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Abstract Color-octet scalars arise in various Grand Uni-
fication scenarios and also in other models of new physics.
They are also postulated for minimal flavour violation. Purely
phenomenological imprints of such scalars are therefore
worth looking at. Motivated by this, we perform a com-
plete one-loop calculation of the HT — WTZ(y) decay
in a two Higgs doublet model augmented by a color-octet
SU (2) [, scalar doublet. The computation is conveniently seg-
regated into colorless and colored components. The color-
octet part of the amplitude, being scaled by the color-factor,
provides an overall enhancement to the form factors. Cru-
cial constraints from perturbative unitarity, positivity of the
scalar potential, oblique parameters, Higgs signal strengths
and direct search of a charged Higgs and color-octet scalars
are folded-in into the analysis. Sensitivity of the loop-induced
HY — WTZ(y) vertex to other model parameters is elu-
cidated. Finally, the prospect of observing a loop-induced
HY — WTZ(y) interaction at the future hadronic colli-
sions is also discussed.
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1 Introduction

The discovery of a Higgs boson at the Large Hadron collider
(LHC) [1,2] completes the particle spectrum of the standard
model (SM). Further, the interaction strengths of the discov-
ered boson with the SM fermions and gauge bosons are found
to be in agreement with the corresponding SM values. How-
ever, issues such as a non-zero neutrino mass, the existence
of dark matter (DM), the observed imbalance between matter
and antimatter in the universe, and, the instability (or metasta-
bility) of the electroweak (EW) vacuum in the SM [3-6] hint
towards additional dynamics beyond the SM. Interestingly,
extending only the Higgs sector of the SM appropriately can
suffice to address all the aforementioned issues. Moreover, a
scalar of mass 125 GeV with interactions mimicking those
of the SM Higgs can be extracted out of such extended Higgs
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sectors by virtue of additional symmetries or appropriate fine
tuning. This therefore motivates putting forth extended Higgs
sectors as prototypes of beyond-the-SM (BSM) physics.

A two-Higgs doublet model (2HDM) [7,8] is one of such
extensions of the SM Higgs sector. It potentially shuts off
the flavour changing neutral currents (FCNC), predicts addi-
tional CP-violation through the scalar potential that can even-
tually explain the observed matter-antimatter imbalance, and,
poses a solution to the strong CP problem. A 2HDM is in fact
the smallest SU(2);, multiplet to predict a singly charged
Higgs H'. An H™ has been searched at the LHC in dif-
ferent channels with its fermionic decay modes being more
popular in this context. The H+ — tb mode is used to look
for an heavy H' whereas the preferred search channel for a
light one is the H™ — 7v,. However, probes in such chan-
nels are generally swamped by a heavy QCD background.
An alternative therefore is to search for its bosonic decays
HY — W*th, WtZ, WTy. That said, the last two of the
aforementioned modes are prima facie more intriguing since
they arise only at one-loop in multi-Higgs doublet models.
The absence of the HT W™ Zy coupling at the tree level is an
artefact of the isospin symmetry of the kinetic terms of the
Higgs sector. Since both these characteristics are, in general,
broken at one loop level through effects from other sectors
that do not respect the custodial invariance, these vertices
are induced at the loop level. Momentum dependent interac-
tions appear therein consequently. It therefore gets clear that
the strength of the H™W™Z interaction captures the cus-
todial symmetry breaking effects in the model embedding
it.

An also interesting extension of the SM Higgs sector first
proposed in [9] consists of a scalar multiplet transforming
as (8, 2, 1/2) under the SM gauge group. The motivation for
the same is two-fold. The first is minimal flavour violation
(MFV), which is a framework for having flavour-dependent
masses without introducing unwanted flavour changing neu-
tral currents (FCNCs). It assumes all breaking of the under-
lying approximate flavour symmetry of the SM is propor-
tional to the up- or down-quark Yukawa matrices. It has
been shown in [9] that the only scalar representations under
SUB)e x SU2)L x U(1)y complying with MFV are (1,2,
%) and (8,2, %). Secondly, color-octet scalars can emerge
from a plethora of BSM scenarios. Grand unification mod-
els discussed in [10-13] contain color-octet scalars. Other
examples include topcolour scenarios [ 14], models with extra
dimensions [15,16] and chiral color models. Loop effects of
the isodoublet color-octet were looked at in [17-21] More
on the TeV-scale phenomenology of color-octet scalars can
be found in [22-31]. In fact, an (8,2,1/2) scalar multiplet
proved handy in explaining certain anomalous results seen
at the Tevatron [32,33] and the Runs I [20,34,35] and II
[36,37] of the LHC that had stirred up excitement in those
times.
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The interest in non-minimal Higgs sectors led to the
proposing of a hybrid scenario combining a 2HDM with
a color-octet scalar multiplet [38]. Relevant theoretical and
experimental constraints were used in [38] to carve out
an allowed parameter region. The more stringent require-
ments of high scale perturbative unitarity and vacuum sta-
bility under renormalisation group were imposed in a subse-
quent study [39]. Since the electroweak interactions of all the
scalars in this framework are similar to those of an SU (2),
doublet, an HT W™ Z(y) interaction would arise radiatively.
Moreover, additional enhancement could be expected due to
the color factor. We therefore aim to estimate the strength
of the one-loop HTW™~Z(y) vertex in this model. While a
similar calculation was done for the minimal supersymmet-
ric standard model (MSSM) [40,41], a Z; symmetric 2HDM
[42,43], an aligned 2HDM [44] and a particular version of
3HDM containing two active and one inert doublet [45], we
lay particular emphasis on the contribution coming from the
color-octet scalars. The main features of the present study
are outlined below.

e To our understanding, this is the first investigation of
the impact of colored scalars on the HTW™Z(y) ver-
tex. While computing the one-loop amplitude coming
from the color-octet, an enhancement by a color-factor is
expected. In tandem, also expected is an exclusion limit
on the color-octet mass scale from direct searches at the
LHC that will tend to dilute this enhancement. We probe
the interplay of the two aforementioned effects here.

e We adopt the non-linear gauge to get rid of unphysical
vertices involving goldstones. This ends up simplifying
the calculation to a good extent. Further, we present cer-
tain simplified expressions for the one-loop form factors
that make decoupling/non-coupling of the colored scalars
from the HTW~Z(y) vertex apparent.

e Asaphenomenological application, we also discuss how
such new contributions change the decay branching frac-
tions of the H* — WTZ(y) mode, and, consequently,
the production cross sections involving these decay pro-
cesses at the LHC.

The paper is organised as follows. The model is intro-
duced in Sect. 2. A detailed discussion on the chosen non-
linear gauge and the analytic calculation of the various form
factors is reported in Sect. 3. The constraints applicable to
this scenario are elaborated in Sect. 4 and the numerical val-
ues of the form factors and branching ratios obtained are
reported in Sect. 5. Section 6 outlines the observability of the
H*W~Z vertex at the hadron colliders. The study is sum-
marised in Sect. 7. Various important formulae are relegated
to the Appendix.
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2 Model description

The model considered replaces the scalar sector of the SM
by three SU (2) 1, scalar doublets: two color singlets (®1, ;)
and one color-octet S. The most general scalar potential can
be written as [38]:

V (P, 92, 5)
=m}, &) + mL o]0, —m?, (cb{cbz + q>§q>1)

Mleia ) 4 (ofo. ) t i
+5 (0101) + 3 (9302) + 13 (0]0) (0302)

i t A oie.) to )
+ 4 (0]02) (@]@1) + 5 | (2]02) + (0)en)
+2m3TeS™S; + w TeS™ ;87 s
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+ usTrS; ;TS ST 4+ 1u6Trs; ;87 5
+ 0@ 0TS S + 1,®) @ TS s;
+ (0] BTrS; ) + 0@ Trs s,
+V5<I>IiTrSTjS,~ S; + h.c.)
+ w1 BY Oy TrST S; + wy @) o TS s
+ (03] DY TrS;S; + 04®] Trs's; 5,
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where, ®{, ®, and S can be written as
2 .
®; = (\/Lz(meh,'—f—izi) (i=1,2),
S+
= . . 2.2
S={ L +isn 22)

In the above, v; is the vacuum expectation value (VEV) of
@, with vZ = v% + v% = (246 GeV)Z. The ratio of two VEVs
relates to the mixing angle 8 as tan 8 = Z—f Here the scalar
potential parameters m%l, m%z, m%z, m%, U1—6, A1—5, V]—5,
w1_s, k1_3 are taken real to avoid CP-violation in the scalar
sector. Similarly to [9], we are guided by MFV and not by
the more restrictive option of a discrete symmetry such as
Z> (under which ®; — &, ®, — —d, for instance).!

Ukl ke, i3 # 0 is disallowed by the Z;-symmetry but allowed by
MFV. We intend to extract the maximally enhanced contribution coming
from the scalar potential to the color-octet form factors and hence, do
not commit to a Z.

In Eq. (2.1), i, j and A, B respectively denote the funda-
mental SU(2) and adjoint SU (3) indices. One then defines
Si = SZA TA(TA being the SU (3) generators) and the trace
in Eq. (2.1) is taken over the color indices. The colorless
particle spectrum in this case is identical with the 2HDM
that consists of the neutral CP-even Higgses i, H, a CP-odd
Higgs A and a charged Higgs H™. The 2 x 2 mass matrix
corresponding to the CP-even scalars is brought into a diag-
onal form by the action of a mixing angle «. Of these, the
scalar 4 is taken to be the SM-like Higgs with mass 125 GeV.
The masses of the neutral and charged mass eigenstate of the
color-octet can be written in terms of the quartic couplings
w;, ki, v; and mixing angle B as [38]:

1
M3 =m3+ sz(cosz BW1 + vy + 213)

+sin28 (k1 + k2 + k3)

+ sin? B(w) + wy + 2w3)) , (2.3a)
1
M§1 = mé + Zv2(cos2 By + vy —2v3)
+sin 28 (k1 + k2 — k3)
+ sin’ B(w1 + wr — 2a3)) , (2.3b)
1
M§+ = m% + sz(vl cos’ B+ k1sin2f + wy sin® B).
(2.3¢)

The Yukawa interactions in this model partition into the
two following terms:

Y=ol +cf 24)

where Lf @) involves the SM quarks and the color-singlet
(octet) electroweak doublet. Here, E{ is chosen to coincide
with the Yukawa Lagrangian in Type-I and Type-1I1 2HDM
that essentially suppress the tree level flavour changing neu-
tral currents (FCNC). On the other hand, the interaction with
the color-octet has the form:

L5 = =) pgitpS O] — (v)pgdpST Q] +he. (2.5
Here, (p, q) = 1, 2, 3 are the fermion generation indices. We
however remark that Eg shall not play a role in the present
analysis and we retain it just for completeness.

3 One-loop form factors for H¥ — W*Z(y)

In this section we compute the HT W™ Z(y) vertex at one-
loop for the present scenario. The various form factors are
expressed in terms of the Passarino—Veltman functions and
the publicly available library LoopTools [46] is used for
numerical evaluation.

@ Springer
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Fig. 1 Set A of one-loop amplitudes

The amplitude for H™ — WTV(V = Z,y) can be
expressed as

IMHY - WTV) =igmwVy ey, (pwey, (pv) . (3.1)

where,

Mn v
Vi = gtvpy 4 DYPW G envpo PYOPWO (3 9y
Y miy, miy

Here py,, p“ﬁ are the incoming momenta of W* and V.
Moreover, F, G and H are the form-factors corresponding
to the respective Lorentz structures. For V = y, the Ward

identity enforces the following condition:
V) pyy =0 (3.3)

This ultimately leads to the following relation connecting F),

and G :
)
M3,

F, = Gy 1 (3.4)
r= .
Scalars coming from both colorless and colored sectors, i.e,
@, as well as S, contribute to H > wtv. Accordingly,

each form factor splits as

Xy = XvoupMm + Xv,s, (3.5)

for X = F, G, H. We now come to discussing the vari-
ous one-loop diagrams comprising the amplitudes. For the
colored part, the amplitude receives contributions from the
following set of one-loop diagrams shown in Figs. 1, 2 and
3.
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Fig. 2 Set B of one-loop amplitudes

The amplitude corresponding to each set is UV-finite. To
this end we introduce nonlinear gauge-fixing functions [47-
53]:

s 2
= (D; 4w ZM)WJ”‘ —EMyG™, (3.6a)
cw
% =0,2" —£M;G, (3.6b)
fA=8,A" (3.6¢)

with Dy, the electromagnetic covariant derivative and § the
gauge parameter. Note that T is nonlinear and transforms
covariantly under the electromagnetic gauge group. The cor-
responding gauge fixing Lagrangian is given by

1 1 1
— = =D = (M

: 2% 2% (3.7a)

Lo =—

This gauge-fixing procedure is tailor-made to remove the
unphysical G* W™V vertices that arise in the Higgs kinetic-
energy pgsector. Further into this, for§ = 1,the V,, (k) W, (p)
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Fig. 4 Set A’ of one-loop amplitudes for 2HDM

W, (¢) (all momenta incoming) triple-gauge vertices now

have the following modified Feynman rules.
rr wWHw-

Lp (k, p,q) = —ie{guk —p —q),

+ 8P —Du+gulg—k+pnt, (3.8a)

2

- ) s
ng"z W (k, p,q) = —igew &uv <k -p+ C?’q) + 8P —Ppu
w7

2
Sw

*702 p) }
w o/,

Therefore, by virtue of the aforementioned gauge fixing, the
amplitudes in Set C (Fig. 3) vanish. Moreover, this implies
that similar amplitudes coming from the colorless scalars
would also vanish. We partition the remaining 2HDM dia-
grams into UV-finite sets A’, B’ and C’ as displayed in
Figs. 4, 5 and 6.

We point out that Set A’ (Fig. 4) is the color-singlet
counterpart of Set A (Fig. 1), both containing a scalar tri-
linear interaction on one vertex and gauge interactions on
the other(s). Set B’ (Fig. 5) can also be related to Set B

+8pu (‘I - (3.8b)

AN
Gt

7

h.H Z,/n

Fig. 5 Set B’ of one-loop amplitudes for 2HDM

(Fig. 2) using similar arguments. The additional diagrams
in Set C’ (Fig. 6) feature h(H)VV interactions and vanish
in the sg_o = 1 limit. Finally, Fig. 7 contains the fermionic
one-loop diagrams.

The decay width of HT — W™ Z is given by

V)\t 17 ’
NHt — W*Z):Mm& E |Mii 1>, (3.9)
167 i=L,T

@ Springer
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W,

Fig. 6 Set C’ of one-loop amplitudes for 2HDM

where i = L(T) represents the longitudinal and transverse
polarization and, A(a, b,c) = (@ — b — c)2 — dabc, w =
Gio)? 2 = GEs)™.

The longitudinal and transverse contributions are given in
terms of Fy, Gy, Hy by,

2
vl . (3.10a)

2

)"17 )
S\l cw—ppy + 226

Mpp)* =
MLl 4 o
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For V. = y, the relation F, = |1 — 11; is used in

2
w
Egs. (3.10a) and (3.10b) to obtain
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4 Constraints applied W] + @) — 2|w3| > =2/ Aou, 4.2))
" 1
We discuss the relevant constraints on this model in this sec- 1 T 7 TV T2 2v3 = 7§|v4 sl > 0. (42k)
tion. i+ L b +wy+2 L os £ 3] >0 (4.21)
2+ —+wi +wy w3 — —=|w4q + ws| > 0. .
4 V3

4.1 Perturbativity

Demanding perturbativity leads to the following bounds on
the couplings:

[Ail <4m (i =1,2,...5), |vjl, |lwjl, Ikl
=4r (j=1,2,3), lyil =4m (i =1,b, 7). (4.1a)

4.2 Stability conditions

To make the scalar potential bounded-from-below (BFB) in
any direction in the field space, the following conditions are
to be satisfied [54]:

w=py + pno + e +2(u3 + pa + us) > 0, (4.2a)
w1+ p2 + us + g >0, (4.2b)
14(u1 + p12) + Sue + 24(u3 + 14) — 312(uy + u2) — pel > 0,

(4.2¢)
5(ur + w2 + pe) +6(2u3 + pa + ps) — lug + pu2 + pel > 0,

(4.2d)
A >0, A2 >0, A3 > —/A1A2, (4.2e)
23+ ha = [As| = —V/Ai, (4.21)
v = =2V, (4.2¢)
o1 = 2/, (4.2h)
v+ vy = 23] = =2V, (4.2i)

Among the above, Egs. (4.2e) and (4.2f) correspond to the
pure 2HDM. The rest of the conditions ensure positivity of
the scalar potential in a hyperspace spanned by both colorless
as well as colored fields. It is pointed out that Egs. (4.2a)-
(4.2d) involve only the parameters 1¢1_g that do not enter our
analysis.

4.3 High energy scattering unitarity

Additional constraints on the quartic couplings come from
the unitarity. A tree-level 2 — 2 scattering matrix can be
computed between various two particle states consisting of
charged and neutral scalars [55]. Unitarity requires that the
absolute value of each eigenvalue of the aforementioned scat-
tering matrix must be < 8. In the high energy limit, one such
element of the scattering matrix is proportional to a quartic
coupling. Therefore, demanding unitarity is tantamount to
restricting the sizes of such couplings. Thus we end up with
the following unitarity conditions for the present model [38].

3 9
[E(M Y E= \/Z(M —22)2 4+ (2x3 +)»4)2] < 8,

(4.3a)

@ Springer
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[%ay+m)iJ%@l—Ay%+ﬁ]58n, (4.3b)
1 1
[Euy+m)iJZul—Ag%+@]58m (4.3¢)
(A3 + 24 — 31s) < 87, (4.3d)
(A3 — As) < 87, (4.3¢)
(A3 + A4) < 8, (4.3f)
(A3 + 214 + 315) < 8, (4.3g)
(A3 +As) < 8m, (4.3h)
vi] < 2327, || < 4v27, |vs] < 24/2m, (4.31)
lo1| < 2v27, w2 < 427, |w3] < 2427, (4.3))
k1] < 27, k2| <47, |k3| < 4, (4.3k)
[1713 + 1314 + 13u6| < 167, (4.3D
123 + 104 + Tl < 32, (4.3m)
[vg 4+ vs| S ﬂ, (4.3n)
~ V15
|wg + ws| < ﬂ (4.30)
~ V15

Equations (4.3a)—(4.3h) correspond to the unitarity limit for
a pure two-Higgs doublet scenario [56—62]. Once again, we
state that Eqs. (4.31)—(4.30) involve wi_¢, @45, v4 5 alone.
These conditions therefore do not modify the analysis. More
details on unitarising a spinless (8, 2, 1/2) multiplet can be
found in [29,38].

4.4 Oblique parameters

The extended scalar sector modifies the oblique parameters
[63] with respect to the SM contributions. The strongest con-
straint however comes from the 7-parameter. Including the
BSM contribution, the effective T-parameter can be written
in terms of the SM and BSM contribution AT as:

T =Tsy + AT . (4.4)

The most updated bound on the BSM contribution to 7'-
parameter is [64]:

AT =0.07£0.12. 4.5)

For the multi-Higgs doublet models, The most constrain-
ing among the oblique parameters is the 7-parameter [65]
that restricts the mass splittings between the neutral and
charged scalars. In our case, the source of BSM contribu-
tion is two-fold, i.e., contribution arising from 2HDM and
the scalar octet. Thus,

AT = Toupm + T, (4.6a)

Toupm = [F(M?#, Mf\) + sé,a

167”‘2)VM€V
« (M3 M) = F(M383)

o (PO M) = PO 00})
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+ F (M3, M}) — F(MY, M7)
+ F (M3, MP) - F(M3, M7)
+ 4M3 Bo (M3, My, M) — 403, Bo(M3y M, M7))].
N,
x [F(M3 M3,) + F (M3, M3,) — F(M3,. M3,)]
(4.6b)

where,

F(X,Y)=x+y— i ln()—c> for x #y,
2 xX—=y y
=0 for x=y (4.7a)
2 2 2 2
_ mylog(my) — m3log(m
Bo{of . ) = PECE Z o)
my —mj
2 2 2 2
mylog(m?$) — m3log(m
_m g( 12 ; g(m3) (4.7b)
my —m;

4.5 Flavour constraints

For a 2HDM with natural flavour conservation, the strongest
constraint on the mass of the charged Higgs comes from
the branching fraction for B — Xy . In case of the Type-I
2HDM, this particular constraint supersedes the direct search
constraints only for small tanf. On the other hand, the Type-
IT 2HDM features a stringent Mg+ > 580 GeV bound [66]
that is practically independent of tang.

4.6 Direct search

An Mpy+ > 100 GeV bound for all types of 2HDM sum-
marises the result for the direct searchof Ht intheeTe™ —
H' H~ channel at LEP [67]. Inthe M+ > M, 4 M}, region,
ameasurementof o (pp —> tHT+X)xBR(HT — Tvp)
obviates tan > 50 for an H ™ of mass ~ 200 GeV in case of
Type-11 2HDM [68]. The corresponding constraint is further
weakened for Type-1 2HDM. In view of the aforementioned,
we take M+ > 150(600) GeV for a Type-I (Type-1I) 2HDM
throughout the present study.

We now come to discussing the exclusion limits on the
color-octet mass scale itself. Color-octet resonances have
been searched for at the LHC in the pp — § — jj [69-
72] and pp — S — tt [73-75] channels and a stringent
bound of 2 3 TeV was subsequently pronounced. However,
it was pointed out in [76] that the benchmark color-octet
taken there led to a cross section several orders larger than
what would be seen for the Manohar—Wise scenario. Ref.[76]
showed that the bound weakens to Mg, > 700 GeV upon
tweaking the model parameters appropriately. On the other
hand, pair-production of S, that occurs at the tree level itself,
yields a cross section comparable to the loop-induced sin-
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Table 1 Latest limits on the /-signal strengths

i ATLAS CMS

zz 1.20%01¢ 177 0.947 007 (stat.) T008 (syst.) [78]
wHw- 2.5%02 [79] 1.287918 [80]

vy 0.99 +0.14 [81] 1187517 [82]

135 1097918 (stat.) 7027 (syst) 7016 (theo syst) [83] 1.097927 [84]

bb 2.5%14 [85] 1.37]7 [86]

gle S production. The pair-production was also studied at the
LHC inthe 4, 4b, 4t, t1bb final states. Ref. [76] showed that
Mg, >~ 800 GeV can evade all such constraints.

4.7 Higgs signal strengths

The model parameters are also constrained from the current
LHC data, i.e. signal strengths in various Higgs decay decay
modes. Denoting the signal strength for the channel pp —
h, h — i by u;, it is defined as,

oBM(pp — h) BRESM(h — )
oSM(pp — h) BRSMM(h — i)

Equation (4.8) takes the form below upon expressing the
branching fractions in terms of the decay widths.

oBM(gg — n) TBM( — i) M

P = . 49
Mi (TSM(gg — h) 'BSM FiSM(h = i) 4.9)

tot

Note that here the BSM contribution includes contributions
from both 2HDM and the color-octet. In particular, the modi-
fication induced by the color-octet is at the leading order (LO)
is solely to the loop-induced h — gg, yy, Zy decays.’

Now the parton-level cross section of Higgs production
through gluon fusion can be written as

2

o(gg — h) = —T'(h — gg) 65 — M?), (4.10)
8M;,

NG being partonic centre-of-mass energy. Using Eqs. (4.8)—
(4.10), one can rewrite the u; as :

BSM BSM ~SM
JR— Fh‘)gg Fi FtOt (4 11)
Hi = [SM  [BSM [:SM :

h—gg ° tot i

2 Since h — WW, ZZ, bb decays occur at the tree level itself, one-
loop corrections to these modes from the color-octet are at the next-to-
leading order (NLO) level. All of these one-loop amplitudes involve the
couplings of / to a pair of color-octet scalars. Such couplings already get
constrained from 7 — gg, yy in particular. Therefore, the NLO signal
strengths too are expected to obey the corresponding limits. In addition,
color-octet corrections to 7 — Tt appear at two-loop, or equivalently,
at the next-to-next-to-leading order (NNLO) level. Such corrections are
expected to be considerably suppressed.

In presence of color-octet, both the production cross sec-
tion of Higgs boson via gluon fusion and 7 — gg decay
width (Eq. (A.4b)) get modified. We have strictly imposed
the alignment limit i.e. (B — a) = 5 throughout the anal-
ysis. We then compute the signal strengths in the tree level
decay modes of Higgs, i.e. WW, ZZ, bb, 1, following
Eq. (4.11). The decay width and hence the signal strength
in the loop induced decay channel of Higgs h — yy are
also altered owing to the presence of extra charged parti-
cles (H*, %) appearing in the loop. The expressions for the
respective decay widths in the loop induced decay modes
of h,ie.h - yy,h — Zy, h — gg, are relegated to
Appendix A.1 (Table 1).

The signal strength data from the ATLAS and CMS
for a given channel can be combined to yield a resultant
central value pu and a resultant 1-sigma uncertainty o as

GLZ = —— 4+ and L = BAUAS 4 BGUS Tn addition,
OATLAS oCMS OATLAS ocms

we also require BR; . 7, < 1% [87].

5 Numerical results

We numerically evaluate the H+ W™ Z(y) form factors and
the corresponding branching ratios in this section taking
Type-I and Type-II-like Yukawa interactions. Prior to that,
we list out the independent parameters in this model. The
2HDM sector comprises of tang, the quartic couplings A1_s
and m,. Of these, A1 _5 can be traded off for the masses of the
physical scalars and mixing angles «, 8 using the following
formulae:

2.2 2.2 2
MHca + Mhsoz — mi,lp

A= , (5.1a)
2.2
vicy
2.2 2.2 2
o My se + Mjcy, —mi,/1p (5.1b)
2 - U2S2 ’ .
B
2M? $20 [ M3 — M? m?
A3 = ;]-%— +£( H > h ) : 12 , (510)
v 28 v vesgep
M?% —2M? m?
= (5.1d)
v v SﬁCﬁ
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2 2
my, My

As = —=. 5.1
5 2 (5.1e)

vzsﬂCﬁ

The independent parameters coming from the 2HDM sec-
tor are therefore taken to be (My,, My, Mg, Mg+, tg). Sim-
ilarly, the color-octet sector comprises the mass parameter
Mg and the quartic couplings pi—¢, vi—3, w1—3, k1—3. We
can exclude p1—g here since they do not enter the current
analysis. We again choose to trade off a few quartic cou-
plings in terms of the masses of the colored scalars using:

_ 2(M§R + M§1 — 2M§+) — vzvzc% — szzszlg

242 ’
vTsg

w2

(5.2a)

M_%R — M%{ — 1)31)20/23 — szzsﬁcﬁ

(5.2b)

w3 =
vzsé

The independent parameters in the color-octet sector are
therefore (vi, v2, v3, K1, k2, k3, w1, Mgy, Ms,, Mg+). We
further set Mg+ = Mg, and My+ = My throughout the

22 Inr + @& —-3rr—1

calculation since this leads to a vanishing contribution to
the T-parameter from the colored scalars (see Eq. (4.6b))
and a manageable contribution from the 2HDM sector (see

Eq. (4.6b)). We take Mg, =800 GeV for this study.

To extract more insight, we derive simplified expressions
for the color-octet form factors in the Mg, — oo limit® as
shown below.

Ng 5
ng = m[xmﬂR J1(r) +hgig-s, f2(r)]  (5.3a)
B Ngcew
FZs = Jo2, it s=sp f30) + hpes—s; fa ()] (5.3b)
NSM2
Gh o= —"W  ipyrg s, 8100 +Aprg )
7.5 16n2chM§R HT5-Sg &1 H+5-5; 82(
(5.3¢)
A Ngsw
Fg= m“wﬂ-s,; f5(r) +Ag+s-s; fo(r)] (5.3d)
Ngsw
Flg= Tenzy s se 30+ hrss, fa )] (5.3¢)
ANgMZ sy
A __TOTWEW
Gys= 167t2vM§R (Ag+s-s, 83() +Ap+s-s, 84(r)]

(5.31)

M2
Here, r = ﬁsr’ and Ng = 8 (color factor). The functions
S

fi(r) and g; (r)Rhave the forms:

At = pr— (5.4a)
Hr) = 1 |:4Sin2 Ow {M}
4 r—1
n cos 20w {(r — D(=2(r — DInr+3r—1)+ (2 —4r)Inr} 2@ ) — 24 2In2—r)—1 (5.4b)
(r— 12 (r—1)2
f3(r) =0, (5.4¢)
P2 —2rlnr—1
i) = (5.4d)
30— D*cos 20y +2(- — D{r(11 r =7) + 18- — 1) In (}) +2)
1) = 36 —
12{(r = 3)r(2r —3) = 3}Inr
360 ~ 7 (5.4e)
73 + cos 20y (2r3 +32 —6r2Inr —6r + 1) —9r +6(r—2)In@2 —r) +8
o) = . (5.41)
6(r — 1)*
fs() =0, (5.42)
fo(r) = —fa(r). (5.4h)
1 .
$0) =5, (5.41)
_ _ )
2a(r) = (r—=D{r@r+5)—1}—6r-Inr . (5.4j)

12(r — D

@ Springer

3 This is equivalent to taking Mg, >> My, gy 4 g+. All the EW scale
masses in the loop integrals are therefore neglected in this limit.
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Fig. 8 Variation of f;(r) and g; (r) with r

In the above, we have denoted a trilinear interaction involving
the arbitrary scalars S1, S> and S3 (all incoming) as Ag, 5,55
We define Fz(,) s = F?(y),S + Fég(y),S and Gz(),s =

Gé(y)’s. It is seen that Gz(,),s — 0 as Mg, — oo. This
is only expected since Gz(y),s encodes the strength of the
dimension-6 operator connecting H™, W+ and Z(y) that
naturally decouples from the low-energy theory as the color-
octet mass scale becomes too large. Moreover, one also notes
Flo+ FBg =~ B9 ps-5,1fa(r) + fo(r)} = 0 in the
Mg, — oo limit. This vanishing of F, g is anyway expected
2
from Ward identity that reads F), g = %(1 - %).4
In other words, a vanishing G, s for Mg, — oo imelies
a vanishing F), s. Therefore, this entire exercise involv-
ing the approximate form factors serves as an analytical
demonstration of the Ward identity. We hence conclude that
the contribution coming from the color-octet sector in the
H* — Wy decay width decouples for a very heavy color-
octet mass scale. On the other hand, Egs. (5.3a) and (5.3b)
ascertain that F g does not exhibit a decoupling behaviour, the
most crucial difference between the HYW~Z and HTW ™y
form factors at one-loop. We plot f;(r) and g;(r) in Fig. 8
and find smooth v2ariations. All | f; (r)| register increments

M
with increasing M—f’, and, therefore M§1 — M§R has a role
SR
in determining the size of the H™ W~ Z(y) interaction. The
trilinear interactions entering the color-octet form factors,
ie., Ag+s-s, and Ay+g-g,, have the following forms for

Mg+ = Mg,

v

hies-sg = =7 (ka+ k3 + (02 +2v3) cotp) (5.52)

4 The colorless and color-octet form factors must satisfy the Ward iden-
tity separately.

| | | |
o10T (1)
005 o 94(1)
i(r) - -
n el m.
< 15 25 4l
- 0.05
go(r)
£0.10F . l
M2 — M2 y
AH+S-S, = % — Z(kz — k3 + (1 — 2V3)COt,3)

(5.5b)

It is read from the equations above that A +g-5, , are non-
zero only in presence electroweak (EW) symmetry break-
ing.> A simple way to see this is that in case of an intact
EW symmetry, Ms, = Mg, = mg and v = 0 in which case
such A g+g-s, " naturally vanish. An inspection of Fig. 8 and
Eq. (5.5b) shows that both the loop functions and the trilin-
ear interactions are sensitive to the mass-splitting between
the CP-even and -odd members of the color-octet. To esti-
mate the maximum splitting allowed, we scan tanf and the
color-octet parameters in the following ranges:

il [val, [vsl, lk1l, |x2l, |x3l, |wr] < 4,
2 < tanf < 10,

Ms, < Mg, < Mg, + 500 GeV. (5.6)

The maximum allowed value of (Mg, — Ms,) for Ms, =
800 GeV allowed by all the constraints is >~ 150 GeV for
any tanf as depicted by the left panel of Fig. 9. A scan of
the color-octet input parameters for (Mg, — M, ) fixed to 50
GeV, 100 GeV and 150 GeV reveals that the higher the mass
splitting, the larger Fz s can become. This is precisely what
the right panel of Fig. 9 shows.

With an insight now gained on the behaviour of the loop
functions and the trilinear couplings, we embark on comput-
ing the form factors. The following values for the SM param-
eters are taken: My = 80.3 GeV, Mz = 91.2 GeV, M), =
125.0 GeV, M; = 163 GeV [88], M = 2.7 GeV [89],

> A gauge invariant cubic term involving a colorless isodoublet and two

color-octet isodoublets does not exist.
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1150 T T T
Ms, = 800 GeV

Theory + Expt

1100 MEE<: . 5 B Theory

Fig. 9 Left panel: Allowed parameter points in the M, -tanp plane for
Ms, = Mg+ = 800 GeV. Here, “Theory” refers to the points allowed
by perturbativity, unitarity and the BFB conditions. And “Theory +
Expt” denotes the points allowed by all the theoretical and experimental

M., =16GeV, M, = 1.77 GeV.° The array Mg+ = 150
GeV, 175 GeV, 200 GeV, 400 GeV, 600 GeV, 800 GeV and 1
TeV is chosen. Masses below 600 GeV however are omitted
for Type-II in view of the flavour constraints. Variation of
the absolute values of these form factors with respect to tan
is depicted for Type-I and Type-II in Figs. 10 and 11. We
have not shown the variation of | F,, | separately since it is not
independent, and, is derivable from |G, | through Eq. (3.4).
Contributions to Hz and H,, come from the 2HDM fermionic
part only. Expressions for the form factors can be found in
Appendix A.S.

It can be inferred from Figs. 10 and 11 that the basic nature
of the variations of |Fz|, |Gz| and |G, | with tanf are the
same for different My+. While the variation of the color-
octet contributions to these form factors with tan8 does not
follow any particular trend,’ the corresponding 2HDM con-
tributions, for both Type-I and Type-II 2HDM, decrease with
increasing tan 8. This behaviour of the 2HDM is due to the
App+H- o cot B property and the b H™ interaction car-
rying the factor (M; cot B + M, cot(tan)B)/v in Type-I(IT)
2HDM. A noticeable difference between the fermionic con-
tributions of Type-I and II therefore is seen only when tanp
is on the higher side.

Figure 10 displays the variations of |Fz|, |Gz| (include
contributions from both 2HDM and color-octet), | Fz 2HpMm |,

© Here M,, My and M, are the running masses of 7,b,c at p =
173.2 GeV (t-quark pole mass) in the MS scheme.

7 The couplings A g+ s-5, and A g+ g-g, are not proportional to cotf as
read from Egs. (5.5a) and (5.5b).
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M M - Ms, =50 GeV My = 200 GeV
« Ms-Ms =100 GeV Ms, = 800 GeV

. Ms, - Ms, = 150 GeV

tanp

constraints. Right panel: Variation of Fz g with tan g for Mg, — Ms, =
50GeV,100GeV, 150GeVinthe (M g+, Ms,) = (200GeV, 800GeV)
case. The color coding is explained in the legends

|Gz oupMm| with tan 8 for the values My+ > 175 GeV.2
A similar variation is shown in Fig. 11, for |G, >upm| and
|Gy |. For example, in case of M+ = 200 GeV, the 2HDM
contribution to | Fz| measures >~ 0.018 and this occurs for
the lowest value of tanf = 2. The largest the colored sector
can contribute for tan = 2 is >~ 0.01. The 2HDM contri-
bution diminishes for higher tan8 and the colored scalars
lead to higher relative enhancement. For tang = 8, for
instance, the maximal color-octet contribution (>~ 0.015) is
larger than the 2HDM contribution (~ 0.0055) by a factor
~ 3. More precisely, the enhancement in F'z from the color-
octet increases from =~ 41% to >~ 327% when tanp increases
from 2 to 10. The relative enhancement in | Fz| coming from
the colored scalars increases for a heavier charged Higgs.
Raising My + implies in our case that My and M4 also
increase accordingly. The overall 2HDM mass scale is raised
and therefore the loop contribution starts diminishing. For
My+ = 600 GeV in the Type-I 2HDM, while the max-
imum 2HDM contribution decreases from >~ 0.0066 to >~
0.0013 as tanp increases from 2 to 10, the color-octet contri-
bution reaches >~ 0.02. In other words, the relative enhance-
ment from the colored scalars is >~ 230% and ~ 950%
for tang = 2 and 10 respectively. There is thus a ten-fold
enhancement in this case. In case of Type-II for the same
M+, the 2HDM contribution is a bit higher owing to a dif-
ferent fermionic contribution and lies in the [0.002,0.008]
range. The enhancement from the colored scalars is still sub-
stantial. The colored scalars provide a 117% (570%) relative
enhancement for tanf = 2 (10).

8 Mpy+ =150 GeV was excluded while calculating the H* W~ Z form
factors since it does not lead to on-shell W+, Z.
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Fig. 10 Variation of absolute value of the form factors X = Fz,Gz, Fzoupm, Gzoupm With tanf for Mp+ =

175, 200, 400, 600, 800, 1000 GeV and Mg, = 800 GeV for Type-I and Type-II 2HDM. Color coding is expressed in legends

On the other hand, such sizeable enhancements are not  This translates to a 20% (50%) correction to G z,, for tanf§ =
seen in the case of |G z(;)|. The color-octet accounts foronly 2. The corresponding Type-II percentages are close as is
> 10 % of the total value of G, for M+ = 150 GeV. For  revealed by Figs.10 and 11. Overall, |Fz| picks up a larger

Mp+ = 600 GeV in case of Type-I, the color-octet contribu-  share of contribution from colored scalars than does |G z(;)]
tionto |G z(y)| weighsupto>~ 1.3 x 1074 (3.1x107%), while  for all values of My+.
the maximum 2HDM contribution for a given tanf varies We next come to a discussion of the H™ — W™V branch-

from=~ 1.4x107* (1.3x107*) to~ 6.5x10™* (6.4 x 10™%). ing fractions. The values of Mg+ taken can be arranged
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Fig. 11 Variation of absolute value of the form factors X = G,, G, oupm With tan 8 for My+ =

Mg, = 800 GeV for Type-I and Type-II 2HDM. Color coding is expressed in legends
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Fig. 12 Variation of the branching ratios of H™ with tan 8 for M+ = 150, 175 GeV for Type-1 2HDM

into the piecewise intervals: (a) Mg+ < Mw + Mz, (b)
My + Mz < Mg+ < M; + My, and, (¢c) M, + M <
Mp+ < 1 TeV. Intervals (a) and (b) apply exclusively to
Type-1 2HDM while both Type-I and Type-II 2HDM can
be accommodated in (c). The choice of intervals (a) and
(b) are intended to maximise the branching fraction for
H* — W™V by kinematically blocking certain tree level
decays. Interval (a) blocks H+ — W*Z, tb, while (b), a
rather narrow and fine-tuned mass range, forbids th.

Figure 12 generates idea on how large the radiative H+ —
WV decay fractions can be in intervals (a) and (b). With
H* — ¢§, T, constituting the dominant share, the maxi-
mum H — W7y branching ratio an H* of mass 150 GeV
can attain is on the upward of 2% when tan 2 7. Whereas
for M+ = 175 GeV, HT — W' Z can compete with the
5, T v; modes and even become the dominant one for tan 8
exceeding 4. In fact, it gets as high as ~ 85% for tan § = 8.°
The Wy branching fraction gets suppressed whenever the
W™ Z channel opens up. The former is found to be at best
>~ 5% for Mg+ = 175 GeV.

The th mode opens up in interval (c) (Fig. 13 shows
the branching ratios.) and the corresponding branching ratio
becomes the dominant one (~ 99%). Nonetheless, HT —
W+Z always surpasses H* — c¢5, t+v, for Type-I and can
be O(1%) for an heavy H'. We find that it can be up to
~ 3% for My+ = 800 GeV and 1 TeV. The c¢5, T v, modes
however become competing for Type-II with even overtak-
ing W+ Z. This difference with Type-I is solely traced to
the different structure of the Yukawa couplings in the two
cases. For Type-II also, the HT — W™ Z branching frac-
tion remains in the same ballpark as in Type-I. We add here

9 The very tiny H* — W f f 3-body decay has been neglected in
the calculation.

that the HT — W™y branching ratio is negligibly small
and hovers in the range [107°, 10™#] for both Type-I and
Type-1II for all M+ in interval (c). One must note that while
HT — WTH, WA are kinematically closed upon setting
My+ = My and My > Mpy+ in the scan, HT — W™h
vanishes for the cg_, = 0 limit chosen.

Lastly, in Fig. 14, we show the impact of raising the
color-octet mass scale on the form factors. The form fac-
tors diminish in size and approach the limiting value given
by Egs. (5.3a) and (5.3b). The branching fraction diminishes
accordingly upon increasing M, .

6 Cross sections at pp colliders

In this section, we examine the prospects of probing the
H1W~Z interaction at pp collisions. We identify the fol-
lowing three processes that feature the H*W™Z coupling
at the production vertex, the decay vertex, or both: (a)
pp — HYjj — WtZjj% o) pp - tHY — itWTZ,
(c) pp — H7Tjj — thjj (see Fig. 15 for the Feynman dia-
grams.). The corresponding cross sections are computed for
the following sample points (Table 2).

We use MadGraph5 aMCENLO [92] with the NN23LO1
parton distribution function (PDF) to compute the LHC cross
sections for these processes.'! The corresponding numbers
for o/s =14 TeV and 100 TeV [93-96] are respectively given
in Tables 3 and 4. The pp — H™ jj process is generated
using the 5-flavour scheme while imposing the cuts p§ >
20 GeV, |nj| < 0.5and AR;; > 0.4.

10 Experimental analyses of this process are available in [90,91].

I An LO PDF such as NN2 31,01 must be used for computing LO cross
sections like what we have here.
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Fig. 13 Variation of branching ratio of H™ into different decay modes with tan 8 for M+ = 200, 400, 600, 800, 1000 GeV and M, = 800 GeV

for Type-I and Type-1I1 2HDM

Table 2 Sample parameter points proposed to compute cross sections at pp colliders

Sample point Mpy+ (GeV) tanp |Fz| |Gz| BR(HT - Wt2) BR(HT — tb)
SP1 175 8.12 2.07 x 1072 3.93 x 1074 8.54 x 107! 0

SP2 200 6.05 1.88 x 1072 5.88 x 1074 1.27 x 1072 9.98 x 107!
SP3 600 5.65 1.85 x 1072 9.58 x 1077 5.57 x 1073 9.99 x 107!
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Fig. 14 |Fz s| (left) and BR(H'T — W™Z) (right) for M+ = 200 GeV and Ms, = 1 TeV, 3 TeV and 5 TeV

w+

Fig. 15 Feynman diagrams for the processes (a) (top left), (b) (top right), (¢) (bottom)

10
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Table 3 Cross sections of processes (a), (b), (c) at 14 TeV LHC

Sample point Opp—H+jj->wtzjj (D)

SP1 0.498
SP2 823 x 1074
SP3 3.33 x 1074

o[)[)%iH+~>IW+Z(fb) Opp—H*jj—>thjj (fb)
309.71 0

0.51 6.46 x 1072

0.255 5.97 x 1072

Table 4 Cross sections of processes (), (b), (c) at 100 TeV FCC-hh

Sample point Opp—H* jj—>W+Zjj (fb) Opp—>tHt—tW+Z (fb) app—)H*jj—)tl;jj (fb)
SPI 5.254 1.421 x 10* 0

SP2 0.015 42.075 1.179

SP3 5.687 x 1073 21.115 1.019

The most hefty event-yield is obviously obtained from
pp — tHT™ since this is a purely tree level production
process in contrast to the others that involve the one-loop
HYW~Z vertex. In SP3 for instance, H* having even a
sizeable mass of 600 GeV, produced in association with a 7,
can decay to a gauge boson pair 6 x 107 times in pp collisions
at /s = 100 TeV with an integrated luminosity L = 30 ab~.
The numbers are definitely higher for a lighter H ™" in SP1
and SP2. A complete treatment however would entail consid-
ering the decays of the gauge bosons, and, a careful analysis
of the signal and the SM backgrounds.

Despite offering lower event-yields than process (c), pro-
cesses (a) and (d) are interesting from a kinematical per-
spective. Since all three involve the H™ W™ Z interaction at
the production vertex, the momentum dependent term in the
amplitude (proportional to G z) becomes potentially impor-
tant especially when a large momentum transfer is involved.
This momentum dependence will distort various kinemati-
cal distributions to a degree controlled by the value of G z.
Further amongst these, HT is produced via vector boson
fusion (VBF) in (a) and (c) followed by decay to thand Wtz
respectively. It is then understood that (c) is useful to probe
the My+ > M, + M}, region. As an example, SP3 would lead
to the production of 3 x 10* ¢b pairs at the 100 TeV FCC-hh.
On the other hand, the My + Mz < My+ < M, + My
window can be probed through (a). In fact, its cross section
for SP1 is very similar to that of (c) for SP2. Further, when
both W+ and Z decay leptonically, process (c) leads to less
hadronic activity compared to (a) enhancing the discernibil-
ity of the latter at the LHC.

For tan B = 8, 0)_.7p+_ 7w+, measures up to 29 b (
1017 fb) at 14 TeV (100 TeV) pp-collisions. One must note
that the aforementioned cross sections are much smaller than
what would have been in case of the Georgi-Machacek (GM)
model [97-109], or, scalar-triplet extensions of the MSSM

@ Springer

[110-112] that predict Fz ~ O(0.1) at the tree level itself.!2
However, Machine Learning techniques can be invoked to
perform state-of-the-art event analyses and possibly distin-
guish the present scenario from the GM model by probing the
momentum dependence of production amplitude discussed
above.

7 Summary and conclusions

The weak isospin symmetry of the kinetic terms in models
with SU (2), scalar doublets forbids the HT W~ Z(y) vertex
at the tree level. However, radiative effects can give rise to
this vertex at the one-loop level. It is therefore imperative to
estimate the size of this vertex in such models and probe its
observability at the energy frontier.

In this work, we have quantified the strength of the
HYW~Z(y) interaction in context of an extended scalar
sector comprising two color-singlet SU(2); doublets and
a color-octet SU (2), doublet. While a Yukawa interaction
between the SM fermions and the color-octet SU (2) ;, doublet
is not relevant for the study, the corresponding ones involv-
ing the color singlet doublets are taken similar to the flavour
conserving Type-I and Type-II 2HDMs. The analysis takes
into account all possible constraints. On the theoretical side,
the constraints come from perturbativity of quartic couplings,
unitarity of the Lee-Quigg-Thacker (LQT) eigenvalues and
bounded-from-below criteria of the scalar potential. Exper-
imental constraints include the bound on the charged Higgs
mass Mg+ from B — Xy, Higgs signal strengths, oblique
parameters and exclusion limits from LHC. We adopted the
non-linear gauge to gauge-out the unphysical GTW~Z(y)
vertex. This simplified our calculation considerably. In order
to throw more insight into the analysis, we presented simpli-

12 This is true also in some custodial variants of the GM model detailed
in [105].
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fied expressions of the form factors that are demonstrative
of the decoupling/non-decoupling behaviour. We summarise
below our key observations from the formulae.

e The one-loop form factors borne out of the color-octet
carry a color factor of 8.

e Amongst the various color-octet form factors, Fz g
clearly displays a non-decoupling behaviour. That is, it
does not vanishin the Mg, — oo limit. This is therefore
identified as the source of a non-decoupled loop contribu-
tionto H — W Z partial width. On the contrary, F), g
and G, s decouple thereby inducing a similar behaviour
in HT — Wy width.

e The coupling Ap+g-g, is sensitive to (M§1
so are the color-octet form factors.

— M?R) and

We have evaluated the various form factors and the H+ —
W Z(y) branching ratio for M+ € [150 GeV, 1 TeV]. The
color-octet is found to enhance Fz by up to a factor of ~ 3
with respect to the purely 2HDM value. While the 2HDM
contribution registers a decrease with increasing tang, the
color-octet contribution does not have such a behaviour. A
larger relative enhancement is thus seen for higher tang. The
H™* — W™ Z branching fraction is found to touch the O(1)
% ball-park for M+ > 200 GeV, the maximum being >~ 3%
for My+ = 1 TeV. On the other hand, the same branching
fraction is seen to be as high as ~ 90 % for Mg+ = 175 GeV
in which case the H* — b mode is not open. We have also
discussed the sensitivity of the HT™W ™V vertex at hadron
colliders in the end. The pp — tHT — tW*V is found
to offer a handsome event-yield. However, processes that
involve the H W™ Z vertex at the production level can also
be interesting from a kinematic viewpoint.

A closing remark is in order. Since the dominant con-
tribution to the amplitude comes from the virtual effect of
colored scalars, QCD corrections could be important. This
point warrants further study and will be presented in a future
work.
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A Appendix

This section contains various analytical expressions related
to form factors and partial widths.

A.1 Decay widths of &

Allh— yy
:
2HDM+S 2
MPEONES = "N QF furr A e
7 7
2
+ fovv AL M
4AM3,
+ )\.hH+H*U M}%
M7 4M7,
Apsts— M3
+ Ny =hstsTl 2], (A1)
2M2, aM?2,
273
spM+s _ GraMj, ‘ 2HDM+S‘2 (A.1b)
Py T8y 2n3 1Ty '

where G r and o denote respectively the Fermi constant and
the QED fine-structure constant. The loop functions are listed
below.

2
Ap(x) = ;((x + (= Df), (A.2a)

1
Al(x) = —x—2((2x2 +3x +3Q2x — D f(x)), (A2b)

1
Ao(x) = —x—z(x — f), (A.2¢)

with f(x) = arcsin®(v/x); x <1
1[ 1+/T—x1 T
log———— —jn|: x> 1.

I RV e

(A.2d)

where Aj/2(x), A1(x) and Ag(x) are the respective ampli-
tudes for the spin—%, spin-1 and spin-0 particles in the loop.
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Cosx

Shir =

, favy =sin(B — o).

sinf’
Al2h — gg
2HDM+S }%
+
M} ee Z forr A\ o ch

9 v M?
+ hSRZSR Ao (4 h )
SMSR Sk

OAns, s, v M?
+ 121 Ao h2
8MS[ 4MS1
OAnSeSpV M?
+ T Ao ’; ;
4Mg, 4Myg,

2043
oupmts  OFagy M }
h=ss 7 36273

2HDM+S 2
h—>gg

Here, o refers to the strong coupling constant.

Al3h —s Zy

[ —40r5%)
A(2HDM+S (21 40rsy

h—)Zy ZNfo

TnprBiy2

A.hH‘FH*U ]W2 [W2
oo, P\ ae o we
H+ H+ H+
AhS*S*U M;% M%
NS AMZ. AM2
St St S

(A.3a)

(A.4a)

(A.4b)

) , (A.Sa)
N

GLaM?, M} m2\’ 2
p2ipm+s _ DRy My (o M7 ‘ 2HDM+S
h—Zy 6474 M}% h—Zy )
(A.5b)
1 S = f(y)
He === T 2w
yi{g(x) —g(y}
W , (A.6a)
b,y = 1O =IO (A.6b)
2(x — y)
Bo(x,y) =Li(x,y), (A.6c)
Bl/z(xvy)=Il(x7y)_12(-x7y)’ (A6d)

2
Bi(x,y) =cw !4 (3 - C) L(x,y)

w
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2

1+ 2x)zTW — 5+ 20) I (x, y)] . (A6e)

w
gx) =+vx 1 —larcsin(x); x <1
vl—xll:l 14+4/1—x"1 . ] |
= 0 —im|; x>
2 gl — 1 —x1
(A.6f)
A.2 HY decay widths
o HY — tb
Nt 2 2 2
Mp+ip = 2 [Atb{M — (M; + Mp) }
+ B [ M — (M, — My)?}],
M 2 M2 M2
PR Y VA
167 M+ M, M,
for MH+ > M[ ‘|‘Mb7
=0, for Mg+ < M; + M. (A.7)

Here,

Ax, Y, 2) =x2 4y 422 —2xy —2yz — 2zx, (A.8)
Ay = Mptp + Mgy, (A9)
By = Mplp — M. (A.10)

Here, ¢; and ¢, are the scale factors with respect to SM.

—cot B (tan B).
HT = ¢§
Decay width formula is same as H + — tb, with the
replacement M; — M., M, — M.

e HtY — 7Ty,
Decay width formula is same as Ht — tb, with the
replacement M; — M., M, — 0, since M, = 0.

e HY - Wt¢, ¢ =h,H, A

M?>  M? M? For type-1 (type-II) 2HDM ¢; = cotB (cotp), ¢ =
h V4 B h V4
“Nawz oz ) TV B\ Gz 2
t t w w °

a2

U+ w+eg = —167rv2 M;# A

(A.11)

where a = cg_ for¢p =handa =sg_q forp = H

A.3 Scalar trilinear vertices

v

Apsts- = 5(—v1c/3sa +w1spca + K1Cp1a) » (A.12a)
v

AhSRSR = 5{—(\)1 + 2+ 2v3)cpsa

+ (01 + w2 + 2w3)sgcq
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+ (k1 + K2 +K3)Cp+at (A.12b)

ARS;S; = %{—(Vl + 2 — 2v3)cpsa

+ (1 + w2 — 2w3)spCa

+ (k1 + K2 — K3)Cp4alt, (A.12¢)
Ag+s—sp = %v{sinﬂ cos B(—vy — 2v3 + wy + 2w3)

+ (k2 + k3) cos 2B}, (A.12d)
AH+S-5; = %v{sinﬂ cos B(—vy 4+ 2v3 + wy — 2w3)

+ (kp — k3) cos 2B}, (A.12e)
e - = v{( = 2363 + (=A1 + Ag + A5)s5ep)sa

+ (Aas3 + (g — A4 — As)chsp)cal s (A.12f)

Aygp+p- = cosa{v sin? Bcos B(A] —Ag — As) + A3V cos’ B}
+ sina sin B{v cos? B(A2 — Agq — A5) + A3V sin? B}
(A.12g)

v
AHtG- = Z{(?»z — A3+ A4+ As)cpea

+ (=22 + A3+ A4 + As5)c3p¢q
+ (A1 — A3+ Aq + As5)s85a

— (=A1 + A3+ 24 + As5)s3p5a} (A.12h)

v
AgHYG- = Z{()Lz — A3+ A4+ )LS)CﬂSa
+ (=22 + A3+ Aq4 + A5)C3850
— (A1 — A3 + 24+ As5)spca

+ (=21 + 23+ A4 + A5)s3p¢q ) (A121)

A.4 Passarino—Veltman functions

Throughout the analysis the loop functions have been
expressed in terms of Passarino—Veltman functions [113].
The integral formulae of the functions relevant for our cal-
culations, are illustrated below:

Bo(p?; My, M)

d%k 1
= / 3 2 NG (A13a)
in? (k> — M7)((k + p)? — M3)
P B1(p%; My, M)
_ / d’k K (A.13b)
) in? (k2 - MY (k4 p)r - M3 '

We also have

Co(p?, p3. ¢ My, Ma, M)

[ !
) in? (2 = MYk + p)? — M3k +q)2 — M3)
(A.14a)

(P} C11 + p5C1)(pl. P3. 4% My, Mo, M3)

dk kM
N / in? (& — MOk + p1)? — MOk + q)% — M2)
(A.14Db)
(P} pYCa1 + Py Py Co + p Py Co3 + g/ Ca4)
(P}, 3. 4% M1, My, M3)

B / d'k
) in? k2 -

The Passarino—Veltman functions have the closed forms
below.

k" kY
MP)((k + p1)? — M3)(k + q)> — M3)
(A.14c)

1
Bo(pz;Ml,Mz):div—/ dx InAg, (A.15a)
0
) div !
Bi(p?; My, M) = —7+/ dx(1 — x)InAg (A.15b)
0
x Co(pt. p3.q% My, Ma, M3)
/ dx / dy— (A.15¢)
x Ci1(pt. p3. q% My, Ma, M3)
/ dx / ("y =D (A.15d)
x Ci2(pi. p3. g% My, M2 M3)
/ a’x/ Y(y*”, (A.15¢)
x Ca1(p}. p3. q% My, Ma, M3)
1 1 o2
——/ dx/ ay2 I =" (A.15f)
0 0 Ac
x Cn(pl. p3,q% My, Ma, M3)
1 1 N2
7/ dx/ a2 = (A.15)
0 0 Ac
x Co3(pl. p3, 4% My, Ma, M3)
1 1 _ —
_/ dx/ dyw, (A.15h)
0 0 Ac
x Caa(p}, p3. % My, Ma, M3)
dﬂ"/ dx/ dyyinAc.  (A.150)
Where,
Ap=—x(1—x)p*+xM} + (1 —x)M3, (A.16a)

Ac = y*(p1x + p2)*

+y[x<p§—qz+M12—M§)+M22—M32—p§]
+ M3, (A.16b)
2

div == — yg + Indm + Inp? . (A.16¢)
€

Here € = 4 — D is an infinitesimally small parameter in D-
dimensional integral, © and yg are arbitrary dimensionful
parameter and the Euler constant respectively. div becomes
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divergent in the limit D — 4, ¢ — 0. Here we adopt the
following shorthand notations for brevity:

Bi(p*; Ma, M) = B;(p*; A, B),

Cij(pi. p3.q* Ma, Mg, Mc) = Cij(A, B, C).

A.5 Form factors

Ns
16m2vey
—2C24(S™, 51, Sr) + s Bo(g*; ST, Sk)]

+ Aprs+s, (2 — 4s3)Coa(Sp, ST, ST

—2C24(S™, Sk, S1) + 5% Bo(g*: ST, SD1],
(A.18a)

Fé,s = [Ap+s-s,[(2 — 45%,)C24(Sk, ST, ST)

po_ Nssiy [hh+s-s0 (Bo(@®, S, Sk)
2.8 = TonZpey UH 5SSk ST,

+2B1(¢*, ST, SR)) + Au+s-s, (Bo(g*, ST, S1)

+2B1(¢* 5%, SD)]. (A.18b)
NsM2
G4 = ——W Nprg-g.[(2—453)(Cia+ C
7.8 16n2vcw[ H+s-sgL( sy)(Cr2 + C23)
x (S, ST, 8%) = 2(C12 + C23) (ST, 81, Sp)]
+hprs5, (2 — 4s3) (Ci2 + C3)(Sp, ST, 57)
—2(C12 4 C3)(S*, Sk, SN, (A.18c¢)
A _ Nssw 2 ot + ot
725 = Terzy s selBo@?, ST, Sk) = 4Caa(Sg. ST, 51
+ apes-s, [Bo(g?. ST, 8) — 4Ca4(S1. ST, 5]
(A.19a)
Ngs
B _ YSW 2 o+ 2 o+
y’S—m[AHJrS*SR(BO(q .S ,SR)+231((] .S ’SR))
+Ag+s-s, (Bo(g®, ST, 8 +2B1 (g% ST, 5D)].
(A.19b)
4NgM2 sy
A W + ot
¥.S =_ﬂ[AHJrS*SR(CIZ‘FCB)(SR,S 8T

+hpgts-s, (Cra+ C23)(Sp, St 5], (A.19¢)

1 52
FZ oupm = Tor?y |}~hH+fr cos(B — @) {ﬁ Bo(¢®, h, HT)

2

2 .
— = Cou(HY AR + =2 Cou(h, HT, H+>}
cw

cw
52
— hpg+n- sin(B —a) { % By(q*, H,H)
cw
2 .
W Cog(H, HT, H*)}
cw

2
— — Cu(H", A H)+
cw

2
s
+ M- sin(B — ) :C—W Bo(g>, h,GT)
w
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2 2¢

— = Cu(GT,Go by + =2 Couh, G G*)]
cw C

2

S
+ AppiG- cos(B —a) [—W Bo(g%, H,G™")
w

2

2 .
— = Cu(GT, Go, Hy + =2 Coy(H, GﬂG*)]
cw

cw

4+ dap+g- cos(B —a) sin(B — a)

2
{AWH— cos(B — a) {Z—W Bo(q* h, HT)
w

Ci {C24(G*, H, A) — Cou(G™, b, A)}} ; (A.20a)
w

Siy
167 2vey
x [=App+m- cos(B —a) {Bo(q>, HT,h) +2B1(q*, HT, )}
+ Agpry- sin(B — ) {Bo(q>, HY, H) + 2B\ (¢*. H", H))
— MarrG- sin(B — @) {Bo(g®, G, h) +2B1(¢*, G, )}

— Aup+g- cos(B —a) {Bo(g®, Gt H) +2Bi(¢*, G*, H)}],
(A.20b)

B —
Fz onpm =

1

6?0 [AhHJer cos(B —a) M%V

A —
GZ.ZHDM -

2
X {** (Cra+ C3)(HY, A h)
cw

2c,
+ 2% (i + Coz)(h, HY, H*)}
cw
— Agp+p- sin(B —a) My,
2 +
x 1—— (Ci2+C3)(H", A, H)
cw

i 2cow

= (Cra+ Co3)(H, HY, H*)}
+ Apgtg- sin(B — @) M3,
2
x {—— (Ci2 + C23)(GT, G )
cw

2¢
CZW (Ci2 + C23)(h, G, G+>}
w

+
+ Apptg- cos(B —a) M,
2
x {—— (Cia + C3)(GT, G H)
cw

2c
L

Y (Cra + Co3)(H. G*, G*)}
cw
+ Aag+g- sin(B — ) cos(B —a) M,
2 +
x — {(C12 +C23)(G™, H, A)
cw

—(Cia+ C23)(G*, h, A)}] (A.20¢)

FAF 2N;
Z2HDM = (o330

v2ew
x [M?¢; (vp + ap) {4Cou(t, b, b) — Bo(q*. 1, b)
— Bo(piy, b, 1) — QM7 — M%) Co(t, b, b)}
— M}ty (vp + ap) {4C24(t, b, b) — Bo(p7, b, b)
— Bo(g* 1, b) — (M} + M} — M3,) Co(t, b, b))}

— Mgy (vp — ap) {Bo(p%, b, b) + Bo(p3y, t, b)
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+ (M? + ME — ¢*) Co(t, b, b))
+2M] Mg (vp — ap) Co(t, b, b)]
+ (Mtv {tv Up, ab) <~ (Mha _g}), Uy, at),

(A21a)
FBE 453, N,
Z.2HDM ™ 16720200,
x [M?¢, (Bo + By) — Mj¢, Bil(g>. 1. b),
(A.21b)
GAF 4N M},
Z.2HDM ™ 16720200,
x [MP¢, (vp + ap) (2C23 + 2C12 + Ciy + Co)
— MP¢y (vp + ap) (2C23 + C1)
— Mj& (vp — ap) (Cra — C1D(t, b, b)
+ My, &, vp, ap) < (Mp, —&p, ve,ar)
(A.21c)
2
P _ 4N M3,
ZFE = 167202cy
x [M7 ¢ (vp + ap)(Co + Cr1) — Mg (vp + ap)Cra
+ M}gy(wp — ap)(Cr2 — C11)|(t, b, b)
+ (My, &, vp, ap) < (Mp, +8p, Vs, ay) . (A22)
where,
vf=If—S‘2;VQf, ar =1Iy. (A.23)

FA -t
y,2HDM — 16720

x (=gt - $w cos(B — ) Bo(g”, h, HT)
+ g+ g-Swsin(B —a)Bo(¢*, H. HT)

— Mg+ G-sw sin(B — @)Bo(q®, h, G)

— Ay g+G-swcos(B —a)Bo(q* H.G™T)

+4 My g+ —sw cos(B — a)Cog(h, HY, H)
— 4o+ p-swsin(B —)Cog(H, HT, HT)
+4 A gt g—sw sin(B — @)Caa(h, GT, G1)

+4hy gt-sweos(B—a)Coy(H, GT, G, (A24a)

1
B
Fyanpm = o7 1= nm+u— cos(B — )

x sw(2 Bi(q> H' . h) + Bo(q*, HT, b))

+Ag g+ - sin(B —a)

x sw (2 By(q*, HY, H) + Bo(q*. H', H))

—Apg+g-sin(f —a)

x sw(2 B1(g>. Gt h) + By(¢®, GT. b))

—Aggtg- cos(B —a)

x sw (2 Bi(q*, GT, H) + Bo(q>. G, H))]
2

M
A W )
Gyampm = 1o 7, 4 A+ n=sw

(A.24b)

x cos(B —a)(Ca + Cp3)(h, HT, H™T)

— 40y g+ g—sw sin(B — @)(Cr2 + Co3)(H, HT, H)
+4 0yt g-swsin(B —a)(Cr2 + C3)(h, GT, GT)
+4 Ay gtg-Swcos(B —a)(Cia + Cx3)(H, G, G1)]

(A.24¢)
GAF _ ANOp M,
v 2HDM ™ 672020y
x [M7€(2Ca3 +2C12 + Cii + Co)
— M}5,(2C23 + C12)](2, b, b)
+ My, &, Qp) < (Mp, —&p, Q1) . (A.25)
HIPL AN QM
vE T 1672020y
x [M7&(Co+ Ci1) — My5pCia
+ Mjp(Cra — Ci01(, b, b)
+ My, &, Qp) <> (Mp, +8p, Q1) (A.26)
Fz=Ff s+ FJ s+ Ff upm
+F £2HDM +F ?,’;;IDM , (A.27a)
Gz =G} s+ G} oupm + Gé:;HDM ; (A.27b)
Hy = Hy'}: (A.27¢)
FV:F;‘,S"'FJES"‘F)%HDM
+ F f,zHDM +F f, Q{JDM , (A.27d)
Gy = Gy5+Gyoupy + Gﬁ,‘zi[DM ; (A.27e)
H, = H)": . (A.27f)
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