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ABSTRACT: We calculate a set of one-loop corrections to h — bb and h — 77 decays in the
dimension-6 Standard Model effective field theory (SMEFT). In particular, working in the
limit of vanishing gauge couplings, we calculate directly in the broken phase of the theory
all large logarithmic corrections and in addition the finite corrections in the large-m; limit.
Moreover, we give exact results for one-loop contributions from four-fermion operators. We
obtain these corrections within an extension of the widely used on-shell renormalisation scheme
appropriate for SMEFT calculations, and show explicitly how UV divergent bare amplitudes
from a total of 21 different SMEFT operators are rendered finite within this scheme. As a
by-product of the calculation, we also compute to one-loop order the logarithmically enhanced
and finite large-m; corrections to muon decay in the limit of vanishing gauge couplings, which
is necessary to implement the G input parameter scheme within the SMEFT.
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1 Introduction

One of the main successes of Run-I at the LHC was the discovery [1, 2] of a new particle with
a mass of 125 GeV [3|. Early measurements of the various production and decay properties
of this particle indicate that it has quantum numbers (J¢ = 07F) and coupling strengths to
fermions and gauge bosons consistent with the Standard Model (SM) Higgs boson [4-7]. As
the experimental precision of Higgs measurements improves, comparisons with precise theory
calculations will further elucidate the properties of the observed boson and determine whether
they are as predicted by the SM.

In this paper we study potential new physics contributions to Higgs boson decays to third
generation fermions, namely to h — bb and h — 77 decays. We perform the analysis within
the framework of the Standard Model Effective Field Theory (SMEFT), where the effects of
new particles at a UV scale Axp are parameterised through non-vanishing Wilson coefficients
of higher-dimensional operators. These operators, which effectively describe the interactions



of the new particles with the SM, are built from gauge invariant combinations of SM fields and
are added onto the usual dimension-4 SM Lagrangian. The SMEFT approach is justified as
long as the new physics scale Axp characteristic of the masses of as yet undiscovered particles
is much larger than the electroweak scale, a scenario which seems quite likely given the absence
of direct evidence for new particles in the Run-I data. The main benefit of such an approach is
that no assumptions are made on the nature of new physics, so interpretations of experimental
data can be made in a model-independent fashion.!

The current precision of Higgs measurements is such that a leading order (LO) analysis
within the SMEFT is sufficient. However, as the experimental situation improves (especially
at a potential eTe™ collider, see for example [9]), it will be necessary to carry out next-to-
leading order (NLO) calculations within the SMEFT. The main point is the following. When
the new physics theory is matched onto the effective one at the scale Axp, the coefficients of
the operators which are generated in this matching procedure are defined at the scale Anp.
However, measurements of Higgs couplings are performed at the scale of the Higgs mass my
(mpg < Anp). Under such conditions, renormalisation group (RG) improved perturbation
theory should be used, and the Wilson coefficients C;(Anxp) should be evolved to the scale
myr according to the solution to the RG equations, determined from an anomalous dimension
matrix ;;. Since «;; is in general non-diagonal, the RG evolution (RGE) introduces mixing
among operators. In other words, a measurement of a process which is sensitive to a partic-
ular Wilson coefficient C;(mpg) in a LO analysis, is in general sensitive to multiple Wilson
coefficients at the scale Axp, as implied through the RGE. In addition, one-loop diagrams
also generate non-logarithmic finite contributions, and there is no way of knowing if these
contributions are large or small without explicitly calculating them. Both of these effects are
neglected in an SMEFT LO analysis, and it is therefore important to extend analyses to NLO
to consistently interpret experimental data in a robust manner.

From a theoretical point of view, the problem of NLO SMEFT calculations is interesting
in its own right, and there have been several recent theoretical advancements in this direction.
In [8, 10, 11], the full one-loop anomalous dimension matrix for baryon number conserving
dimension-6 operators was calculated, building on partial results given in [12-14]. The corre-
sponding analysis for baryon number violating operators was provided in [15]. Such process-
independent results form the basis for RG-improved LO analyses of physical processes, and
are also integral to the renormalisation procedure used in process-dependent matrix element
calculations such as the one performed in the present work. Various work in such directions
can be found in [16-27] — see [22, 23] for detailed discussions on the topic.

In this work, we present results for one-loop corrections to h — bb and h — 77 decays.
The main motivation is the eventual phenomenological application of the results, however we
take the opportunity to describe in detail how to incorporate the dimension-6 operators into

"When taking into account baryon number conserving dimension-6 operators, there are 2499 operators and
real parameters [8]. A full global fit of data to such a number of degrees of freedom is unrealistic and therefore
many simplifying assumptions are made in most analyses, but this is a question of implementation rather than
principle.



the on-shell renormalisation scheme used in most Standard Model calculations — an excellent
review of this procedure is provided in [28]. In order to illustrate this procedure in the context
of the SMEFT, we focus on two types of contributions. We first calculate the contributions
from four-fermion operators. As this calculation is fairly straightforward, it serves as a useful
example to demonstrate how the renormalisation procedure can be more generally applied to
SMEFT calculations. After this, we then compute those contributions which arise in the limit
of vanishing gauge couplings in the broken phase of the theory, where we identify those terms
which are leading in the large-my limit. These limits are defined more quantitatively below:

e Vanishing gauge couplings. The QCD corrections, which are present for the case of
h — bb decays, are trivially zero. For corrections involving electroweak gauge bosons,
vanishing gauge couplings corresponds to neglecting all contributions which do not con-
tain negative powers of MI%V 4, l.e. we calculate terms of (’)(a/M%M ). Consequently, it
is not necessary to consider real emission diagrams, and the calculation is infrared finite.

e Large-m; limit. To identify the leading-m; corrections, we neglect all fermion masses
in the one-loop corrections with the exception of the top-quark, and assume m; >
mpyg. However, as a number interesting features of the renormalisation procedure are
subleading in this limit, we choose to keep the full mass dependence in the UV singular
contributions and also in the coefficients of pu-dependent logarithms.

The corrections defined in this way are a well defined subset of the complete NLO calcu-
lation,? and extend the analogous SM calculation performed in [30] to include dimension-6
contributions.

The layout of the paper is as follows. First, the ingredients of the SMEFT necessary to
compute the tree-level contributions to h — bb and h — 77 are provided in Section 2. In
Section 3, we discuss some details of the on-shell renormalisation scheme in the SMEFT as
applied to h — ff decays, and also comment on how the Fermi constant can be incorporated
as an input parameter. In Section 4, the contribution from four-fermion operators is computed.
In Section 5, we provide the contributions in the limit of vanishing gauge couplings, applying
the large-m; limit to these corrections. We discuss the phenomenological implications of our
results on the interpretation of future data on h — bb and h — 77 decays in Section 6. Finally,
we give some details of our procedure for calculating the decay amplitudes in the large m;-limit
in Appendix A.

2 Tree-level contributions in the SMEFT

In this section we introduce the elements of the SMEFT which are necessary to describe the
tree-level h — bb and h — 77 decay amplitudes. We start with the Lagrangian

L=Lom+L9; LO=3"Ci()Qin), (2.1)

2The full results, including the dependence on gauge couplings, will be presented in future work [29].



which is decomposed into the Standard Model Lagrangian £5M

and dimension-6 Lagrangian
L) The operators appearing in the Lagrangian are naturally defined in the unbroken phase of
the gauge theory, where the vacuum expectation value of the Higgs field vanishes. A complete
set of 59 gauge-invariant dimension-6 operators was first established in [31] (a refinement of
the over-complete basis originally proposed in [32]), and is listed in Table 1. The Wilson
coefficients C; of the dimension-6 operators implicitly contain two inverse powers of Axp, and
are therefore dimensionful. Additionally, the labeling convention of the operators appearing
in Table 1 is also applied to the corresponding Wilson coefficient. For example, the Wilson

coefficient of the operator Qqg is Cyqy. This notation will be used throughout.

2.1 Yukawa sector

The effective Yukawa couplings and mass matrices in the broken phase of the theory, where
the vacuum expectation value of the Higgs field is non-vanishing, arise from the following
terms in the unbroken one:

£ = [Vl Y, Quy + [Yalys HVdy Quy + [Vo)ru Y, Ly + hc]

ST

+ [C’,j w(HYHYHY3, Qg+ Coy(H'HYHYd, Qgj + Cty(HTH)HVe, Lgj + h.c.
~V(H), (2.2)

where
1 2
V(H) =\ (HTH - 2v2> — Cy(HTH)3. (2.3)

The dimension-6 operators alter the tree level-relations between parameters in the broken
and unbroken phase of the theory compared to the SM. We now summarise the modifications
relevant for h — bb and h — 77 decay amplitudes, following closely the discussion and notation
from [8], which contains all necessary elements.

We write the Higgs doublet in a general R¢ gauge in the broken phase of the theory as

1 ( —V2i¢* (x) )

H(z) = V2 \ [1+ Cpxin] h(x) + [1 - %CHD} (@) +vr

(2.4)

where ¢° and ¢ are Goldstone boson modes, and the following relations have been introduced

1 2
CHkin = (CHD - 4CHD> v, vp = (1 + 36;5\1} ) v. (2.5)

The prefactors of the h(z) and ¢°(x) fields are determined by the requirement that the kinetic
terms in the broken phase of the theory are canonically normalised. We have distinguished
the quantities v and v above, but since the difference between them is a dimension-6 effect,



they can be interchanged freely when multiplying a dimension-6 Wilson coefficient, and we
will always refer to this quantity as vy under such circumstances.
The Higgs boson mass is found by expanding (2.3), and leads to

3CHv?
2

m3 = 2 0% (1 — + 2CH,kin> : (2.6)

Similarly, the effective mass and Yukawa matrices for fermions are

], = (51 = 53 ). 2.7)

1 3 i

[Vrl,. = NG ([yf]rs (14 Clyxin] — QU%C&,)
—i[M] 1+C -]_L’%C*

= or flrs H kin \/i ];{:I

The Yukawa and mass matrices depend on distinct linear combinations of the SM Yukawa

(2.8)

matrix and the dimension-6 terms C’;i - Therefore, after transforming from the gauge to mass
eigenstates by performing field redefinitions on the fermion fields, the operators in the mass
basis contain a myriad of flavour violating effects beyond those in the CKM matrix. While such
flavour violating effects beyond those present in the SM are interesting phenomenologically
(see for example [33]), particularly in light of the excess observed in h — 7Tu events by
the CMS [34] collaboration, the main focus of the present work is on one-loop corrections
rather than questions of flavour. Therefore, we ignore such flavour-violating couplings in this
work. This can be made more rigorous by imposing minimal flavour violation (MFV) [35,
36], an assumption which ensures that the mass and Yukawa matrices are simultaneously
diagonalizable at all scales, a feature preserved by the RG running [8]. The transition from
the gauge to mass eigenstates then proceeds much as in the SM, and in fact can be rendered
trivial by considering only the third generation in the calculation of one-loop effects. We will
use this set up throughout the paper, i.e. consider one generation of fermions and set the
CKM element Vj, to unity.

With these simplifications in place, the Yukawa couplings to third generation fermions,
defined as the coefficients of the hff coupling in the mass basis of the broken theory, are
related to the physical masses according to

2
mf ’UT "
Vo o 2.9
vy \[UTJFQ FH (2.9)

and it is a simple matter to calculate the tree-level decay amplitude for the process h — ff:
iMO(h — 1) = —iulpg) (MP) P+ ME) Pr) v(pg). (2.10)
where

2
m v
MY} = L1+ Cpyn) — L

- Cry - 2.11
oy \/§ fH ( )



2.2 Input parameters

We have expressed the result (2.11) in terms of vp, but in practice this parameter should
be eliminated in terms of observables of the broken phase of the theory. In the renormali-
sation procedure discussed in the next section, we choose to work with the following set of
independent, physical parameters:

é,mH,Mw,Mz,mf,Ci. (2.12)

Using the expressions from [§8], one has

22,2
92Vt
My, ==L
w 4
2 ’U% _9 _92 1 4 -2 —2 1 4 - —
M7 = SF(@ +33) + 5utCup(g} +33) + 510152Cw s
— —_ = 17 .
e = (goSy — §ngQU%CHWB’
_9 = = (=2 =2
2 = U 9192(93 gl)’U%CHWB- (2.13)

gi+g (G +g)
The barred quantities appear as couplings in the covariant derivative in the broken phase of

the theory after rotation to the mass eigenbasis; in particular g governs the charged current
couplings while € is the electric charge. Manipulating the above expressions we can write

1 e Cuw 9
—=— |1+ —C , 2.14
vr  2Mys, < * 9%, HWBW) (2.14)
where we have defined
R 2Myw 5 R M?2 ) R
UTE?UJ; sizl—ﬁg, &2=1-35, (2.15)

such that the hatted quantities are the usual definitions in the SM. In expression (2.14),
we denote parameters multiplying the Wilson coefficients by the hatted quantities. This is
consistent to O(1/A%;p), and is the notation which will be adopted throughout this work. It
is possible to re-express vr and §,, in terms of the gauge boson masses, and quantities derived
from them. In particular, the quantity s,, can be expressed as

o o GvR Sw
Sw = Sw — 9 Cup + 2? Cawn ) , (2.16)
w

and inserting this into (2.14) leads to

1 1 ¢ ¢ .
—=— 4+ (CHWB + AVVCHD> or . (2.17)
vr vt SW 4$W

Equation (2.17) then allows to write v7 in terms of the parameters (2.12), that is, the physical
parameters in the broken phase of the theory. While this is a reasonable choice, it is instead



customary to eliminate Myy in favour of the Fermi constant G, defined and extracted through
the muon decay rate [37]. At tree level, and ignoring contributions which do not interfere with
the SM, we can write |8]

11 1 3) , AB) 1 ( >
= Gp— c¥ie® )l —(c, +C : 2.18
vaug ot ﬂ( A WA T (2.18)

where the operator C’S’I) , which alters the W boson coupling to the lepton doublets, and also

I
the four-fermion operators C' ;; and C j; explicitly enter the amplitude for muon decay.
eppe peep
One can then insert the above equation into (2.17) and solve for My as a function of Gr and

the other observables appearing in (2.12).

3 The one-loop renormalisation procedure

From a practical point of view, the calculation of one-loop corrections to h — bb and h — 77
decays in the SMEFT has two components — the bare one-loop matrix elements, and the UV
counterterms required to subtract the UV poles (and in some cases finite parts) from these
divergent matrix elements. The calculation of the one-loop matrix elements is conceptually
straightforward and will be discussed later on. In this section we cover the somewhat more
subtle issue of constructing the UV counterterms. In particular, we explain how to adapt the
on-shell renormalisation scheme used to calculate electroweak corrections in the SM to the
SMEFT case.

To renormalise bare amplitudes we must provide UV counterterms for the set of indepen-
dent, physical parameters in (2.12), and also perform wavefunction renormalisation on external
fields. We choose to renormalise the masses and electric charge in the on-shell scheme, and
construct counterterms related to these quantities exactly as in the SM. This requires the
computation of a number of two-point functions directly in the broken phase of the theory.
On the other hand, we renormalise the Wilson coefficients C; in the MS scheme, as is standard
in EFT calculations. Crucially, the counterterms associated with the Wilson coefficients can
be taken from results in the unbroken phase of the theory calculated in [8, 10, 11].

We begin with wavefunction, mass, and electric charge renormalisation, which proceeds
as in the SM. We will only discuss those contributions relevant for h — bb and h — 77 decays.
Defining the renormalised fields in terms of bare ones, indicated with the superscript (0), we
have

1
RO = \/Z,h = <1 + 25Zh> h,

1
Y= %n=@+5%)m

2
1
= @m=@+gﬁﬁm7 (3.1)



where the fermion subscript f refers to either b-quarks or 7-leptons. We define renormalised
masses and the renormalised electric charge as

MO = M+6M, e =e+de, (3.2)

where M is a generic mass. The Higgs mass does not enter our tree-level expression for the
decay rate, and it is therefore not renormalised. As a consequence, the contribution from
tadpole diagrams are cancelled exactly by those of the corresponding counterterms, and these
contributions can therefore be effectively ignored in our calculation.

To determine wave function renormalisation factors and the counterterms related to mass
and electric charge renormalisation, we follow the procedure outlined in |28, 38|, which requires
the computation of a set of two-point functions in the broken phase of the theory. We write
the generic two-point functions as

I (p) =i(p —my) +i [p (PLER(0%) + PREFD?)) +my (SF () P+ S5 (0°) Pr)]
TH (k) = i(k? — m%) +i2H (k%) ,

. . k. k., k. k,
I (k) = g (K — M3) i (gw - ) I (12) — ik s g2y

k2 k2
Fu’;<k>=—zgw<k2—M3>6ab—z(gﬂy— = )ET”<k2>—z ERALRE (3:3)

where a,b = A, Z, and M3 = 0. Given results for the two-point functions, one can calculate
the counterterms from wavefunction renormalisation in the on-shell scheme according to?

0 *
—m?a—sze [EJLC(I? )+ ZR( )+ ZS( %) + 2}? (r*)] L,
pr=my
0Zf = —Re £/ (m7)
0 = X
3 Re [SF(7) + SF0P) + S50 + 57 07] |
p? p*=m?
oxH (k2)
02y = —Re————— 3.4
h € k2 K22, ( )
The mass counterterms are computed as
myg - *
dmy = —fRe (EL(m?) + Z?(m%) + E}?(m?) + E? (m?)) ,
M, ~ SW(ME,
W Re # (3.5)
My 2My,

#We follow the convention of [38] and choose §Zf to be real.



We have listed relations for the W boson above — those for the Z boson are completely analo-
gous. The symbol Re takes the real part of the matrix elements in the two-point functions but
not of the CKM matrix elements or the Wilson coefficients themselves. The renormalisation
of the electric charge is also computed from two-point functions according to

de 1054k (vy —ap) B2%(0)
e 2 0kr ., Qy M2

(3.6)

where vy and ay are the vector and axial coupling of the Z boson to fermions and @y is the
fermion electric charge. In the SM the difference between the vector and axial couplings is
vf —ap = —QfSw/cw, which when inserted into (3.6) leads to the usual relation for electric
charge renormalisation [28|. In the SMEFT, the expression for vs —ay is altered by dimension-
6 contributions. However, the quantity $4Z(0) itself is subleading in the limit of vanishing
gauge couplings and so the exact form of vy — a; is irrelevant to what follows.

We next turn to counterterms related to operator renormalisation. At the level of the
Lagrangian, such counterterms have the form §C;Q;, where 6C; = > j 7i;C; and thus involves
a linear combination of all Wilson coefficients in the basis. We need such counterterms for each
operator appearing in the tree-level expression (2.11). To one-loop order in the MS scheme,

we can write

0 _ 5Ci(w) _ 11 A
O = Gy + T = Cil) + oo il (37)
where we have defined
Ci) = 1672 ( u-L0s() (3.8)
i\H) = Ndu i\H) | - .

It is understood that we evaluate the right-hand side of the above equation at one-loop order
using the results from [8, 10, 11]. We have also introduced the notation

% = % — g + In(47) (3.9)
where € is the dimensional regulator for integrals evaluated in d = 4 — 2¢ dimensions. UV
divergences in loop integrals always appear as factors of 1/¢, and rather than clutter notation
we shall write such factors as 1/e in the rest of the paper, with the understanding that such
poles are accompanied by the universal, finite terms on the right-hand side of (3.9). When
the UV poles of the bare and counterterm matrix elements are cancelled, so too are these
constant terms.

With these ingredients in place, we can now construct the explicit form of the UV coun-
terterms for the specific case of h — ff. We take the tree-level expression (2.11), interpret the
quantities in it as bare parameters, and then replace these bare parameters by the renormalised
ones. For the vacuum expectation value v, this leads us to write

% _ 1 <1 - 5”) . (3.10)
Up ur ur



We can derive an explicit expression for dvp as a function of the counterterms for the physical
observables (2.12) using (2.17). Defining

@ (5MW 5MZ 5§w . iécu,
Cw My My’ I A
00 O M, 08 de
DLW D T (3.11)
O My Sw 13
we find that
4] O M 05 se  v2é
dvr _ OMw 05y 02 _ Ortug,
ur My Sw e 254
J 98 o0
Cw 2 <Cw P g f)T> Crwn - (3.12)
28, Cw Sw o
The counterterm for §s,, can be computed using (2.16). One has
05y 03y 6121} 0Cy 08y  OUT é2 02
— = = Cup — 2LsC
Sw S 282 o ¢w  Sw i op ) HP T gg2 TP
02, oc¢ 95 00
- UTCw5CHWB _ L S Cw Oy o0 Cuws - (3.13)
25, 25y Cw Sw O

Note that the two-point functions, and the renormalisation counterterms derived from
them as discussed above receive both SM and dimension-6 contributions. We make this
explicit by defining expansion coeflicients according to

57 = — <5Z( )+ 5Z(6)) F.., (3.14)
1672
and similarly for 0M, de and dvp. The superscript (4) then refers to SM contributions,
while the superscript (6) refers to dimension-6 contributions. The counterterms 0C; related to
operator renormalisation are purely dimension-6, so we do not label them with a (redundant)
superscript (6).
The counterterm for the h — ff decay amplitude can now be written as

iMOT(h — ff) = —it(ps) OMLPL + M Pr) v(py) (3.15)

where we distinguish SM and dimension-6 contributions through the notation

(4) (6)
ML= 1= (5/\4 + oM )+ (3.16)
The SM contributions read
sm@® Q)
o) =T (200 Ly Lsginn 52(4)3* , (3.17)
T my v 2 2

,10,



and the dimension-6 contributions are

(4)

5M(LG)=<"”CH,MH> — L2 +752,§)+ S8zt 52“
v my v 2

2 (4)
VT e [ 9007 @, Lo o, 1o ()R
ﬂCbH ( or 6Z + 50247 + 507

(6) )

om su'6
SRR Y s AL 5Z()+162() + 52(6)3*
T my vT 2
2
mf Ur *
+ —0CHkin — —=06C% . 3.18
o i T R0 (3.18)

Clearly, for the h — bb matrix element it is necessary to include the b-quark mass (dmy,/my)
and wavefunction (0Z;) renormalisation factors in the counterterm, while for the h — 77
matrix element the corresponding 7-lepton factors should be included. The above results (3.18)
are valid in the MS scheme for the Wilson coefficients, and the on-shell scheme (pole scheme)
for the masses and the electric charge. One may instead wish to use different definitions for
these masses, such as the MS scheme, which shuffles finite contributions between the matrix
elements and the masses. We will provide an example on how this can be done when we
consider four-fermion contributions in Section 4.

The procedure to calculate the one-loop corrections to the h — ff decay rate in a given
renormalisation scheme is now clear. Compute

MO (h = ff) = mDhbare 4 pqOT- (3.19)

where each of the terms receives both SM and dimension-6 contributions. This procedure
is straightforward to implement in the case where the parameters (2.12) are used as input.
However, as mentioned in Section 2.2, it is customary to eliminate My dependence in favour
of the Fermi constant G as measured from muon decay. In order to do so we must modify
the tree-level relation (2.18) to a form appropriate at one-loop. We do this by writing

1 1
\[UT

The expression for Ar, which summarises the finite non-QED radiative corrections to muon

1+ Ar) = Gr+ AR (3.20)

decay in terms of two-point functions can be found in [39]. The contributions labelled as AR()
summarise the finite process specific contributions to muon decay in the SMEFT. Evaluating
the expression for Ar in the limit of vanishing gauge-couplings, we find that

Ar— <5MW _ 5“T> _ (3.21)

To implement this scheme to one-loop order, we first define expansion coeflicients as

1
(4,1) (6,1)
Ar = 1672 (Ar + Ar ) ,

— 11 —



1
AR® — AR(60) + @AR(GJ) . (3.22)

The tree-level piece AR is obtained by matching with (2.18). We shall give explicit
expressions for the one-loop corrections to Ar and AR©) in Section 5, where we also give
explicit results for the renormalised one-loop decay amplitude after eliminating vy dependence
using (3.20). For now, we simply note that the counterterms derived after writing vy in terms
of Gr take a very simple form. They can be obtained from (3.17) and (3.18) by replacing
dvr Jvp with é Myy /My, which follows from the definition of Ar, and then in addition adding
on the extra dimension-6 pieces contained in AR®) by hand.

4 The one-loop contribution from four-fermion operators

In this section we compute the one-loop contributions from four-fermion operators to h — bb
and h — 77 decays. Not only are these the simplest dimension-6 contributions to compute, we
will see in Section 6 that they are among the most important numerically. At the same time,
their calculation nicely illustrates many aspects of the renormalisation procedure outlined in
the previous section.

The list of operators which must be considered are those labelled as Class ‘8’ in Table 1.
In general, the coefficients of the four-fermion operators carry four flavour indices labeling the
fermion generations. In the current study, we consider only b-quark and 7-lepton final states,
and only the radiative corrections due the third generation field content are considered, and
consequently these flavour indices are redundant and will be dropped in what follows. For
example, the scalar operator (LR)(RL) is labelled as Qjrp; = (I7)(bg;).

It is convenient to calculate the one-loop corrections by performing Passarino-Veltmann
reduction [40| and writing the results in terms of the standard one-loop scalar integrals. In
order to make explicit the UV divergent parts of these integrals, we write the one-loop scalar
integrals as

s ~
Ag(s) = 2+ Aols) (4.1)

1 .
BO (Svmgam%) - E + BO(37m%7m%) ) (42)

where we have defined the finite, y-dependent integrals

Ao(s) = s — sn (8 ;2i0> , (4.3)

. 2
. - Ai —1
Bo(s,m? m3) =2 —log <S 220) —i—Z [/\i 111( 3 ) —In(\; — 1)} , (4.4)
1% im1 i
and
)\i:s—m%—km%i\/(s—gmg—i-m%)?—éls(m%—w)' (4.5)
s

- 12 —



Figure 1. Examples of one-loop diagrams involving Class 8 operators to the h — bb process (left),
and to the b-quark two-point function (right). The corresponding diagrams for h — 77 are of similar
form.

In section 5, when we consider the large-m; limit, we will also use explicit results for special
values of the arguments of the triangle integral Cy. These results can be obtained from [30],
and are provided in Appendix A.

4.1 Bare matrix element

We begin by computing the contribution from the four-fermion operators to the bare matrix
element. The four-fermion operators do not contribute to the tree-level result (2.11), and so it
is only necessary to evaluate the one-loop contributions. The relevant diagrams are of the form
of that shown in the left-hand side of Figure 1. The contributions from the vector operators
(LL)(LL) and (RR)(RR) vanish due to their Dirac structure. We write the non-vanishing
contribution for the sum of all four-fermion diagrams to the bare matrix element as

. are n - 1 = are are
MO (h = 1) = ~igeulpy) (CsL,’}”’b Py + CgrtP PR)v(pf). (4.6)

For h — bb decays one finds

L,(1),bare 1 1 8 T

= midf (@Ne+1)C0 + ersClun ) | (4.7)
and for h — 77 one has
O b = UIT [m7<4 — 20)I5Ciy + 2Nemy IECLL Y — 2Namy I8Cy, (4.8)
Results for the functions C’é? (L:bare e obtained through the relation
Cg}(l),bare _ CSZ:,f(l),bare (CF o Cy) (4.9)
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which clearly only effects the complex Wilson coefficients, i.e. those multiplying (LR)(RL) or
(LR)(LR) operators which are labeled with four subscripts. In the above expressions for the
bare matrix elements, the following notation has been introduced
; 1
IEJ; = Ag(m]) —5 (mH 4ms )Bo(mH,m2 m?) (4.10)
which appears for all diagrams. To make explicit the cancellation of UV divergences in the
renormalisation procedure, the UV divergent contributions are extracted from the integrals

according to

| m? . 1
I} = - <3m§ - 2H> + Ag(mi) —5 ( 2 —4m? )Bo(mH,m2 mJQ) (4.11)
1 m2 s
= (3mn2_"H I 4.12
c ( m; S > + 13 ( )

Therefore, the bare one-loop h — bb matrix element can be written as

11 m? m? .
Came = 2 [417% <3m§ - 2H> (€3 +crsCly)) +2m. <3m3 - 2H> Clrng

m2 n
—my <3m? = 2) ((L+2N)Chy + ersCl ) | + Gy ™, (4.13)

n 1 1 FT Yk
Co = = [mb (4I§ — 6mj + m?q) (Cé,? + CF,3C(§§)) +2m, [T CLy,

vr
= mudf (@Ne+1)C5 + ersClan ) |- (4.14)
The corresponding result for h — 77 is
Cé;(l)’bare = vlTi l4mT <3m — m;) Cle — 2Ny, (3mg ml%l) Clrbg
+ 2Nm, <3m$ - mjf> Ol op i (4.15)
cp i — UlT [mT (4f§ — 6m2 + m§q> Cre — 2NempILCY g + 2Nem J4CL1)" (4.16)

4.2 Counterterms

As outlined in Section 3, to cancel the poles in the bare matrix element we must construct
the UV counterterms according to (3.18). The four-fermion operators contribute to operator
renormalisation, as well as to fermion mass and wavefunction renormalisation.

The four-fermion contribution to 5C;Z 7 is calculated according to (3.8), where explicit

results for C’J’E g can be taken from [10, 11]. To adapt those results to the broken phase of the
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theory, the Yukawa couplings and the parameter A\ from the Higgs potential must be replaced
with the physical parameters my and my¢, as in (2.6) and (2.7) respectively. Extracting the
pieces involving only four-fermion contributions to 6Cyp and dC g gives

4 \[1
50151[{) =3 [2mt(mH 4m?) ((2]\7 +1)C(t3b+CF3C(§tq)b>
T
_ 2 _ 2 (1) (8) 2 2\ v
2my(m?y — 4m?) (c + eraCl ) +me(m 4mT)Clqu], (4.17)
V21
50‘1('4;{) - 3 6 |:Ncmb(mH 4mb)Clqu
vt
—2m,(m% — 4m?2)Cyr — Nemy(m? — 4m Q)Cl(:;t]. (4.18)

The counterterms from mass and wavefunction renormalisation are calculated from two-
point functions according to (3.4) and (3.5). The relevant one-loop diagrams are of the form
of that shown on the right-hand side of Figure 1. The results for the wavefunction and mass
renormalisation for the b-quark are

+CR) +ers (00 + O0))

— 4m} (C(;;) + cF73q§§)) + 102 (Cirbg + i) ] +omin (),

qtgb

1 3
ol = - {”;t (e +1) (i

qtgb q

+2m <m§ _ 2Ao(m§>> (ng) + cF,gcgg) + 7 Ag(m2) (Crrng + Ciing) »

52156),L _ 1[_ ”L? <(2Nc +1) <C(1) _ oW ) +eps (C(s) _ B ))

€ mp qtgd qtgd qtgb qtgb

Smp™ (1) = %Ao(m?) ((2NC +1) (C( 5+ C (t3b> ters (C(t;b * Céfgb))

m?‘ * n
+ 2? (Crrog — Clipy) ] + 5ZbL’ﬁ (1),

n m - )
5ZbL’ﬁ (n) = —mszo( m;) ((2Nc +1) (Cégb - C(giq)b> ters (ng B C‘gf‘ib»

My o N
+ 27A0(m’2r) (Clqu - Clqu) )
57 — 0. (4.19)

while those from 7-leptons are

1
om{®) = = | =4mCis + Nemi (Ciray + Cirg) — Nemai (Cil0y + €7 )| + omE(n),

ITqt
Smfn (1) = 2m, (m — 24¢(m )) Cir + NemypAo(m?) (Crrng + Cgy)

+oll

lTqt ) ’

- CmtAO(mt) (C( )

lTqt
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* m3
§ZOL = aN,~ [ C(1 cl ) =~ (Cirtg C?qu)} + 62 (),

Irqt qut
n 1 1)* my 2 *
M“(%ﬂNQnmm%@% CL) = 2 Ao(oid) (Cir = Cira) ).
6ZOR — ¢, (4.20)

Notably, only the real parts of the four-fermion Wilson coefficients contribute to mass renor-
malisation, while only the imaginary parts contribute to wavefunction renormalisation.

4.3 Renormalised matrix element

Adding together the bare matrix element and UV counterterms as in (3.19), we find that the
UV divergences cancel. We write the remaining finite contribution as

1

. _ 1
iMO(h = £F) = —i——a(y) (CEO P, + B PR) vipp) . (4.21)
f 167

The renormalised one-loop matrix element for h — bb decays is

UTCSL’é(l) = my(m3y — 4m3) < — 2By( mH,mb,mb)> (Cé;) +CF,3C(§§))
By

+my(m¥ — 4m2)Bo(mF;, m?,m2)Ciryg
my ~
+ S — 4m?) By (mH,mf,mt) ((2N +1cl; +cF3q§§;b) . (4.22)

The p-dependence of the one-loop matrix element is contained implicitly in the functions By.
We can make it explicit by writing

~ ~ m2
Bo(m3;,m?,m?) = bo(m3, m?,m?) —In (ﬂg) . (4.23)

We then find

UTCSI:L(I) = mb(m%[ — 4mg (1 — 22)0(771%{, mg, mg)) (Cé;) + CF,3C(§§)>

)
+ mT(m%{ - 4m72—)60(m%{’ m72-7 mz)Clqu
m ~
+ T my — 4m)bo(my, mi,m?) ((2Ne + DOG + eraCliy)
Lvd sapysy (M
_ 572ch In ) (4.24)

In obtaining this expression, we have used C;(1) = 2¢ 6C;i(1) to express (4.17) in a convenient
form. The corresponding result for h — 77 decays reads

A

sT

+ Ny — dmd)bo(my m2,m2)Cir,
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— Nemy(m3y — 4m3)bo(m3y, m3,m2)C{L

LoF e, (M
Lk e (Y. oz
Written in this way, it is clear that the u-dependence in the one-loop results arises from the fact
that the Wilson coefficients are renormalised in the MS scheme, and that this p-dependence
cancels that in the tree-level result (2.11), so that the renormalised matrix element is p-
independent up to one-loop order.

As the expressions for the scalar integrals appearing in (4.24) and (4.25) are particularly
simple, we provide them explicitly for convenience. For the contributions from internal b-quark
lines, the integral

. 147 2
bo(m3;, mi,mi) =2 —% [ln (1+i> —iw] —In (me> , (4.26)

—Z

where z = /1 — 4m?/m?. The result for internal T-lepton lines is then obtained after obvious
replacements. In the case of top-quark contributions,

2
bo(m2;, m?,m?) = 2 — 2z ArcCot (z) — In (mg) , (4.27)
My
where z = y/4m?/m?% — 1. The right-handed contributions Cg f( ) are obtained as in (4.9). As
discussed in Section 2.2, the quantity vy in the one-loop results should be replaced in favour
of Gr using (2.18). In fact, neglecting terms of order O(1/A%p) and higher, the relation
ﬂv% = 1/Gp can be used.

These results are valid in the on-shell scheme for fermion masses, and we will use them
to study the size of one-loop corrections from four-fermion operators in Section 6. In a more
detailed phenomenological analysis the MS scheme for quark masses may be preferable. This
is particularly true for the b-quark, for which accurate numerical extractions of the 7, (7)
exist [37]. At one-loop order, the MS mass is related to the pole mass according to

mig(p) = my + mf"(u), (4.28)

where the one-loop results 5mbﬁf} (1) were given in (4.19) and (4.20). It is straightforward to
obtain the MS results for the h — ff matrix element. One eliminates the pole mass m fin
favour of its MS counterpart using (4.28), and then re-expands the formula as appropriate at
one-loop. One then finds

UTCL D TC’SL”f(l) — (5mf}n(u) . (4.29)

5 The one-loop contributions in the large-m; limit

We have obtained the full set of corrections to both h — bb and h — 77 decay rates in the
limit of vanishing gauge couplings, and will present them in future work along with the results
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which include the full gauge coupling dependence [29]. In this section we focus instead on the
leading corrections in the m; — oo limit, which are a well-defined subset of the full corrections
and potentially dominant numerically. However, a number of the interesting features of the
renormalisation procedure are subleading in this limit. In order to illustrate them, we keep
exact mass dependence of contributions multiplying 1/e poles and p-dependent logarithms.
In fact, these u-dependent terms can be deduced from results for the RG equations of the
dimension-6 Wilson coefficients appearing in the tree-level result (2.11). These RG equations
were calculated explicitly in the unbroken phase of the theory in [10, 11], and our calculation
directly in the broken phase of the theory thus provides a very non-trivial consistency check
on those results, as well as on our renormalisation procedure and explicit loop calculations.

As with the calculation of four-fermion contributions, we consider only the third genera-
tion contributions. We additionally make the assumption of real Wilson coeflicients. To ease
the calculation of the contributing diagrams, of which there are many even with the above men-
tioned simplifications, we have implemented the dimension-6 Lagrangian in FeynRules [41],
and subsequently generated and computed the relevant Feynman diagrams with FeynArts [42]
and FormCalc [43]. We give some details of our procedure for calculating the one-loop cor-
rections mentioned above in Appendix A, paying special attention to deriving results valid in
the m; — oo limit. The renormalised one-loop results are obtained by evaluating (3.19). We
first give results for the ingredients entering the counterterms, and then give the final results
for the renormalised one-loop matrix elements at the end of the section.

Following the procedure taken for the four-fermion contributions, we construct the UV
counterterms from operator renormalisation by adapting the results of [10, 11] to the broken
phase of theory. The results are:

oz 11

Chxin 1
Cyrr = din
NG bH

el mp (6mg + m%l) o2 TR (2mg — m%{) Cup

n %((mm +21)m? + 12m% + (6N, — 3)m? + 6m2) Copy
— 2N,

_ (3 JormymiCoiy +V2vrmym,Crp — 4mbm30§l

V2
—my (4Ncm§ — 3m%{ + (4N, — 6)mf) CS); + my (2m§ + qu) (Cg; — CHb)

2
v
—my (—4Nem3 +m3; + 2m?) Cth] + Tgéqu‘j) : (5.1)
2
V7 11 9 oy CHkin 1 2 2
L5Cryp=——| —m. (6 : = —2mz7)C
\/5 TH €UT|: mT( mT+mH) ’U% +4m7— (mH m.,.) HD
+ ur (12m12q + 31mz + 6N, (mg + m?)) Crg+ \/ichTmT(mbeH +myCipr)

+m, ((3m§q —4m2)C) 4+ (m% + 2m2) (C},ll - C’HT)

2
+ 4N, (mbthth — (mj + mf)CS’;) )] + LTQ(%'S—{) ) (5.2)

7
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U%(SCHD = - |:(3m12q + 4Nc(mg + th) + 4m3)CHD + 8NcmgCHb — 8Ncm§CHt

[0

— 8N.(md —m2)Cly) — 8Nemym,Cirgy + 8m2(Crrr — c}jj)} :

0CH xin = <5CHD - 5CHD> 2

4 vt

C 3
H kin + 4mHCHD

1[2 (8m2 +2 (m2 + N, (m2 +m2)))
€ v

=6 (m2f) + 8 ((m + )Y — o)) |

2
UT(FCHWB =

a | =

(m%[ +2 (mz + Nc(mg + mf))) Cuwns .

(5.3)

(5.4)

(5.5)

We calculate counterterms from wavefunction, mass, and electric charge renormalisation
from two-point functions as described in Section 3. The results for the counterterms (but not
for the renormalised amplitude) are in general gauge-dependent. We quote here the results in

in 't Hooft-Feynman gauge.* They read

om®  C.T3 , 5 o 5

1 CH xin _3v
O G i T ~ e R CIRt)

— Impm; Cé,()] + mjy Cth — 4mb (Céi) + CF73C(§§)> + my ((2N + )Cq(tq)b

5
+ QmEClqu> — imbmt CJ(LI; + my (Cth + (2N, + )Cétgb +cr 3C(§t;b) ]
smtY  C.3m2

msr v 2e

1 Ci kin 3
om® = C, L <3 3 Zlk + Z m3Cp — 23%(27”3 +m3y)Cry +m3 (C’HT C(l)>
T

— 4mCyy + 2N, (mgclqu 0}7;) ) —2N.m C}T;t] ,

oL Ce|l 3
52," ZzL(—mg—m?)—me],

1 C m
5256” =C, L < —mj 15; + Z miCrp + \/imbeH +myCrry + 2 (mf —mj) C’SC)I

+ mbthth> + mfcg} ;

+ CFr3 Céuib)

4We have also performed the calculation of the renormalised one-loop amplitude in unitary gauge and found

full agreement with the Feynman gauge results.
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C. m2

52(4)7[/ — _7677—’
T v% €
C, CH kin
7(6),L _ “e 2 2 _90®)
528 S +4m CHD+\@ Copp +m2 (Cr = 20)) |
4),R C. 2m?
5Z1§ ) == —?76 b
T
©.r _ Ce QCH kin | 1 v 2 (A1) (3)
(SZb = [ my 'UT + 4mbCHD + \/imbeH my (CHq +3CHq> R
sy@r _  Ce2m?
T v o€
Ce CH kin 1 3
7(6),R _ “e | _ 72 —m2(cW (3)
52 < |-m? gl + ﬁ meCor —m2 () +3C) |
C.[ 2 4
20— % [_E (No(m? +m2) +m2) + 3Ncm§] ,
T
(6) 1 2 CH xin 9
07, = Ce - (4m? + 4N, (mb + mt) + 14mH) —myCHD
UT
8 CH kin
+ 2v2vup (N, (mpChpr + miCizr) + mrCrpr) | + 3N 2|
T
s c. 1 1.
OMw _ Te |2y, N,
Mo v%[ 6( (mb—i-mt)—i—m) 5 cmt],
MVV[[// =C. - (N mpmtCrp — Ne (mg + m?) C’Lg - miC’l(ql) - Ncqu(q;] ,
sy co1 s )
= "5~ NC )
My v%e( (mb—i-mt)—i-mT)
oMY CeT1
Mi = p Z (2N (mb +mt) +2m +3mH) CHD
+ MiréwduCrwp + 2m? (CHT ng - CSZ)
42N, (mECi — miCiy — (mf — mA)CHP) — (md +mD)CLS)) } ,
z(4)
(56_ ~0.
e
z(6)
566 - —%m%éw&UC’HWB. (5.6)

We note that the SM results agree with those quoted in [44]. Using the results above along

— 20 —



with the definition (3.13), we find

555;1) A2 Ncmt
Sw 252 vz
559 oomZew . . &2
§: :f QJ;{ww( 2 _si)CHWB—i-QAw Cmt [CHD+20( ):|
N mt Cw 1 Cwd% [ ¢ m%
1-—|C - C e — | - 5.7
G < 4%) HWB — o HWB t 95, _HP 2 (5.7)

In the above equations we have defined the quantity

C’e:<:5t2>6—1—eln<rz2>+(’)( ). (5.8)

This is a natural definition for the large-m; contributions, where only logarithms of the
form In(m?/pu?) can appear. When expanding the counterterms in e this definition gener-
ates additional, finite terms which are subleading in the large-m; limit, i.e. terms of the form

ln m?/u?. We choose to keep these subleading terms in our final analytic results for the
renormahsed amplitudes, since then the p-independence up to one-loop order is manifest, also
away from the large-m; limit. While these subleading terms may appear more naturally as
logarithms of the form, e.g. mg In mg /u?, the argument of the u-dependent logarithms is not
fixed to leading order in the large-m; limit considered here — such ambiguities will be resolved
by the full calculation [29].

The full UV counterterm contribution to the amplitude (3.18) can be constructed from
these results, and when added to the bare one-loop matrix element (computed from the sum of
diagrams depicted in Fig. 4, for example), one finds that all UV poles and gauge dependence
cancels. The final step in the calculation is to eliminate vz dependence using (3.20). At one-
loop order, we can immediately use the results above to calculate the expansion coefficients
(3.22) of Ar. We find that

~2 2

Ay _ _ Cw Nemi
82 w2

T

N.m?2¢ 1
Ap(6:1) — “’N m? <CHD + 20(3)) _ M (4 — A2> Cuws
52, Sw 52
éwv2

é 2
. mt
. (cHWB 4Sw )m <u2> . (5.9)

Obtaining the one-loop contribution AR®D requires a separate but straightforward calcu-

lation. In the large-m; limit, the only non-logarithmic finite contributions arise from the
insertions of four-fermion operators onto the usual tree-level W boson exchange graph, re-
sulting in the diagrams in Figure 2. Evaluating those diagrams in the large-m; limit (and
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Figure 2. Feynman diagrams which contribute to the finite corrections to ARG in the large-m;
limit.

including the p-dependent terms implied by the RG equations) we find that

Nom? 1 ) ) m2
ARGV = 3 C(S) +c® ¢ 4B (C n +Cu > In <t> )
\/>7)T ,uu33 eé?’)3 2f Hl ,Ijlﬁ peep eppe ,u2
(5.10)

l\D\)—t

We are now in position to give the final results for the renormalised one-loop corrections
in the large-m; limit. We write the results in terms of expansion coefficients as

R 1
M(h = ff) = —it(ps)o(pf) [AS?"O) + AP+ s (4§ + ASP’”)] . (5.11)

The results for h — bb are, at tree-level,

A0 (fGF) e, (5.12)

AR(60)
AP = AP iy, — S+ APV
F

(5.13)

The one-loop results are

~18 + 7N,
Al()4,1) _ A,(f’o)GFth (3\/§> , (5.14)
3G —15+ 4N.)m? C
AP — 4402 ( ~g (72 Ne)Crrgan + (—1+ N CSZ) 4! - )y 75
1 (4 0) . 1 th
+§ |:A CHkm TG CbH:| ln</L2
L @0) A p6e) (4,1) A 12(6,0)
e (45" ARCD 4 34D AROO) (5.15)

Similarly, for h — 77, at tree-level,

D=

A0 = (ﬂGF> My, (5.16)
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A = AGO Oy, — gg; + A§470>A2]gim : (5.17)
The one-loop results are
A = AL G2 ;\% : (5.18)
AGD = ALONem} (%GFCH,MH + oﬁ;) + Ngmg (’:/g
+ % [A‘(:-4’O)CH,kin - 2617~,FC7'H:| In (TZQ?)
4 QéF (AROARED 4 34BDARGY) | (5.19)

The main results of this section are the renormalised one-loop contributions to the decay
amplitudes in (5.15) and (5.19). We have written them in a form which makes clear that
the renormalised decay amplitudes are p-independent up to one-loop. We have calculated
the coefficients of the pu-dependent logarithms directly in the broken phase of the theory, and
emphasise that it is a non-trivial cross-check that are results are consistent with those by the
RG equations of [10, 11]. The non-logarithmic one-loop corrections, on the other hand, cannot
be deduced from RG equations and are a new result. Interestingly, the potentially dominant
non-logarithmic contributions proportional to m? occurring in the bare matrix elements are
cancelled by those in the mass renormalisation counterterms 5m,§?j in (5.6). Obviously, this is

a scheme-dependent result that would not hold if these masses were instead renormalised in
the MS scheme.

6 Impact on phenomenology

In this section we explore the implications of the one-loop corrections provided in (5.15)
and (5.19) on the interpretation of Higgs decay data. We begin by commenting on the ap-
plication of RG-improved perturbation theory to the interpretation of data from experiment,
before discussing the sensitivity of Higgs decay measurements to various Wilson coefficients.

In the context of the current calculation, the relevant physical scale for the process is
=y ~ my. By setting the scale which appears in both one-loop and tree-level dimension-
six amplitudes to this value, the large logarithms which appear in the one-loop matrix elements
in (5.15) and (5.19) are absorbed into the Wilson coefficients C;(¢). The decay rates which
are then computed from squaring the sum of these amplitudes are then a function of purely
finite terms and Wilson coefficients defined at the scale C;(u¢). Constraints on the possible
values of these Wilson coefficients (defined at the scale u¢) can then be obtained by performing
a fit to the available data.®

°In the situation where a global fit is performed to a large data set, which may involve differential mea-
surements or processes with different scales, a relevant scale should be chosen for each data point and the
constraints obtained on the Wilson coefficients in this way should be presented at a common scale.
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In the (hopeful) scenario where such a fit prefers non-zero values for some of these Wilson
coefficients Cj(u¢), it will be possible to interpret such a scenario in terms of new physics.
This can be done without making reference to a specific model, by evolving these Wilson
coefficients from the scale p; to the scale Axp by solving the RG equations. In doing so,
potentially large logarithms are resummed into RG evolution factors which relate Wilson
coefficients at different scales. In fact, provided the scale Axp does not exceed the scale u; by
several orders of magnitude, the relation between Wilson coefficients at different scales can be
approximated through the one-loop solution to the RG equations:

2
C’i(,ut) = Ci(ANp) + %#CZ’(ANP) In (&) . (6.1)
The constraints on the values of the Wilson coefficients C;(u) obtained in this way are there-
fore translated into constraints on the Wilson coefficients defined at the scale Axp. The benefit
of such an approach is that solution to (6.1) is fully known at one-loop |8, 10, 11]|. Therefore,
it is possible to directly test specific new physics models by matching them to the SMEFT at a
scale i ~ Anp, and comparing the consistency of the set of non-vanishing Wilson coefficients
Ci(Anp) generated in this matching procedure with those obtained from data (having been
evolved to the scale Axp). In general, the main goal of NLO calculations within the SMEFT
is to evaluate the purely finite contributions to the one-loop amplitudes, as we have provided
in (5.15) and (5.19). The importance of evaluating these contributions is to determine whether
or not they have any impact on the extraction of the values of the C;(u;). Of course the NLO
calculations also provide a cross check of the previous anomalous dimension calculations.

In the following, we will assess the impact our results on the decay rates at the scale
1, and then briefly discuss the potential interpretation of a non-zero extraction of Wilson
coefficients at this scale in terms of new physics in a model independent way. We calculate
decay rates as a double expansion in loop factors and 1/Axp, neglecting self-interference of
dimension-6 operators as well as that of one-loop contributions. We thus decompose the decay

rate as
D(h = 1) = By [P0 + TP 4 10 4 1P] 4 (6.2)
It f f f o :
where
Am?2 % Am? %
BszH<1— ”;T) , Bb:NcmH<—n;b> . (6.3)
8T mi 8m mi
Taking advantage of the fact that the matrix elements are real, we can define the SM contri-
butions by
(4,00 [ 4(40) (4,0 (an 1 (4,0)  ,(4,1)
r{ _[Af A } rf _@[zAf - A§ } (6.4)
while the dimension-6 contributions are
6,0) (4,0)  4(6,0) 61 1 (6,0)  4(4.1) (40)  4(6,1)
PP = [24f0 AP0 TP = 5 2 (AP0 APV 4 AR APDY] L (65)
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To evaluate these expression numerically, we use the following set of input parameters: m; =
173.3 GeV, mp = 4.75 GeV, m, = 1.777 GeV, my = 125.0 GeV, G = 1.16638 - 1075 GeV 2.
To make the suppression of dimension-6 contributions explicit, we define the dimensionless
quantities

Ci(pe)
Ap

Ci() = (6.6)

6.1 h — bb decays

We now consider the relative size of the different types of corrections for the process h — bb.
First of all, the ratio of tree-level dimension-6 and SM contributions is given by

(6,0) A A A »
r 1 1 1 AR6:0)
= g (Vi) ) e
ry Gr(vV2Gp)zmy Axp  GF Afp 4 A% Alp

where the explicit definition of Chin in (2.5) has been used. Numerically, at a scale of
Axp = 1 TeV, this amounts to

I,l()6,0)
I‘l()4,0)

= —4.44Cy + 0.03 (4OHD . OHD) +0.09AR69) (6.8)

The dimension-6 contributions are large if Cyr ~ O(1). On the other hand, if one assumes
that C’bH ~ 1, as would be the case in MFV, then the result is

{0 C
by = —0.1222 4 (6.9)
r,” Yo

where the ellipses denote the remaining terms of (6.8), whose sensitivity is numerically com-
parable in an MFV-like scenario.

We next study the size of one-loop corrections. The ratio of the one-loop to tree-level
corrections in the SM is

Y Gem? (—18 + 7N,

Fl()4,0) T 8712 3v2

in agreement with previous results [30]. The one-loop corrections are quite small due to a

> = 0.003, (6.10)

large cancellation between the N.dependent and N -independent terms in the numerator.
The ratio of the one-loop SMEFT and tree-level SM predictions can also be obtained in
a similar fashion, written in terms of Wilson coefficients defined at the scale ¢, we find

Fl(;&l) _ m; (=21 + 10N,) Cpu 2 (9—4N,) (  Cuo B Cup
r " (VaGp)im,  9672V2 AXp 1 dsw? A2, AZ,
o (=14 N,) Ci, 1 ARGD (18 +7N.) AR(60)
+ my

+m :
872 ALp  16m2Gr AZp Coorv2 A%
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~ —0.01Cyy + 1073 (0.19 (4CHD —Cup + 4@}?}1) 1+0.54 (A 260 L A R(exl))) 7

~ —0.00030 4 . (6.11)
Yo

By comparing the numerical pre-factor of Cypy in the expression above with that in the cor-
responding LO expression (6.8), we see that these finite one-loop corrections are numerically
unimportant. As noted in the previous section, the potentially dominant non-logarithmic
terms proportional to m? in the bare matrix element and multiplying the Cly, C’étlgb and
C’éf{;b coefficients are cancelled exactly by the mass counterterm for the b-quark in the on-shell
scheme. Our calculation therefore justifies using a LO SMEFT analysis, at least in the on-
shell scheme, to constrain the Wilson coefficients C; / A12\IP appearing in (6.8), and then in turn
using an RG analysis to interpret such constraints at the scale Axp. In fact, the anomalous
dimension calculation which is required to do such an analysis has already been presented [13],
where the authors also studied the phenomenological implications of their results.

We perform a similar analysis below by expressing the Higgs decay rate in terms of
Wilson coefficients at the scale Axp ~ 1 TeV, where we use the hatted notation for the
Wilson coefficients C(Anp) introduced in (6.6) to differentiate them from C;(p). We therefore
compute a compact expression for the ratio of the SMEFT decay rate with respect to the tree-
level SM prediction. Retaining only the numerically important terms, which correspond to
those which appear at tree-level and in addition a subset of the mixing contributions generated
by the running of Cyp, we find

Fl()ﬁ,o) + Fgfi,l) o 1 C’bH L e OHD B }éHD AR60)
Fl()470) GF(\/EGF)%mb A2NP Gr A2NIF’ 4 A12\IP A2NP
1 1 3 N
+ Aam2 + m2(—=1+2N,)) Conr
1672 AXp \/i(\/iGF)%mb (i ' )
mg, o 2\ A my 2 2
ot 2 — D gm? -
. (my +2mi)Cry mb( mi — mi)
A (1) /(8) Ap
(@Ne+1CG, +eraCli) ) [ (2F) - (6.12)
t

Evaluating (6.12) at the scale Axp = 1 TeV, we find

Ijéﬁ,O) —F-11£6’1)

1,0

( ~ — 3.93Ch — 0.59C ), — 0.12C g, + 0.120y0 — 0.11C%,)
r
b

qtgb
+0.09ARGY —0.03CHp . (6.13)

The above analyses demonstrates that this decay rate is numerically most sensitive to

the coefficients Cyy and C’égb. Interestingly, these particular Wilson coefficients are also not

well experimentally constrained. For instance, the four-fermion operator multiplying C{gb
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does not contribute to Zbb couplings at one-loop level due to its Dirac structure. This can be
observed by direct calculation, or by examining the anomalous dimension matrix of the Wilson
coefficients C’gg and Cg’; which alter the Z boson couplings to fermions [11|. Consequently,

C’égb is not subject to strong constraints from LEP data. Nor does the operator Qg;b give large

contributions to top-quark pair production at hadron colliders, since the tree-level partonic
process bb — tt is highly suppressed as result of the exceedingly small bb-quark PDF luminosity.
This leads us to consider a simplified analysis, where all Wilson coefficients except for Cpg

and Cé;;b,

Under such conditions, it also straightforward to place experimental constraints on these

which are currently unconstrained phenomenologically, vanish.

Wilson coefficients by including the available Higgs decay data [45]. To do so, we can identify
the extracted signal strength p® with the SMEFT and SM decay rates in the following way
ut =1+ Fl()ﬁ) /Fl(;l). Under the assumption that new physics does not alter Higgs boson
production, we can use the experimental extraction of u? from the combined CMS and ATLAS

analysis of b = O.69f8:%2. Using the tree-level formula (6.7), leads to the following constraint

g’f igi = (5.98+220) x 1073 (6.14)

To interpret the impact of the measurement of 1 in terms of Wilson coefficients defined at
the scale Axp, we can simply use the compact formula (6.12) assuming non-vanishing Cyy
and Cétlgb Wilson coefficients. The solution, which depends both linearly and logarithmically
on the choice of Anp, is presented for the choices Axp = 1,2 TeV in Figure 3 (along side the
results for the h — 77 which will be discussed below). Interestingly, the available data already
constrains the values of these Wilson coefficients to be O(1), and prefers positive values of
both Cyy and C’éi;b to accommodate the slightly low value of u®® observed in data. It should
be noted that zero values of these Wilson coefficients are consistent with the data at 1o CL.
In the above scenario, we have placed constraints on the Wilson coefficients without
reference to any particular UV completion. However, in a broad range of UV completions,
such as those studied in [13], these Wilson coefficients are expected to scale as C’%IFV ~ ybébH
and éé\f;w(l) ~ ybyté’éigb, where the C’Z are order one quantities (we have so far referred to
such a scenario as MFV-like). In this case, useful bounds on the rescaled coefficients C; can
be expected only once experimental measurements improve in precision by at least an order
of magnitude.® Such precision may be experimentally challenging at the LHC, even with the
large amount of data expected during Run II [46]. However, such precision can be achieved
at an ete” machine [47-50], where sub-percent level precision is estimated for both b-quark

and 7-lepton final states for particular e*e™ programs.

6.2 h — 77 decays

The analysis for the case of h — 77 decays proceeds along similar lines. In fact, the ratio of
the tree-level dimension-6 contributions to the tree-level SM contributions is given by (6.9)

SFor further, model-dependent phenomenological studies in new physics scenarios such as supersymmetry,
we refer the reader to [13].
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Figure 3. Constraints in the plane of the Wilson coefficients Cyy (Anp) — C’;tl;b(ANp) (left) and

Cru(Anp) — Cl(,:;t(ANp) (right), based on a simplified analysis of the combined CMS and ATLAS
Run-I data [45].

after replacing b — 7. The one-loop corrections in the SM are instead

rY  Gem? (7N,
r0 8 \3v2

Compared to the decay into b-quarks, this contribution is generated solely by the finite terms

> = 0.022, (6.15)

present in the counterterm for é My and §Zj, and so there is no large cancellation.
To assess the impact of the purely finite one-loop SMEFT corrections, we take the ratio
of this decay rate (at the scale ) with that of the tree-level SM decay rate, finding

Fg_G’l) _ 5Ncm§ C~1’7‘H Ncm% 4CHD _ OHD
(L0 4872(2v/2G ) m, AMp 1277\ AZp  Afp
N2 O 1 ARG TNa? ARG

82 A12\Ip+167r2GF Aip Jr12772\/§ Ap

~ ~0.09C, 7 +107% (0.08 (4Cs0 — Cprp) +0.11Cf) + 0.38ARCY + 0.054ARCY) |

CTH

Yr

~ —0.0009—1 4 ... (6.16)

In this case, the finite corrections are more important than in the h — bb decay, particularly
for C.z. However, in analogy to the h — bb decay, the potentially numerically large term
proportional to m} in the bare matrix element (which multiplies C‘l(:;t
by that in the 7-lepton mass counter-term. We can also perform a simplified analysis for

) is exactly cancelled

T-leptons, under the assumption that only non-zero values for the Wilson coefficients Cru
and él(:gt are allowed. In this case, we use the experimentally extracted value of ©”” from the
combined CMS and ATLAS analysis, given by p'” = 1.12J_r8:§g. We find

CTH(,ut)

= (—0.871166) x 1073 LO 6.17
GFAIQ\IP ( —1.80) X ’ ( )
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%ﬂgg = (-0.8677%) x107*  LMT. (6.18)
In the first case (labelled LO) the Wilson coefficient is extracted using the LO formula F(Ti) =
r Si’o). In the latter (labelled LMT), the large m;-limit one-loop corrections are also included
in the extraction as I (Ti) = I‘(Ti’o) + FQ’I). This demonstrates that the purely finite corrections
are indeed not important for the interpretation of the experimental data in this case either.
To extract constraints on the Wilson coefficients at the scale Axp directly from u™", we also
provide a general compact analytic expression in terms of Wilson-coefficients defined at the

scale Anp.
&0 4 p6 o 1 Crr 1 NG Cho _ }C'HD ARG0)
PS“’O) Gr(V2G F)%mT Ap  Gr Ap 4 M%p Ap
Lot 5Nem? A 6(2m?% + Nem?) &
- T - TH
1672 Agp 3\/5(\5GF)%1TLT \/Q(\@Gp)%mf

N A2
+ PN, (4m2 — m2) DY ) In <N2P) (6.19)
m

lrqt
msr T4 :

The extracted values of C g (Axp) of C’l(j;t

ficients, are presented in the right plot of Figure 3. Once again, we have chosen provide the

(Axp), assuming otherwise vanishing Wilson coef-

solutions for the scale choices Axp = 1,2 TeV.
We therefore arrive at similar conclusions for 7-leptons as in the case for b-quarks. That
is, measurements of the Higgs decay rate already provide (better than) O(1) constraints on

A~

the combination of the Wilson coefficients C. g (Anxp) and oW (Anp) for values of Axp in

lTqt
the few TeV range. In a scenario where these Wilson coefficients scale as CE/E Vo~ y:Cri
AMFEV, (1 (1 . _ . .
and C)_ ot D Yr Yt l(T;t, measurements in a clean ee” environment will be necessary to
. A A (1
constrain O(1) values of C; g and Cl(‘r;t‘

7 Conclusions

We have calculated a set of one-loop corrections to h — bb and h — 77 decay rates within
the SMEFT. In particular, we gave exact one-loop results from four-fermion operators, and
in addition the leading electroweak corrections in the large-m; limit. We also calculated the
one-loop corrections to muon decay in the same limit, which is necessary to implement the
G r input-parameter scheme.

Our SMEFT calculations were carried out within an extension of the on-shell renormali-
sation scheme for electroweak corrections, which was described in Section 3. In this procedure
counterterms related to wavefunction, mass, and electric charge renormalisation are deter-
mined from one-loop two-point functions directly in the broken phase of the theory as in the
on-shell scheme used in SM calculations. These counterterms receive contributions from both
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SM and dimension-6 operators, which we calculated explicitly within the approximations de-
scribed above. The counterterms related to operator renormalisation, on the other hand, are
defined in the MS scheme and constructed using results from RG equations for Wilson coeffi-
cients determined in the unbroken phase of the theory. While the idea behind this procedure
is simple, the specifics are rather involved, and we have shown explicitly how it correctly can-
cels UV-divergent contributions from a total of 21 different operators in the limit of vanishing
gauge couplings. As a non-trivial check of our results, we also computed the coefficients of
all pu-dependent logarithms in this same limit, and showed explicitly that they have the form
dictated by the RG equations.

In Section 6 we assessed the impact of the SM and SMEFT contributions to the h — bb
and h — 77 decay rates. To do so, we compute the ratios of the decay rates in SMEFT,
for Wilson coefficients defined at the scale y = my, with respect to the SM. We find that
potentially large non-logarithmic contributions of O(m?) are numerically unimportant. In
particular, mj contributions in the bare matrix element multiplying poorly constrained four-
fermion scalar operators are cancelled exactly by those those appearing in the on-shell mass
counterterms. The current analysis suggests, at least in the large-m; limit, that a simplified
leading-logarithmic analysis is sufficient. That is, one can calculate the decay rate matrix
elements at LO in the SMEFT, use the results to constrain Wilson coefficients at the scale
w ~ my, and then use one-loop RG equations to translate the results into constraints at the
scale p ~ Axp. We emphasise that it is still important to obtain the full NLO expression
for the SMEFT decay rate, and such a computation is currently in progress [29, 51]. In the
meantime, we have performed a such simplified analysis focussing on the Wilson coefficients
Cru(pe), which are not subject to strong experimental constraints. Finally, making use of
the RG equations, compact analytic formulas for the b-quark and 7-lepton decay rates in
terms of Wilson coefficients at the generic scale Axp are provided. For values of Axp in the
several TeV range, these decay rates are mostly sensitive to the pairs of Wilson coefficients
Corr (Axp) —Cy (Axp) (for b-quarks) and Crzr(Axp) —C{L), (Axp) (for 7-leptons). Within the
current experimental precision for these decay rates [45], O(1) constraints can be placed on
these pairs of Wilson coefficients as shown in Fig. 3. We note that if instead these Wilson co-
efficients scale according to CA'}/II_}:V ~ yfé’fH, C,;\;I;)V,(l) ~ ybytélgtl;b and C’ll\f;\/’(l) ~ yfytél(jgt,
as may be expected in a scenario with MFV, then the simplified analysis applied in Section 6
is clearly not adequate. In the potential future scenario where sub-percent precision is achiev-
able for measurements of Higgs decay rates [47-50], it will become increasingly important to
include information from multiple processes, and in addition to improve the precision of the
calculations which enter a global fit to dimension-6 Wilson coefficients. Extending SMEFT
calculations to NLO will improve the accuracy of the theoretical predictions allowing for a
more precise comparison of data in terms of non-vanishing Wilson coefficients.
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A The Large-m; limit

To clarify the procedure of taking the large-m; limit, we consider the calculation of the fol-
lowing contribution to the process h — bb which appears in Feynman gauge

b

We consider both the SM, as well as the contribution due to the Class 7 operator Qg;,

=
(H'i D iH )(@pmI4*q). For the diagram considered here this operator alters the coupling of
the quarks to the Goldstone bosons. The amplitude for this diagram is (setting V to unity)

1

2my
} (I —pp)? —miy,

d*
A= Z3/(27r)du(pb)

[mbPL — myPr — U%(l — pb)CSZPL

vr
/ (A.1)
1 +my ( —I’b—%g)+mt 5 (3)
2= m2 (= py—pp)2 —m? [thL —myPr +vp(] — pb)CHqPL} v(pp)
After performing the reduction to scalar integrals this can be written as
. 1 mp div. fin.
A= —iulp)e()1g 5 (A +A ) (A.2)
The divergent contribution is
iv m2 3
At = T (2 + 5U%C§I;) . (A.3)

Separating the finite SM and dimension-6 contributions, we find

Afin(4) — 2m% 2m2 — m2)Be(m2. m2. m2
= (mjy, — myg)Bo(my, mi, miy)

2 2
4mb — mi;

+ (2mj — mi; + 2mj) Bo(m?2,m2,m?)
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2
— (2 (mi —mi)” +miy (m3; — 2mj — 2mf)> Co(m?;, m3, mg,m?,m?,m%v)] ,

2 2
m A 4dm .
A O 3 O (Ag(m?) = Ao(miy)) + Tty (2m — my + 2m?) Bo(m3y, mf, m)
my, my, —my
1 m} 2 (19(m2 — m2) — m2, + 4m?2 2 2 _ 2 ) Bo(m2. m2. m2
+ A2 2 5 (my (12(my —mi) — mg + 4miy) +mi; (mi — miy)) Bo(my, mi, miy
mb mH mb

2
_ 4m? <2 (mg - m?) + m%v (m%{ — 2m§ — 2mf)> Co(m%[, m%,m%,m?,m?,m%))] ,
(A.4)

where Ag(s) is the finite part of the integral Ag(s) defined in (4.1). We define the large-m;
limit of the finite parts of the integrals appearing in the results as a series in 1/my. The
large-m; limit of the Ao(m?) integral is trivial, and the corresponding limit of the By scalar
integrals appearing in these expressions can be obtained by expanding (4.4) as

1 m2 m3 m?
2 1 2 _ ¢
m{linm Bo(m?,m?,m3) — 1+ 2 ( 5 51n [ %}) In [MQ} , (A.5)
2 2
9 9 mi . [mg
mltlgloo Bo(m?2,m?,m?) — Gm? n [M2] . (A.6)

For the triangle integrals, it is possible to further simplify the integrals appearing in the
amplitude by ignoring all fermion masses, except that of the top quark. This is a suitable
simplification to make in the context of the current phenomenological study. In the limit of
vanishing gauge couplings, where contributions proportional to positive powers of MI%V can be
neglected, the evaluation of the Cjy functions is further simplified. Note that neither of these
limits introduces any extra singularities in the triangle integrals used. Explicitly we have,

lim CO(mH¢mb7mb7m%7m?7mW) — lim CO(mH7O 0 mt,m?,o), (A7)
m¢—00 m¢—00

and similarly for other Cy functions. The integral appearing in (A.4) becomes

1 m2
2 H
mltlglooco(mH’O 0 mt,mt,()) — —mig—m, (A8)
while in the full calculation we also make use of
1 2
lim Cy(0,m%,0,m?,0, 0) = —— <1+z7r—|—ln[m }) , (A.9)
m¢—r00 mt mH

both of which are obtained from [30]. Thus, we find the expressions for the finite contributions
appearing in (A.4) simplify to

2
lim A 5 <1—|—21n[ 2])
3)

m¢—r00 1%
2
fin.( (
mltlinooA ) o —mv TCHq< +51n [/ﬂ}) . (A.10)

The procedure outlined above is applied to all the finite corrections provided in Section 5.

- 32 —

)



References

1]

2]

3]

4]

[5]

(6]

7]

8]

19]

[10]

ATLAS Collaboration Collaboration, G. Aad et al., Observation of a new particle in the
search for the Standard Model Higgs boson with the ATLAS detector at the LHC, Phys.Lett.
B716 (2012) 1-29, [arXiv:1207.7214].

CMS Collaboration Collaboration, S. Chatrchyan et al., Observation of a new boson at a
mass of 125 GeV with the CMS experiment at the LHC, Phys.Lett. B716 (2012) 30—61,
[arXiv:1207.7235|.

ATLAS, CMS Collaboration, G. Aad et al., Combined Measurement of the Higgs Boson Mass
in pp Collisions at \/s =T and 8 TeV with the ATLAS and CMS Ezperiments, Phys. Rev. Lett.
114 (2015) 191803, [arXiv:1503.07589].

S. Bolognesi, Y. Gao, A. V. Gritsan, K. Melnikov, M. Schulze, N. V. Tran, and A. Whitbeck,
On the spin and parity of a single-produced resonance at the LHC, Phys. Rev. D86 (2012)
095031, [arXiv:1208.4018].

ATLAS Collaboration, G. Aad et al., Evidence for the spin-0 nature of the Higgs boson using
ATLAS data, Phys. Lett. B726 (2013) 120144, [arXiv:1307.1432].

ATLAS Collaboration, G. Aad et al., Measurements of the Higgs boson production and decay
rates and coupling strengths using pp collision data at /s =7 and 8 TeV in the ATLAS
experiment, arXiv:1507.04548.

CMS Collaboration, V. Khachatryan et al., Precise determination of the mass of the Higgs
boson and tests of compatibility of its couplings with the standard model predictions using proton
collisions at 7 and 8 TeV, Eur. Phys. J. C75 (2015), no. 5 212, [arXiv:1412.8662].

R. Alonso, E. E. Jenkins, A. V. Manohar, and M. Trott, Renormalization Group Evolution of
the Standard Model Dimension Siz Operators I1I: Gauge Coupling Dependence and
Phenomenology, JHEP 04 (2014) 159, [arXiv:1312.2014].

J. Ellis and T. You, Sensitivities of Prospective Future e+e- Colliders to Decoupled New
Physics, JHEP 03 (2016) 089, [arXiv:1510.04561].

E. E. Jenkins, A. V. Manohar, and M. Trott, Renormalization Group FEvolution of the Standard
Model Dimension Siz Operators I: Formalism and lambda Dependence, JHEP 10 (2013) 087,
[arXiv:1308.2627].

[11] E. E. Jenkins, A. V. Manohar, and M. Trott, Renormalization Group Evolution of the Standard

[12]

[13]

[14]

Model Dimension Siz Operators II: Yukawa Dependence, JHEP 01 (2014) 035,
[arXiv:1310.4838].

J. Elias-Miro, J. R. Espinosa, E. Masso, and A. Pomarol, Renormalization of dimension-six
operators relevant for the Higgs decays h — vyvy,vZ, JHEP 08 (2013) 033, [arXiv:1302.5661]|.

J. Elias-Miro, J. R. Espinosa, E. Masso, and A. Pomarol, Higgs windows to new physics through
d=6 operators: constraints and one-loop anomalous dimensions, JHEP 11 (2013) 066,
[arXiv:1308.1879).

J. Elias-Miro, C. Grojean, R. S. Gupta, and D. Marzocca, Scaling and tuning of EW and Higgs
observables, JHEP 05 (2014) 019, [arXiv:1312.2928|.

— 33 —


http://arxiv.org/abs/1207.7214
http://arxiv.org/abs/1207.7235
http://arxiv.org/abs/1503.07589
http://arxiv.org/abs/1208.4018
http://arxiv.org/abs/1307.1432
http://arxiv.org/abs/1507.04548
http://arxiv.org/abs/1412.8662
http://arxiv.org/abs/1312.2014
http://arxiv.org/abs/1510.04561
http://arxiv.org/abs/1308.2627
http://arxiv.org/abs/1310.4838
http://arxiv.org/abs/1302.5661
http://arxiv.org/abs/1308.1879
http://arxiv.org/abs/1312.2928

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

[22]

[23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

28]

[29]
[30]

31]

[32]

[33]

R. Alonso, H.-M. Chang, E. E. Jenkins, A. V. Manohar, and B. Shotwell, Renormalization
group evolution of dimension-siz baryon number violating operators, Phys. Lett. B734 (2014)
3027307,[arXiV:1405.0486L

G. Passarino, NLO Inspired Effective Lagrangians for Higgs Physics, Nucl. Phys. B868 (2013)
416-458, [arXiv:1209.5538].

C.-Y. Chen, S. Dawson, and C. Zhang, FElectroweak Effective Operators and Higgs Physics,
Phys. Rev. D89 (2014), no. 1 015016, [arXiv:1311.3107].

C. Grojean, E. E. Jenkins, A. V. Manohar, and M. Trott, Renormalization Group Scaling of
Higgs Operators and T'(h— > ~v), JHEP 04 (2013) 016, [arXiv:1301.2588].

C. Englert and M. Spannowsky, Effective Theories and Measurements at Colliders, Phys. Lett.
B740 (2015) 8-15, [arXiv:1408.5147].

C. Zhang, Effective approach to top-quark decay and FCNC processes at NLO accuracy, J.
Phys. Conf. Ser. 556 (2014), no. 1 012030, [arXiv:1410.2825|.

G. M. Pruna and A. Signer, The p — ey decay in a systematic effective field theory approach
with dimension 6 operators, JHEP 10 (2014) 14, [arXiv:1408.3565].

B. Henning, X. Lu, and H. Murayama, How to use the Standard Model effective field theory,
arXiv:1412.1837.

M. Ghezzi, R. Gomez-Ambrosio, G. Passarino, and S. Uccirati, NLO Higgs effective field theory
and k-framework, JHEP 07 (2015) 175, [arXiv:1505.03706].

A. David and G. Passarino, Through precision straits to next standard model heights,
arXiv:1510.00414.

R. Grober, M. Muhlleitner, M. Spira, and J. Streicher, NLO QCD Corrections to Higgs Pair
Production including Dimension-6 Operators, JHEP 09 (2015) 092, [arXiv:1504.06577].

C. Hartmann and M. Trott, On one-loop corrections in the standard model effective field theory;
the T'(h — v~) case, JHEP 07 (2015) 151, [arXiv:1505.02646].

C. Hartmann and M. Trott, Higgs Decay to Two Photons at One Loop in the Standard Model
Effective Field Theory, Phys. Rev. Lett. 115 (2015), no. 19 191801, [arXiv:1507.03568].

A. Denner, Techniques for calculation of electroweak radiative corrections at the one loop level

and results for W physics at LEP-200, Fortsch. Phys. 41 (1993) 307-420, [arXiv:0709.1075].
R. Gauld, B. D. Pecjak, and D. Scott. In progress.

B. A. Kniehl, Radiative corrections for H — f anti-f () in the standard model, Nucl. Phys.
B376 (1992) 3-28.

B. Grzadkowski, M. Iskrzynski, M. Misiak, and J. Rosiek, Dimension-Six Terms in the
Standard Model Lagrangian, JHEP 10 (2010) 085, [arXiv:1008.4884].

W. Buchmuller and D. Wyler, Effective Lagrangian Analysis of New Interactions and Flavor
Conservation, Nucl. Phys. B268 (1986) 621-653.

R. Harnik, J. Kopp, and J. Zupan, Flavor Violating Higgs Decays, JHEP 03 (2013) 026,
[arXiv:1209.1397].

— 34 —


http://arxiv.org/abs/1405.0486
http://arxiv.org/abs/1209.5538
http://arxiv.org/abs/1311.3107
http://arxiv.org/abs/1301.2588
http://arxiv.org/abs/1408.5147
http://arxiv.org/abs/1410.2825
http://arxiv.org/abs/1408.3565
http://arxiv.org/abs/1412.1837
http://arxiv.org/abs/1505.03706
http://arxiv.org/abs/1510.00414
http://arxiv.org/abs/1504.06577
http://arxiv.org/abs/1505.02646
http://arxiv.org/abs/1507.03568
http://arxiv.org/abs/0709.1075
http://arxiv.org/abs/1008.4884
http://arxiv.org/abs/1209.1397

[34]

[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

|46]

[47]

48]
[49]

[50]

[51]

CMS Collaboration, V. Khachatryan et al., Search for Lepton-Flavour-Violating Decays of the
Higgs Boson, Phys. Lett. B749 (2015) 337-362, [arXiv:1502.07400].

R. S. Chivukula and H. Georgi, Composite Technicolor Standard Model, Phys. Lett. B188
(1987) 99.

G. D’Ambrosio, G. F. Giudice, G. Isidori, and A. Strumia, Minimal flavor violation: An
Effective field theory approach, Nucl. Phys. B645 (2002) 155187, [hep-ph/0207036].

Particle Data Group Collaboration, K. A. Olive et al., Review of Particle Physics, Chin.
Phys. C38 (2014) 090001.

B. A. Kniehl and A. Pilaftsis, Mizing renormalization in Majorana neutrino theories, Nucl.
Phys. B474 (1996) 286-308, [hep-ph/9601390)].

A. Sirlin, Radiative Corrections in the SU(2)-L x U(1) Theory: A Simple Renormalization
Framework, Phys. Rev. D22 (1980) 971-981.

G. Passarino and M. J. G. Veltman, One Loop Corrections for e+ e- Annihilation Into mu+
mu- in the Weinberg Model, Nucl. Phys. B160 (1979) 151.

A. Alloul, N. D. Christensen, C. Degrande, C. Duhr, and B. Fuks, FeynRules 2.0 - A complete
toolbox for tree-level phenomenology, Comput. Phys. Commun. 185 (2014) 2250-2300,
[arXiv:1310.1921].

T. Hahn, Generating Feynman diagrams and amplitudes with FeynArts 3, Comput. Phys.
Commun. 140 (2001) 418-431, [hep-ph/0012260].

T. Hahn and M. Perez-Victoria, Automatized one loop calculations in four-dimensions and
D-dimensions, Comput. Phys. Commun. 118 (1999) 153-165, [hep-ph/9807565].

M. Butenschoen, F. Fugel, and B. A. Kniehl, O(G%m}) two-loop electroweak correction to
Higgs-boson decay to bottom quarks, Nucl. Phys. B772 (2007) 25-48, [hep-ph/0702215|.

Measurements of the Higgs boson production and decay rates and constraints on its couplings
from a combined ATLAS and CMS analysis of the LHC pp collision data at \/s = 7 and 8 TeV,
Tech. Rep. CMS-PAS-HIG-15-002, CERN, Geneva, 2015.

S. Dawson et al., Working Group Report: Higgs Boson, in Community Summer Study 2013:
Snowmass on the Mississippi (CSS2013) Minneapolis, MN, USA, July 29-August 6, 20153, 2013.
arXiv:1310.8361.

H. Baer, T. Barklow, K. Fujii, Y. Gao, A. Hoang, S. Kanemura, J. List, H. E. Logan,
A. Nomerotski, M. Perelstein, et al., The International Linear Collider Technical Design Report
- Volume 2: Physics, arXiv:1306.6352.

K. Fujii et al., Physics Case for the International Linear Collider, arXiv:1506.05992.

TLEP Design Study Working Group Collaboration, M. Bicer et al., First Look at the
Physics Case of TLEP, JHEP 01 (2014) 164, [arXiv:1308.6176].

J. Fan, M. Reece, and L.-T. Wang, Possible Futures of Electroweak Precision: ILC, FCC-ee,
and CEPC, JHEP 09 (2015) 196, [arXiv:1411.1054].

R. Gauld, B. D. Pecjak, and D. J. Scott, QCD radiative corrections for h — bb in the Standard
Model Dimension-6 EFT, arXiv:1607.06354.

,35,


http://arxiv.org/abs/1502.07400
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0207036
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9601390
http://arxiv.org/abs/1310.1921
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0012260
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9807565
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0702215
http://arxiv.org/abs/1310.8361
http://arxiv.org/abs/1306.6352
http://arxiv.org/abs/1506.05992
http://arxiv.org/abs/1308.6176
http://arxiv.org/abs/1411.1054
http://arxiv.org/abs/1607.06354

1:X3 2: HS 3:H*D? 5:92H? + h.c.
Qa | fAPCGIGErGSr  Qu | (HTH)®  Quo (HTH)O(HTH) Qe | (HYH)(lpe, H)
Qz | rAPCGAGErGSr Qup | (H'D,H) (H'D,H) Quu | (H'H)(gyu,H)
Qw | KWW W Qar | (H'H)(gpd,H)
QW GI.JKﬁ/’l{uW;Ipr@
4: X2H? 6: Y2 XH +h.c. 7:¢2H?D
Que | HHHGAG™ — Quy | (Lo™e,)r' HW], Q) (H'i'D . H)([,"1,)
Qua | HHGAGY™  Qup | (L,o"e,)HB,, 0| WL Gy,
Quw | HHHWLWI Qg | (o TAu,)H G4, Qe (H'i'D  H)(e1"er)
Quiwv | HHHWLW  Quy | (go™u,)r HW], QW (H'i'D . H)(G7"a,)
Qup | HVHB,,B"™ Qus | (G0 u,)H By, QY (H'i'DLH)(g,7"v"q,)
Qup H'H B, B" Qac | (Gpo* ' T*d,)H G}, QHu (HTiﬁuH)( upry* i)
Quws | HIFTHWL B Quy | (@0 d,)r HWI, Qra (H'i'D  H)(d,y"d,)
Quivy | HiTTH WL, B Qap | (go*d,)H B,, Quua + hc. | i(H'D,H)(ayy"d,)
8: (LL)(LL) 8: (RR)(RR) 8: (LL)(RR)
Qu (pvulr) T* 1) Qee (@pyuer)(@syer) Que (Lpyulr) (@7 er)
Wl @) @) Quu | () (@) Qu | Gyl (@)
& <qu @)@ a)  Qua | (dpvudy)(dirde) Qua | (Gl (daydy)
A | Gl @ e)  Qew | (Epuen) (@ u) Que | (Gwar)(@Esyer)
o w L)@ T ) Qea | (Eeer)(diydy) Wl @) @y )
QW | () (daydy) | @TAg) (@ Tuy)
QW | @M un)(dey Ty QY | (@vuar) (daydy)
QY | (@1 T4q,) (derT4dy)
8: (LR)(RL) +h.c. 8:(LR)(LR) +h.c.
Quedg | Ben)(datry) Qb | (@un)ejn(@dy)
QY | (@T u)eju(@ETAdy)
Qzequ (Ler)ejn(qhus)
Qi | Bouwer)ein(@io uy)

Table 1. The 59 independent dimension-6 operators built from Standard Model fields which conserve

baryon number, as given in Ref. [31].

The operators are divided into eight classes:

X3, HS, etc

Operators with +h.c. in the table heading also have hermitian conjugates, as does the ¥)> H2D operator
Qrud- The subscripts p, r, s, ¢ are flavour indices, The notation is described in [10].
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Figure 4. Representative diagrams contributing to the process h — bb in 't Hooft - Feynman gauge.
The dimension-6 contributions are inserted onto the relevant vertices, and contributions to O(1/A% ;)
are kept. The fields ¢, ¢° refer to the charged and neutral Goldstone bosons. In addition to the usual
SM diagrams, note the presence of Diagrams 15-17 which are generated solely by Class 5 operators.
The contributions from Class 8 operators are depicted on the left side of Fig. 1.
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