Y+1
— cosfy;qsinfy f,

: <Y1
Y FY — cos Oy sinfy 1 f * ’y”fly) + (h.c.). (11)

As we will see shortly, to explain the data we need a large Y, which prohibits them to couple with the SM fermions.
Hence, the Lagrangian remains invariant under the U(1) rotation of ffj T et fi/ 't and at least one of the new

fermions must be stable.

III. LOOP INDUCED h — vy AND h — Zv IN THE MODEL

We are ready to calculate the loop induced h — ~v and h — Z~ in the minimally extended model described
previously. The one loop diagrams inducing these decays are shown in Figures 1 and 2. There are two classes of
diagrams, one shown in Figure 1 in which the fermions in the loop does not change identities which we refer as
flavor-conserving ones, and the other as shown in Figure 2 in which the fermions in the loop change identities which
we refer to as flavor-change diagrams. h — 7~y receives contributions from flavor-conserving class, and h — Z~ receive
contributions from the both classes. These features make it possible to have NP contributions of the new fermions to
h — ~vv and h — Z~ differently to addressing the problem we are dealing with.



[ ——— h— — —

Figure 2: The Feynman diagrams with flavor-changing vertices

Depending on the original parameters mp, mfg( and cjf , there are three classes of possible mass eigenstates: 1. both
m{% are positive; 2. one of the mf(g is positive and the other negative; and 3. both m{% are negative. In the last

case, one can perform a chiral rotation ¢?¥5™/2 on the fields fl 5 to make all masses positive and transform L5, — —Lp,

wh1le leaving the other interaction terms unchanged This would not change the final outcome comparing to the first
case, as our final result depends on the value of (¢ cy %)2. We therefore only need to consider the possibilities of 1. and
2. These two cases can have different features for h — v and h — Z~. We proceed to discuss them in the following.

A. The case for me both to be positive

The Feynman diagrams with flavor-conserving vertices are depicted in Figures 1 . The calculations are similar to
that in the SM. The contributions with f in the fermion loop are given as

1 1
56; = Qfg}{vgémiflz(Tf, )\f), 5C£ = Q?cg}{vmifAf(Tf), (12)

where f € {f), 1Y, YH, fQYH} and 7y = m,zl/élm?p, Af = m22/4m?c. Here Qy, g£ and gé are the coupling strengths
X X X
of A", h and Z" to f, where Q;x, = X, g' = Sin26’xc;{h/\/§7 g2 = —sin20chh/\/§, gél = —(nx(1+cos20x)+

X
4X sin? Byy) /4 cos By sin By, and géz = —(nx(1 — cos20x) + 4X sin? Oy ) /4 cos Oy sin @y, The loop functions are
given as
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At my > my, z, we have Iz (7, Af) = Ayp(75) = 4/3.

The Feynman diagrams with flavor-changing vertices are depicted in Figure 2. Due to the Ward identity, the photon
vertices must conserve the flavor and hence this type of diagrams are absent in h — 4. The contribution of the f¥
doublet to dey is

Iz(a,b) =

X p X X X X X
dep = wQpglt 7 gl P L mi) (14)
with the loop function given as

Limy,my) = / dy/ ydz —my 2y + Dy + 2m1x2y2 +my + mgmy(—Qy +2zy + 1)
’ (1 —zy)m} + zym3 — zym? + 22y*>m3 + (mi — m%)zy(1 —y)
/ dy/ i m1(2y 3xy +mi1 +ma(2y — Dy
(1 —zy)m? + zym3 — (y — xy)(1 — y + zy)m% — zy(1 — y)mj,
+ m1 —r ’ITLQ (15)
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The coupling strengths can be read off from Eq. (10) as g,{l s cjf cos 20x //2 and g?x 1 Nx sin 20x /(4 cos Oy sin Oy ).

To have some ideas about how the new fermions affect the decays, let us examine a limiting case to see their
effects. Since the new fermions are expected to be much heavier than the SM particles, it is safe to take the limit of
mp,z/mis — 0. In this limit, we can drop m% and mj,. We obtain

L(ma, ma) = 2 (m% —4mimse + m%) B 4mima (m% mimso + m2) log(mQ/ml) (16)
BT (my — ma)2(my + ma) (my — ma)3(my + m2)?

Around mq = msy, we have
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around |mX| &~ |ma | Therefore, for the case with m{, > 0, we see that dc, (dcz) constructively (destructively)

interfere with c,SYM (c5M), which would lead to iy, > 1 and pz < 1 for [dc, z| < |c§1\§\ This trend is maintained for

even keeping finite mj;, and myz. Hence, the scenario of me > 0 is not able to explain the observed discrepancy in
the experiment.

B. The case for one of me to be negative

From Eq. (18) we see that if setting mY+1 < 0, a destructive interference between the f¥ and f¥*+! doublets for
dcy can happen while leave the second term in dcz to tune cz. To rigorously address the scenario with mYJrl <0,

a rotation of fy‘”'1 Y5 fY+ is necessary to ensure the positiveness of the fermion mass. While £, M h,q,7 Temain
unchanged, the others are modified to

Lt = —my TR iy R
Y41 cf hoyir , Y41
L, = — 7 f (sin 20y 41 + cos 20y 41i0y7s) f , (19)
Lyt = e?yHZ“V —(Y 4+ 1) tan Oy — vt (0, + cos20y 1 —sin 20y 10,75) Y+t
Z " 4 cos Oy sin Oy ’
—v+41 . =yl
Lw = %W:(COS Oy 41 cos Oy f ’y“fly + sin By 41 sin By f, 7“75f2y

. <Y +1 . -
— cosBy41sinfy f ’y“fzy — cos By sin (9y+1f2 7 Hos fi )
h
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We have carried out detailed calculations and find that for h — vy and h — Z~ the consequences of this rotation
can be effectively modeled by substituting mj ' with —mJ ™" in Egs. (14), (15) and (18). It results in the favorable
solution with |dc,| < [¢SM].

Before ending this section, we note that from Eq. (18) there is a second set of solutions with m%ﬂrl < 0. By taking
c}/ =0, dcy and csM are opposite in sign and it is possible to explain the data with the feature of dc, ~ fQC,SYM. In

this scenario, f;f decouples from the other fermions, and it is not necessary to include it in the model.

It is worth mentioning that Ref. [9] considered the fermions with the same representations as those in Table 2. In
particular, by considering mp, m§ Y, 0, we can reproduce the results in Ref. [9]. In this case, the only solution is

where dc, ~ —QCSM with |Q| found to be le and 2e. However, it is more natural to have a solution where cSM > dc,y.
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Figure 3: In Figures (a) and (b), the colored regions represent the parameter space consistent with p&® and p%®
within one standard deviation, where the color indicates the values of x2 , as defined in Eq. (21). Figure (c) dis-
plays the regions that satisfy both )(,2Y < 1 and x% < 1. The upper and lower lines in Figures (a) and (c) denote the
solutions where |dc,| < |C§M| and dcy ~ *2C,SYM, respectively.

IV. NUMERICAL RESULTS

We now provide numerical results for the case with negative m;/‘H. For simplicity, we adopt mp = mg = —mgﬂ ,
and the masses are given by
Y Y41, 12
civ (c: )
Y f Y+1 Y+1 2 f
m = mp =+ , m =—-m =1{/m% + . 20
1,2 D \/i 1 2 D 2 ( )

Without loss of generality, we take mY > md. Hence, we have the hierarchy of m} > |m¥3‘ Y'> md, making fY

being the stable particle due to the energy conservation. For a meaningful perturbative calculation, we consider only
the regions where (cff /V/2)? < 47 and fix Y = —9. We also confine us to have the lightest new charged fermion mass

to be larger than 1600 GeV to satisfy the experimental lower bound for |Q¢| up to 7 [23].

To find the regions of parameter which fit data well, we define

exp __ 2 exp 2
Hy Bz — Pz
X?y = ( : exp ) ) X2Z = ( Z exp ) ) (21)
O~ Oz

where o) stand for the experimental uncertainties of 11, z. In Figure 3(a), (b) and (c), we plot the allowed parameter
spaces by setting X’zy <1,x% <1and X,Qy, X% < 1, respectively. From Figure 3(a) and (c), it is observed that there
are two sets of solutions. We name the upper line Solution 1, characterized by |dcy| < |C§M|7 while the lower line is
named Solution 2, characterized by dcy ~ —2C§M, representing the solution mentioned at the end of the last section.
For x% depicted in Figure 3(b), there is only one set of solutions with |dcz| < |c3M] in contrast. It is worth noting
that, if we consider m%q'l > 0, there would be no solution here. In the limit of mp > cfv, the lines in Figure 3
exhibit a slope of (Y 4+ 1)2/Y?2, necessary to achieve a cancellation between the f¥ and f¥*! doublets in Eq. (18).

We also show in Figure 3 (c), the two sets of solutions with the smallest couplings. They are

Solution 1 : (Y+1, Y) — (4.73, 3.80)
olution T I ( )

~ R

Solution 2 : (c}/ﬂ, ¥ = (2.69,0). (22)

) dcym—2c5M



The corresponding predictions for other parameters are given by

Solution 1 :  (fy41,60y) = (10°,45°),  (py, pz) = (1.10,1.55)
(my,my ) = (2923,1600) GeV, my 3" = 2407 GeV,
Solution 2 :  (fy41,0y) =(8°,0°), (u~,pz)=(1.10,2.88),
(

my,my) = (1600,1600) GeV, m} 3! = 1667 GeV. (23)

respectively.

We therefore have found two classes of solutions which do not modify branching ratio for h — v+, but enhance the
branching ratio to the current averaged value. Solution 2 seems to be a contrived solution although cannot be ruled
out simply using branching ratio measurements. If the current data are confirmed, we would think Solution 1 to be
a better solution.

Before ending the discussion, we would like to comment on some phenomenological for the model at colliders. The
new fermions in the model can be produced which has been discussed for smaller |Y| and new fermion masses in
Ref. [9]. Since in our model the hyper-charge |Y| is large, the lightest new fermion is constrained to be larger than
1600 GeV [23]. The production at the current LHC may be scarce or absent. However, with higher energies and
higher luminosity, the new fermions in our model may be produced. The signature of the lightest fermion will leave
a charge track in the detector to be measured. While to the heavier ones, if produced they can decay into other
final states. For Solution 1, except for fJ the others will decay to fJ plus either a W-boson or Z-boson. But these
decays will have large widths of the order of hundreds GeV, making detection difficult since there will not be a sharp
resonance peak to look for. On the other hand, for Solution 2, the fermion mass differences are not high enough to
form an on-shell gauge boson. They decay into an off-shell W-boson, which then decays into a charged lepton and
a neutrino, with the decay widths being on the order of a few to a few tens of MeV. Similarly, the decay widths to
light quark jet pairs are twice as large. Such measurements may provide information to distinguish between the two
different solutions.

V. CONCLUSION

We have studied some implications of the possible h — Z~ excess from recent measurements by ALTLAS and CMS.
If this excess is confirmed, it is a signal of NP beyond SM. For NP contribution, while modifying h — Z~, in general
it also can affect h — ~~. Since measured branching ratio for this process agrees with SM prediction well, therefore
there are several constraints on theoretical models trying to simultaneously explain data on h — vy and h — Z~.
We find that a minimally fermion singlets and doublet extended NP model can explain simultaneously the current
data on these decays. There are two solutions. One is the SM amplitude ¢ is enhanced by dcz for h — Zv to
the observed value, but the h — v amplitude ¢SM + dcy is decreased to —cSM to give the observed branching ratio.
This seems to be a contrived solution that although cannot be ruled out simply using branching ratio measurements.
We, however, have found another solution which naturally enhances the h — Z~ to the measured value, but keeps
the h — =~ close to its SM prediction. With high energy colliders which can produce these new heavy fermions, by
studying the decay pattens of the heavy fermions, it is possible to distinguish the two solutions we found. We eagerly
await future data to provide more information.
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