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The s-channel resonant production of the Higgs boson at a 125 GeV muon collider enables
a unique way to determine the Higgs properties. However, a clear picture of the achievable
Higgs precision has not yet been established. We perform a phenomenological study of the
Higgs measurements at such resonant muon collider Higgs factory and present a systematic,
detailed, and consistent extraction of Higgs precision measurements. Many new aspects
about the lineshape scan, including the scaling with luminosity, optimal scan range, minimal
scan steps, correlations with exclusive measurement, effective cross-section modeling, etc.,
are quantitatively studied in this work. All major exclusive Higgs channels are simulated
and analyzed with Standard Model background, detection efficiencies, acceptance, angular
distributions, and cross-channel correlations. Global analyses of the Higgs couplings are
performed in the  framework and the effective-field-theory one. The results suggest that the
125 GeV muon-collider Higgs factory provides significant improvement to the Higgs coupling
reach of the HL-LHC and provides independent and distinct Higgs precision information
concerning future e*e~ colliders. We report results for both 5 fb™! and 20 fb™! integrated
luminosity. These results provide comprehensive and quantitative physics understandings

helpful in planning for the muon collider roadmap and global high-energy physics programs.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Precision measurements of the Higgs properties are a powerful probe of new physics, and they play a
central role in the physics programs of future colliders. Among various options, the resonant muon collider
Higgs factory operating at the Higgs pole is particular in accessing Higgs precision information. The
powerful resonance production and lineshape scan allow a muon collider to extract the Higgs properties
differently compared to other colliders. However, so far, we still do not have a global picture of how well a
T~ resonant Higgs factory can perform. Past developments have focused on the Higgs width precision
determination, and very little is known about the overall Higgs precision results. Part of the reason is
that one to two orders of magnitude fewer Higgses is expected from the muon collider. However, the
determination of the Higgs width should be put into the global context of the Higgs precision program.
Addressing this issue is the primary purpose of this work. We present the results of a systematic study
on the Higgs physics potential of a resonant muon collider Higgs factory.

The 125 GeV muon collider is at an interesting position on the roadmap of future high energy physics
experiments. A future muon collider can potentially reach center-of-mass energy up to tens of TeV,!,
thus providing an unprecedented potential in probing new physics beyond the Standard Model (SM). A

possible first stage at around 125 GeV could be strategically advantageous from physics and accelerator

! For a review on the physics potential of a high energy muon collider, see, e.g., Refs [1-5].



perspectives. Such a run provides both a scan of the Higgs resonance, which directly determines the Higgs
width and precision Higgs measurements with a production channel (¢~ — H) different from all other
collider scenarios. As such, it could serve as a Higgs factory at least to a large extent and provide precision
determinations on the Higgs couplings and width. If one or several e™e™ Higgs factories are constructed,
this will not render the 125 GeV muon collider useless. On the contrary, as we will show later, there is a
strong synergy between a 240 GeV eTe™ and a 125 GeV muon collider due to their different production
channels. A combination of the two provides significantly better results than individual ones. A crucial
question is whether a 125 GeV first stage is still valuable given the planned high energy runs. This is
not an easy question to answer and requires both accelerator considerations, technological developments,
risk analysis, and detailed analyses of the Higgs measurements in the high energy runs.

Higgs is produced at a 125 GeV muon collider through an s-channel resonance, thus producing a
high resonant cross-section of 70 pb. The beam energy spread and initial state radiation reduce the on-
resonance production rate to about 22 pb and broaden the peak when performing a lineshape scan [6]. 2
Such a lineshape scan by changing the muon collider center-of-mass-energy allows for precision extraction
of the Higgs width [2, 7, 9]. However, the instantaneous luminosity expected for a resonant muon collider
Higgs factory is only O(10~2) compared to a typical electron-positron collider. One does not expect much
about the Higgs precision reach at muon colliders compared with other electron-positron Higgs factories.

We note that although a muon collider Higgs factory would only have O(5—20%) statistics compared
to electron-positron colliders, the precision on Higgs couplings can be similar due to various reasons. The
future electron-positron Higgs factories generally achieve O(1%) precision on Higgs couplings, despite
the number of Higgs produced would be around one million [10-12].3 This mismatch (except for HZZ
coupling) between statistics and the achievable precision is driven by the lack of precision on the Higgs
total width. One can understand it as all exclusive cross-sections are measured and parameterized as the
rescaling of coupling produced divided by the total width for on-shell Higgs bosons. The uncertainty of
the Higgs width propagates to the determination of couplings, regardless of whether it is a free parameter,
in a “model-independent fit”, or a derived quantity, in a constrained fit or an EFT fit. For instance,
at CEPC [11, 13], the Higgs width precision is around 2.8% when the width is a free parameter and
only improves to be around 2.4% when the width is not a free-parameter but as an internal parameter
through the error propagation of the different partial widths.

While the current (Snowmass muon collider forum) benchmark integrated luminosity for the 125 GeV
muon collider is 20 ab™! [14], we also provide projections for 5 ab™! as an alternative scenario and
conservative estimate. We show that a future 125 GeV muon collider would provide around 6.8 x 10* to
2.7 x 10° thousand of Higgs bosons, with a O(%) Higgs width precision from a lineshape scan. These
many Higgs bosons together with such a measurement for the total width would allow the muon collider

2 These broadening effects can be a double-edged sword. Although their reduces the on-shell production rate and makes
it harder to extract the Higgs width information. They allow for a faster prescan [7] to locate the Higgs mass pole and
also enables resonance production without scanning through the radiative return process [8].

3 One exception is the HZZ coupling which is determined from an inclusive measurement of the Higgs cross-section through
the recoil mass technique.



to achieve a Higgs coupling precision at the percent level.

The rest of our study is organized as follows. In Section II we present the systematic study on the
Higgs width determination from lineshape scan. Our study here includes beam energy spread and initial
state radiation and contains various further considerations. We clarify the fit inputs, fit procedure, and
develop an optimized scan strategy. In Section III we study the exclusive channels and their precision.
These results enable us to perform global fits that provide the holistic picture of the Higgs program in

various scenarios in Section IV. Finally, we summarize in Section V.

II. WIDTH DETERMINATION

The Higgs width at a 125 GeV muon collider is uniquely determined through a lineshape mapping
process. The potential sensitivity to the Higgs width has been explored in previous studies. However,
so far, a complete treatment of various effects is still missing, hindering the possible extraction of Higgs
program precision in a muon collider resonant Higgs factory. In this section, we carry out the width

determination comprehensively.

A. Higgs Lineshape at Resonant Muon Collider Higgs Factory

The observed cross-section at a given beam center-of-mass energy Ecom is the convolution of three
effects, the beam energy spread that depends on the beam quality, the initial state radiation from QED,
and the kernel of a Breit-Wigner distribution that depends on the Higgs mass, width and coupling
strength. In general, the measured cross-section at a beam center-of-mass energy E.om can be expressed

as

Oyt p-—x X (Ecom, o, mu, Ty, ) = (1)
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where the different distributions and parameters are described in what follows.
The core distribution depending on the Higgs boson physical properties is the Breit-Wigner distribu-
tion,

R . ATADZBRSM(H — ptp)BRSM(H — X X)
O'M+M—4)XX(S;mH7FH> H) = (§ — m%{)g + F%{mlzq

+opg (T = XX). (2)

Here Ugﬁé(uﬂf — X X) represents all the SM background processes that do not involve the Higgs
amplitudes. The SM background processes include irreducible and reducible backgrounds that fake the
X X final state. In this treatment, the rate-changing interference effects proportional to the real part of
the propagator can be safely ignored. Such interference effect is suppressed by 'y /m g and the helicity

due to the mismatch between SM background process and Higgs process. The on-shell rate-changing



effects proportional to the absorptive part of the propagator are also negligibly small, as all the leading
processes here do not invoke a strong or weak phases for SM Higgs [15]. ' is the Higgs total width, and
BRSM denotes the SM Higgs decay branching fractions to a given state. my is the Higgs pole mass, and
§ is the actual collision center-of-mass-energy squared, considering the beam energy spread and initial
state radiation effects. In generating the (pseudo) experimental data, we assume all parameters are at
their SM value, and hence my = 125 GeV, 'y = 4.1 MeV, and the signal strength scaling factor {1 = 1.
However, in the fitting procedure, all these three parameters are set as free parameters to determine the
power of the lineshape scan. We describe the fitting procedure in detail in the next subsection.

The beam energy profile function captures beam energy spread (BES) from beam dynamics, which is
assumed to be Gaussian,

_ 1 Eeom — Ecom)?
Fbeam(Ecom; Ecom, UE) = \/%O‘ exXp | — ( C0m20_2 Com)
E E

: (3)

where Egom is the beam-delivered collision center-of-mass energy that the beam provides, and Ecom is
what we typically refer to as collider energy. For instance, a 125 GeV muon collider implies our target
mean energy of the collision, E¢om = 125 GeV. Furthermore, o represents the standard deviation of the
beam energy profile. A precise determination of BES is critical to successfully extract the Higgs boson
width, as the Higgs width precision will also be subject to uncertainties in . Hence, BES will contain
a systematic uncertainty that directly propagates to the final results. One can only evaluate it with the
help of beam physicists, which will be the subject of a future study.

The Initial State Radiation (ISR) effects, especially with higher-order effects of multiple soft-photon
emission, are taken into account beyond two-loop effects, using the structure-function. Such treatment
is discussed in detail in Ref. [6], and various formalisms and approximations are compared. In this work,
without loss of accuracy, we adopt the Jadach-Ward-Was [16] formalism (b) 4, where

2 —
a-o=en 3o (a0 3)| Fippae - (1 g0 ). W

with 3, the common loop factor

= (1o 5 1)) )

T 1t

In the above equations, « is the Euler-Mascheroni constant and I'[z] is the Gamma function, while « is
the fine-structure constant. Physically, x represents the fractional energy from a given beam-delivered
collision center-of-mass energy Fom, that can be utilized for the hard collision process of p*u~ — H —
XX.

Such a complex behavior forbids us from complete analytic control, and we then turn to numerical
simulations. However, a few critical semi-analytic understanding impacts our modeling of the Higgs

4 This is consistently checked and recommended in Ref. [6].
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FIG. 1. The Higgs lineshapes with various effects as a function of E.., — my, the actual hard scattering center-
of-mass energy difference with respect to the Higgs pole mass. Here E is zFEcom, 0(x — 1)xEcom, 2Fcom, and
FEom for the Breit-Wigner, Breit-Wigner plus BES, Breit-Wigner plus ISR, and Breit-Wigner with both ISR and
BES, respectively.* The detailed meanings of these quantities are described Section I A. We show the theoretical
predictions in linear (left panel) and logarithmic (right panel) scales. To obtain physical observable, one needs to
decide on the scan range, separation, and luminosity assignment of each scan step. These will form a discrete set
of event counts that are further subject to statistical fluctuations, forming the pseudo experimental data set to
feed into the Higgs fit.

# Note here the less dependence on convolution parameters, x, Ecom, the closer to the final, post-convolution distribution.

precision physics in various parts throughout this paper. We show the convoluted distributions of each
effect in Fig.1 and comment on their features here. The ISR effects does not broaden much the Higgs
lineshape near the peak region. Instead, it reduces the Higgs peak height, creates an asymmetry in the
lineshape, and redistributes the on-peak cross-section to higher FE.,, regimes. This effect can be seen
comparing the yellow lines with the red lines Fig. 1, as the ISR effect is a sharp one-sided distribution
with respect to x = 1. The beam energy spread effects broaden the Higgs lineshape near the peak region,
as seen by comparing the blue curves with the red curves in Fig.1. Very close to the peak region, the
Gaussian beam energy spread and the Breit-Wigner distribution differ at higher order. The Full-Width-
Half-Maximum (FWHM)® for a Gaussian beam energy spread of o is 2v/2log 20 ~ 2.30, while the
FWHM for the Breit-Wigner is I';7. Hence the broadening is dominated by the bean energy spread for
the current benchmark of the muon collider beam property. On the other hand, if there are systematic
uncertainties of op comparable to that of the determined Higgs width, we will need to consider more
information in the regions slightly further away from Higgs mass pole. In this sense, our scanning region
of £8 MeV =~ 4I'y ensures robustness to extract the Lorentzian (Breit-Wigner) width against Gaussian

smearing.

B. Lineshape Observables

Having understood Higgs lineshape behavior at the muon resonant Higgs factories, we can proceed and

discuss the observables concerning Higgs width determination and the corresponding fitting procedure.

5 We can use FWHM as an approximate measure of the width of the distributions.



The scanned lineshape, depending on how finely one changes the beam energy Ecom, is a collection of

measurements
{U(Eiom,aE,mH,FH, (1)}, for a set of {Ezcom} (6)

and for a given assignment of the luminosity, {L'}, to be collected at each energy point. With these, one

obtains the uncertainty Ao for each measurement point to map out the Higgs lineshape

{U(Eiom,aE,mH,FH, ﬂ),Aa(Eiom,UE,mH,PH, ()}, for a set of {Eiom,Li} (7)

for each process of u*pu~ — H — X X.

Given that no (non-Higgs) SM background rate will vary much®, one can collectively check the total
number of signal Higgs produced for a given scanning strategy, while the background being independent
of it. For a reasonable scanning of equal luminosity, the effective Higgs cross-section o.g is then the

average of {U(Eéom, og,mm, g, 1)}, being

eff _ ZZ Optp——XX (Ezon’n OE,MH, FH7 ﬂ) x L (8)
Tptp=—Xx = S, L :
This Jfﬁ#_ _ xx Dbrovides the equivalent cross-section for a given process of pwtpm — XX, a useful

quantity for the coupling precision fits. For the SM Higgs, with a beam spread 0.003% and 125 GeV
center-of-mass energy we can find o = 2.7 MeV. 7 As argued earlier, to effectively extract the Higgs
width, as well as avoiding losing too much valuable luminosity in in the regime with little Higgs signal,
we need to cover an energy regime of the order O(2.30p ® ') = O(7 MeV).

The discussion above and the previous subsection also lead to another important approximation we
can make for individual exclusive Higgs rate measurements, which is the subject of the next section and
is the critical input for the Higgs coupling fit. For fine-enough scanning strategy®, the effective Higgs
cross-section is closer to a narrow-width-approximated rate, than an exact on-shell rate. The critical
difference between these two choices of the effective cross-section is their width dependence, the former
1/Ty and the latter 1/I'%,. The key argument is that the scanning range and the effective width of
the BER with ISR effect are both a factor of a few larger than the Higgs width. Hence, we effectively
integrated over the lineshape that gets rid of one power of I'fy, in which it resembles the zero-width
approximation. Then, for our scanning strategy, we can parameterize the exclusive Higgs rate (following
Eq. (10), and after subtracting SM background in Eq. (1) and Eq. (2)) to be

SM
eff _ eff H SM
O-/LJF;L*%H*)XX =n (FH ) O-M+u—*)H*>XX(mH70-E7mH7FH 71) (9)

6 Non-resonant SM rate will not vary more than O(10 MeV /125 GeV) within the scan range of +£8 MeV.
7 Each beam of 62.5 GeV energy vary by 0.003%, independently.
8 We will discuss the impact of different scanning strategies in the following subsection numerically.



Here 0+, xx(mu,08, mg, L'y, 1) represents when the beam energy is on the Higgs pole Eeom =
mp for the Higgs process, as defined in Eq. (1), after removing the flat SM background. For channels
we do not rely on to extract the Higgs width from lineshape fitting, the total number of collected signal
Higgs events will approximately be inversely proportional to Higgs width. A constant effective parameter

n° describes such dependence that relies on the scanning strategy {EZ L%}. For the scanning range

com?

of mISLIM + 8 MeV with 11 steps of even integrated luminosity that is adopted eventually in this study,

the effective parameter
n°t = 0.615. (10)

Such value of 7° implies that scanning, instead of directly sitting on the resonance (where Eqom = mi,
and convoluted with ISR and BES), reduces the total number of Higgses by about 38% to gain the
knowledge of Higgs width. This treatment simplifies the Higgs coupling and EFT fitting significantly
while not losing the major correlations in the lineshape fitting. We note that this approximation is clearly
not the zero-width approximation, given that our scanning measurement resolves the lineshape and is

differentially sensitive to the Higgs width.

C. Lineshape Scan Considerations

The leading channels for precision measurements of the Higgs at a 125 GeV muon collider would
be ptp~ — H — bb and ptp~ — H — WW*, from the large signal statistics and relatively low SM
background. For the Higgs lineshape fit, one can focus on these two channels. A detailed analysis of
these channels for signal and background can be found in the next section. Importantly, these two
channels also example how the fitting results and scaling vary for different signal background ratios. For
ptp~ — H — bb, the signal background ratio is around 2:5. For utu~ — H — WW?*, the signal
background ratio is around 50:1, depending on the final states of the WW™ channels. We can then
generate pseudo experimental data, perform the fitting, and optimize the process.

Before designing the scanning range, we note that we do not know the Higgs mass a priori to the level
of a few MeV. A prescan is needed. We expect to know the Higgs mass to a precision of O(10 MeV) at
the LHC and future lepton colliders. Hence, at a 125 GeV muon collider, we would need to spend some
luminosity to perform a prescan to determine the Higgs pole location, ideally to O(MeV). Fortunately,
thanks to the high resonant cross-section, a few hundred pb~! of integrated luminosity for such a prescan
would be sufficient [7]. In this work, we focus on discussing the Higgs property determination post such
prescan. Further optimization of the luminosity spending plan to be explored in future works.

The scan range and luminosity per scanning step directly impacts the outcome of the lineshape fit.
With the three free parameters given by the Higgs mass, my, total width, I'fy, and signal rate [1, as

indicated in Eq. (1), the optimal scan strategy requires a balanced on-peak and off-peak luminosity



spending budget. As we shall see later, among these three parameters, I';; and {1 are strongly correlated
but independent from my. Near the peak region, the result is anticipated to compensate the rate loss
from larger I'y with larger 1. One shall note that, if one fixes i, the width information is then optimally

9 using Fisher information. We argue that a consistent extraction of the Higgs

captured at Ecom = mpg
properties should require both I'yy and [1 (as well as my) as free parameters. This requirement is because
we will not know these parameters to a precision much better than from a resonant muon collider Higgs
factory from any other collider that have been envisioned so far in reasonable fitting frameworks.
While one can calculate the Fisher information and determine the optimal scanning strategy
{Ecomvl’ }, we chose not to to avoid unphysical optimizations for effects that we have not yet taken
into account for this work. These effects are mainly, 1) the unknown Higgs mass mpy at sub-MeV level
(even with a prescan), 2) the un-modeled /unknown effects of the beam energy profile uncertainties. We
want to have a safe margin in the scanning strategy, and hence assume in our study an equal distance
in scanning collider energy Eiom and equal luminosity per step L'. Yet, the proper scanning range and

number of scanning steps are unknown, and we provide an answer in this study.

D. Lineshape Fit and Results

We make the standard assumption that future experimental data matches the SM predictions. For

each choice of scanning range, and luminosity per step, {Ez L'}, we generate the pseudo experimental

om’
data following Poisson distributions whose central values are calculated according to SM predictions
following Eq. (1). These central values also fold in signal and background selection and (including ge-
ometrical) acceptance efficiencies €5 and €, respectively, that are obtained in the next section. These

values corresponds to

bb _SM

€ Tpg (171~ — bb) = 6.2 pb,
egB (U#Jruf_)bg(m%M,Q.? MeV,m3M 1M 1) — kag(ﬂ - — bb )) = 14.5 pb, (11)
e opng(nt T — WW*) = 2.1 pb,
E/W (awufﬁww* (m%M,Q.’Y MeV,mISqM,F]SqM,l) abkg(,u o — WW*) ) = (12)

To signify the correlation between Higgs total width I'y and the flat direction of the exclusive rate at
all the other colliders'?, instead of fitting the product of coupling strength fi, we fit a rescaled strength

along this flat direction,

a:&(?f). (13)

9 Strictly speaking, it will require Eeom to be marginally above my due to the ISR effect.

10 In other words, the hunt for Higgs width precision is to fight against the uncertainties associated with this general
direction. At the LHC, we can try to use the on-shell off-shell rate ratio (with an assumption that coupling do not
change over different scales) [17, 18], (nearly) on-shell diphoton mass shift [19] and on-shell diphoton rate change [15] to
help constrain width. At future e™e™ machines, we can use the inclusive ZH associated production, together with other
exclusive channels to constrain width.
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FIG. 2. The projected width sensitivity as a function of total luminosity for the lineshape scan. We also highlight
two benchmarks of integrated luminosity considered in this study in green and cyan asterisk symbol.*

# Note that this scanning range of my 4+ 12.5 MeV is sub-optimal compared to our final scanning range of mg +8 MeV.
However, this does not affect our discussion here, which is the precision scaling with luminosity. The precision
dependence on the scan range is discussed next.

To explore various properties of the fit, we generate around 10 million sets of pseudo experimental
data according to the above procedure for various scanning strategies {Ezom, L%}. Then, we generate
dense lists of lineshape data following Eq. (1) for a range of Higgs total width between 0.1% and 300% of
I';; and shift them accordingly to my and p. This allows us to build a likelihood function responding to
each pseudo experimental data. For each set of pseudo experimental data, we find the best fit parameter
for {T'# my, i}. We obtain a set of the best-fit parameters for the pseudo experimental data and hence
can study uncertainties associated with them. Through marginalization, we can study the individual
parameter’s uncertainties for a given scanning strategy {Féom,Li}, as well as their correlations. We
report our findings next. Since the width is the parameter of major interest here, we use the width

uncertainty to show various properties in the following.

Understanding precision scaling with luminosity helps with our planning for various scenarios. We
avoid assuming linear expansion in determining the central values and uncertainties associated with the
fit from the descriptions above. Hence, it would be helpful to check how the resulting precision on the
fitted parameter, e.g., the normalized standard deviation of width ATl'y/I'f, scales with the integrated
luminosity at the 125 GeV muon collider. On the other hand, since the lineshape function is a regular
function of I'7, we do expect the precision of the determination of the width to scale as 1/v/L where L
is the integrated luminosity. In Fig. 2 we show how our fit result depends on total integrated luminosity
for an 11-steps scan within m%M + 12.5 MeV (the dependence on the scanning range and the number
of steps of scanning are discussed next). We can see from the figure that the width precision does scale

as 1/+/L, which is a useful verification and input for planning practices where the achievable integrated
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FIG. 3. The projected width sensitivity as a function of scanning steps for various choices of scanning ranges
around the Higgs pole mass my, with a fixed total luminosity of 20 fb~'.

luminosity for a 125 GeV muon collider might develop and vary. In the extremely low luminosity part, the
scaling fails for two reasons: the fitting is no longer linear, and the theory lineshape space we generated
are truncated at large Higgs widths. It is also interesting to note that, although signal statistics are
quite different between these two different leading channels, they contribute approximately equally to
the width determination. In other words, although WW* signal is a factor of ~ 4 small in signal events
(post selection efficiencies), due to the negligible background, has a similar statistical power in width
determination compared to bb.

Precision depends on the scan range and number of scan steps. For a fixed total integrated luminosity,
the scan range, step size, and luminosity assignment determine the outcome of the lineshape scan. We
show the dependence on the number of scan steps for various scan ranges in Fig.3. If the scan range
is too broad, one effectively wastes the majority of integrated luminosity without the Higgs signal. In
this case, the obtained data contains no information about the Higgs width, apart from validating the
calculable SM background. Even worse, in the large scan range scenarios, if the scanning steps are low,
one may not have sampled enough data in the Higgs peak region, resulting in considerable uncertainty in
the determination of the Higgs parameters. One can see in Fig. 3 the green curves have worse precision
compared to other scan ranges, and as well “spikes” for missing or hitting the Higgs pole. For a high
enough number of scanning steps, one does not have “spikes” in any scan ranges. For scan range
+12.5 MeV, £8 MeV, and £6 MeV, ten steps are sufficient to avoid such fluctuations in precision, as
one sample enough points around the peak to map out the Higgs width information. However, when the
scan range is too narrow, as argued in the previous subsections, one cannot separate the overall reduction

of the on-shell rate due to a broader I'yy from a change in signal rate fi.

Note that focusing on too narrow a region around the Higgs pole, one would lose the ability to separate
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Precision (w BES and ISR)
channel |[6T'gy/T H‘ Sp ‘6mH (MeV)l correlation p
b 3.22% [1.03%| 0.31  |0.762 (00 7-0/1)]-0.040 (00 7-0mz)|-0.037 (0mm-of)
WW* || 2.80% |0.84%|  0.29  |0.625 (0T y-0[1)|-0.077 (3T ;y-0mzr)|-0.081 (6mpy-oft)
Combined|| 2.1% [0.65% 0.21

TABLE I. The width fit results for the two leading channels with the scanning strategy adopted in this study
(Eq. (14)) for an integrated luminosity of 20 fb~!. Here we also show the direct combination of the precision from
these two channels. Note that when we perform the global fit, these two channels are treated independently and
their correlations with couplings will be constrained by other inputs, resulting in a better combined Higgs total
width precision.

effects such as BES and ISR, making a systematic cross-check hard. Such effect is reflected in comparing
the blue and the red curves. We can see that, interestingly, one gets consistently worse precision on the
Higgs width with a narrower range of £6 MeV (red curves), although one effectively increased the total
number of Higgs bosons produced due to the closer focus on the pole region.

This understanding of the lineshape fit allows us to propose a (reasonably'!) optimized scan strategy

here, we take
scan range : my + 8 MeV, with 11 steps of scan with even spacing in energy. (14)

Note that the 11 step is a somewhat random choice. So long as it is larger than 7, we avoid the fluctuations
caused by how well one hits the Higgs pole, as shown in blue curves in Fig. 3.

With the above choice of scan strategy, we can calculate the expected Higgs precision from the
lineshape fit. We report then in Table I for the two leading channels and report the combined precision
and correlations. We note that, when combined with the Higgs exclusive measurements reported in the
next section, we carefully avoid double-counting the WW* and bb channel. In the final x and EFT fits,
the correlated channels from the width determination are treated together as inputs. We can see both
channels can determine Higgs properties to a great precision from a lineshape scan, each bringing a 3%
level total width precision, 1% level signal strength, and 0.3 MeV level of Higgs mass precision, for 20
fb=! of total luminosity.

Our study also enables us to understand explicitly the correlations between the fitting parameters
my, I'g, and [i. As anticipated and argued earlier, we expect a sizable correlation between the width
and signal strength parameters. Their correlation are reported herein Table I. Again, we can see these
correlations quantitatively and understand their impact, which is unknown prior to our study. We show
correlations between different quantities after marginalizing over other parameters in Fig.4. In this
figure, the color represents the probability density. The contours are for equal probability density lines,
with the left panels for the bb channel and the right panels for the WW* channel. The color coding and
contours are mainly for reference purposes to visualize correlations and fluctuations of our simulations.
In the upper two panels, we show the correlation between width precision and signal strength, where the

1 As discussed in various places in this section (e.g., Section II C), here we want to avoid over-optimization and save room
for additional systematics
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FIG. 4. The correlations between the different free parameters in the width fit adopted in this work. The
corresponding numerical results are shown in Table I. Upper panels: the width and signal rate correlations
(6T 5 /T g-6ft). Lower panels: the width and Higgs mass correlations (6T z /T g-6mg). The results for the bb and
WW?* channels are shown in left and right panels, respectively.

bb channel is more strongly correlated compared with the WW* channel. In the lower two panels, we
show the very small correlation between the Higgs width and Higgs mass precision. With this information
and the Higgs exclusive channel precision projection in the next section, we can perform the global fit to

reveal the Higgs physics potential at the 125 GeV muon collider.

A note on the ISR effects in lineshape fitting: Including ISR effects in the simulations and fitting
procedure significantly increases the calculation time, as it involves one more layer of convolution. In
this study we include both the ISR and BES effects. However, we also performed a version of our study
without the ISR lineshape distortion effects for cross-check and for fast validation, only including an
overall cross-section reduction. In hindsight, though perhaps not surprisingly, this does not change the
results much. As we already noted in Section IT A, the ISR mainly reduces the rate but does not broaden

the lineshape. This note might be a helpful input for full experimental simulations, where computational
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powers can be even more demanding and a limiting factor as detection effects are taken into account.

III. MEASUREMENTS

To understand the full Higgs physics potential at the 125 GeV muon collider, one needs to study all
primary Higgs decay channels that provide exclusive signals. These studies also impact the Higgs total
width determination. This section describes our simulation and presents the projections for the expected

precisions achievable on these exclusive channels.

A. Exclusive Higgs Rate Measurements

The sensitivity study presented in this paper has been performed using MadGraph5_aMC@NLO [20] to
simulate both signal and background events in the different channels under consideration. Hadronic
final states were further passed through Pythia8 [21], and truth-level events were analysed with
MadAnalysis5 [22]. All simulations were performed at leading order, but signal cross-sections were
properly scaled to include the effects of higher-order corrections, as as well as to reduce the rates re-
sulting from considering the beam effects. In the MadGraph5_aMCONLO generation of the samples we
use the following basic cuts: p]fb’g’v > 5 GeV, AR;; > 0.1 and || < 2.44, the latter to veto events
within 10 degrees of the beam pipe and thus suppress the beam-induced backgrounds [23]. We use MLM
matching [24] with a xqcut value matching the cut on the py of the jets. In the analysis of the events, we
assume a perfect reconstruction of electrons and muons. For tau leptons, we assume a tagging efficiency
€rhad = 0.8 and demand one tag for both fully hadronic and semi-leptonic tau decays. For the hadronic
tagging, we adopt the values for the tag and mistag efficiencies detailed in Table II. More details on the
different backgrounds and the analyses are given below for each channel of interest.

In general, we follow a simple cut and count analysis to obtain the total rate for signal and backgrounds
and obtain the corresponding sensitivity. In most of the 2-body final-state channels, we also explored
the possibility of using the distribution of the production polar angle 6 to help separate the Higgs signal
from other SM backgrounds. Due to the scalar nature of the Higgs, the cos 8 distribution is flat for any
two-particle final state of the signal. The background coming from an s-channel Z/v exchange (or t/u
channel muon exchange in the case of 7) exhibits different helicity structures and angular distributions.
Since the muon beams are unpolarized and the polarization of the final state particles is generally difficult
to measure (except taus), the electric charge of the final state particle offers a vital handle. If the charges
are unknown, one can only measure the folded distribution, |cos|.

Fig. 5 shows the differential cross-section for some of the non-Higgs backgrounds. On the left panel,

T are shown, assuming the two final state fermions can be distinguished.

the results for bb, c¢ and 777
The angle 0 is always defined to be between the initial x4~ and the b/c/7~. This requires the electric

charge of at least one of the final state fermions to be measured. While the forward-back asymmetries
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FIG. 5. The differential cross-section for some of the non-Higgs backgrounds in terms of the production polar
angle 6. On the left panel, we assume the two final state particles can be distinguished and the sign of cos#@ is
measured. On the right panel, only the folded distribution in terms of |cos 6| is measured.

are generally suppressed at the Z-pole (which is due to the coincidence gy ~ —ggr for leptons), for
Vs = 125 GeV they are quite large as seen in Fig.5. The cosf distribution thus offers a useful handle
for separating backgrounds from the Higgs signal, as the latter has a flat distribution. For bb and c¢, the
charge is not always measured, in which case one could only measure the folded differential cross-section,
do/d|cos 0], as shown on the right panel of Fig.5. The folded distribution is not very powerful in terms
of the signal-background separation. Similarly, for the v final states, one is also only able to measure
do/d|cos@]. Due to the t/u-channel muon exchange, the vy background dominates the forward region.
In what follows, we summarize some details of the simulations used for the main decay channels

considered in this study.

e bb/cc/gg: The performances in the bb/cé/gg channels depend heavily on the flavor tagging effi-
ciencies. We assume the muon collider could achieve a similar performance as e™e™ colliders and
extract the tagging efficiencies from existing CEPC studies. In particular, we chose the b- and
c-tagging efficiencies to be 0.7 and 0.6, respectively, and extracted the corresponding mistag rates.
The efficiencies for a jet to be tagged as a gluon (or, more precisely, to escape all flavor tags)
are not available. We consider a scenario where a jet is tagged as either b, ¢, or g, such that the
“gluon-tagging” efficiency can be calculated from the b and c efficiencies. The tagging-efficiencies
are shown in table II. The main background comes from s-channel Z/+ production with bb, c¢ and
light quark final states. We assume the light quarks (u, d, s) are indistinguishable from gluons, and
the gluon-tagging efficiencies also apply to them. We perform a global fit to all six channels with
different tags (including the three channels with mixed tags) with both signal and backgrounds to

extract the bound on the signal rates of the actual bb,c¢, gg channels.

In addition, we make use of the cos@ distribution in Fig.5 to try to obtain a better signal-
background separation. In general, only the folded distribution is available. This also applies

to the gg channel where the light quark backgrounds exhibit the same |cos | distributions as bb
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actual
b ‘ c ‘ g
tagged as b{|0.7/0.04/0.004
tagged as ¢||0.2| 0.6 | 0.07
tagged as ¢|[0.1]/0.36/0.926

TABLE II. The probability of an actual b, ¢, or g to be tagged as b, c or g. The “gluon-tagging” efficiency in the
last row is calculated by assuming that a particle is tagged as either b, ¢, or g (no double counting), so that the 3
numbers in each column add up to 1.

and cé. For the bb and c¢ channels, we assume the charge can be measured if 1) both flavor tags
are correct and 2) at least one of the b (or ¢) decays leptonically. We found that our crudely binned

distributions provide only a minor improvement in the precision reach at the 3% level.

771 For the tau tagging efficiencies, a reference benchmark can be found in the CLIC report [25],

o T
which keeps only the hadronic taus and assumes 73% of them being tagged. As mentioned above,
we will assume a slightly more optimistic hadronic tau tagging efficiency of 80% and require at
least one tau to be tagged for the signal selection, assuming its charge is always measured. We
consider only the tau pairs from s-channel Z/v exchanges for the background. Other background
comes from quarks being mistagged as taus and is under control for a sufficiently low mistag rate.
To use cos@ distribution, we perform a x? fit to the binned cos# distribution with both signal
and background to extract the precision reach on the signal rate. The distribution is divided
into 20 bins, and the rate measurements of different bins are assumed to be uncorrelated. The
binned analysis significantly improves the one with only the total rate, with an improvement in the
precision of approximately 30%. The precision can, in principle, be further improved by exploiting
the measurements of tau final state polarizations. It is also possible to tag the leptonic decay
modes of the tau by exploiting track information. The CEPC analysis [26] reports an overall
tagging efficiency of around 80% including all tau decay channels. We leave a more optimized

77~ analysis to future studies.

e ~v: Since the background in this channel is concentrated in the forward region, the binned analysis
can provide a significant improvement. We thus perform a binned distribution analysis similar to
the one of 7777, but with the |cos§]| distribution. Although we see an improvement by a factor
of ~33% with respect to the cut and count precision, the signal rate is too low for this channel to

be of practical use.

e 4f: We study the different four fermion final states, H — VV* — 4f separately. One must
note that while certain channels such as H — 4¢ or H — fvjj receive only contributions from
neutral (e.g. ZZ*) and charged (e.g. WW™*) current electroweak interactions, respectively, others
final states, such as H — eTe 1,1, are produced via both mechanisms, including their inter-

ference, though in these cases the WW™* contributions dominates. In these cases, to obtain a
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certain separation between the ZZ* and WW™ contributions, we apply a cut on the difermion
invariant mass, e.g., M. € [80,100] GeV, selecting such events for the neutral current and the
remainder for the charged current process. This procedure is applied to the leptonic final states.
For all (semi) leptonic final states, we consider the corresponding electroweak backgrounds from
pwtpT — ZZ*, WW* and apply the above-mentioned cuts whenever we aim to separate neutral and
charged current contributions. For the H — 45 channel, apart from the corresponding electroweak
Jets are reconstructed using the anti-k; algorithm [27], using a minimum pr of 5 GeV and a radius
of 0.5. To separate signal and background we exclude reconstructed events with N; < 4, and also
reject events with soft jets prj, < 10 GeV, as well as those with M, ;, > 85 GeV. Unfortunately,
for this fully hadronic decay, H — 4j decay, the final state interactions deform the invariant mass
shapes, making the previous simple cut and count procedure to distinguish between neutral and
charged current contributions not possible. Hence, we report the result in a separate row in Ta-
ble III. Finally, for all the purely neutral current channels, we also impose a lower cut in the

difermion invariant masses My; > 5 GeV to remove contributions from on-shell photons.

B. Results

In Table III, we show the estimation for the statistical precision of different exclusive Higgs channels
at the 125 GeV muon collider, for two benchmarks of integrated luminosities of 5fb~! and 20fb~!. This
table is based upon our study, with a simple cut-and-count analysis, which has room for improvement.
We also quote the expected improved precision in those channels where we can use the information from
the polar angle differential distributions to enhance the sensitivity to the signal, though, other than for
the 777~ channel, this proves to be of limited use. Finally, we do not show 4f channels in the table that
contribute in a negligible manner to the overall precision of the H — WW* ZZ* decays.

As anticipated, the muon collider Higgs factory has good cross-section measurement for Higgs decay
channels such as bb but is deficient on statistically limited channels such as vy. However, we note that
the H - WW?* and H — ZZ* modes can be measured to a few percent. This advantage comes from the
better signal to background ratio at muon colliders than other electron-positron Higgs factories, owing to
a lower center-of-mass-energy and lack of combinatorics from multi-jet final states. Such an observation
also leads to a lower background expected for other Beyond the SM (BSM) Higgs programs, in particular,
for Higgs exotic decays in the fully hadronic channel [28].

We also want to comment on the impact of beam-induced-background (BIB) [29] for our results. The
BIB considerations mainly affect our results from two perspectives. First, shielding BIB limits the signal
acceptance angle from the detector design point of view. In our study, we veto events within 10 degrees
of the beam pipe. Should we veto further, one can rescale the signal rate accordingly, as it is a spinless

particle decay. Second, the BIB would populate a lot of low energy activities. Our selection for Higgs
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decays focus on high energy decay products, more than 5 GeV in pr and it should be robust against

BIB. Still, it would be highly needed to verify these understanding via a full simulation.

Channel Rate  Signal Background Precision [%]
/,L+M_ —h—-X [pb] Events Events Cut & Count Binned

Results for 5/20 fb~1

bb 13 19000/77000 45000/180000 1.0/0.51 0.97/0.49
ce 0.63 2300/9200 43000/170000 24/12 23/12
99 1.8 5400/22000  260000/105  11/5.5 11/5.3
ot T 0.58  1400/5600  19000/76000 10/5.1 ¢ n s 40y
T et 0.63 1500/6100 18000/71000 9.1/4.5 '~ '
vy 0.05  150/605 180000/730000 280/140 190/94
202q ({=e,p) 0.05 130/530  1200/4800  28/14
202j 0.16 450/1800  320/1300  6.1/3.1 5g/99
2e20t 0.005  8/33 0/1 35/18
2201 0.005  9/35 0/1 34/17
evpv 0.11  320/1300 9/35 5.7/2.8
LvThaqv (L =e,pn) 0.14  330/1300 8/32 5.6/2.8
tvjj (0=e,p) 1.4 3800/15000  88/350  1.6/0.82
ThadVjJ 0.45 1000/4000 20/79  3.2/1.6 1.3/0.67
2e201 0.06  160/660 86/340  9.6/4.8
2201 0.06  160/650 76/310  9.5/4.7
2maa2vi 0023 46/180 24/97 18/9.1
45(j #b) 2.3 3400/14000 51000/210000 6.8/3.4

TABLE III. Sensitivity to each of the Higgs decay channels at a 125 GeV muon collider. The signal and background
quoted in this table correspond to total events expected for a luminosity of 5 and 20 fb~! with our scan strategy.
The second column from the “Cut & count” method shows the combined precision from different channels (e.g.,
7F77), assuming a common signal strength. The last column shows the precision exploiting the information in the
polar angle distributions for the two-body final states. For the 2/2v channels, we show separately the sensitivities
obtained after splitting the samples using the My, cut around the Z mass, collecting the sample of events passing
that cut in the 202v% “category” in the table and the remainder in the 2¢2v' one. In the second column, we
also report the on-shell cross-section, which multiplies the effective factor in Eq. (10) from our scan to provide the
effective cross-section in Eq. (9). @

» Note that the lineshape scan channels bb and WW* correlates with the Higgs width parameter directly, as discussed in
Section II D and reported in Table I. The determined exclusive precision is worse than reported here in this table with
such correlation. In other words, the exclusive precision reported in these two channels is determined in a particular
direction in multi-parameter space, and its information has already been fully taken into account in the width fit so we
shall not treat them as new inputs beyond Table I.
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IV. HIGGS COUPLING INTERPRETATION

In this section we carry out a Higgs precision global fit with the projected sensitivities in the Higgs
lineshape scan and the exclusive Higgs measurements. We describe our frameworks and discuss the

results in what follows.

A. The x Framework

With the precision of the measurement of the Higgs width and the correlations in Table I, and the
exclusive measurements in Table III, one can perform a global fit to derive the expected precision on the
Higgs couplings at a 125 GeV muon collider. '? For that purpose, we use in this section the so-called &
framework. The cross-sections are decomposed as discussed in Section II, and the effective cross-section
treatment provides a good approximation to the threshold scan measurement benchmark we implement
in this study. These effective cross sections are thus parameterized in terms of scaling parameters x,

interpreted as coupling modifiers:

. —Ff FS]_\'_/I _F?M K2 2
(0 e g “F“H - MFMJSLIM X ’;Ff(l—BReXO) , (15)

where we have also assumed the possibility of Higgs decaying into exotic (i.e. non-SM) final states, param-

ized by BRexo > hat the total width i das Ty = B0 with sy = Y £20SM/TSM

eterized by exo = 0, so that the total width is expressed as 'y = gz~ with kp = Zlij i /I
J

The direct width measurement at the 125 GeV muon collider allows closing a fit where the Higgs width

is a free parameter. In the x fits performed in this paper, we take the following Higgs coupling modifiers

as free parameters in the fits:

{I{Z7’{'W7Kt) Rey Kby Rry Ry, Rg, Ry, KZ’Y}

where the last three parameters refer to effective coupling modifiers for the SM loop-induced processes,
to parameterize the possible presence of extra particles in the loops. Together with BRexo, this makes a
total of 11 free parameters. Any other coupling modifier is set to its SM value x; = 1.13 We will also
consider a scenario where the Higgs boson does not have any exotic decay (BRexo = 0), and the Higgs
width is given by the sum of the widths to all SM decay products, I'yy = F]SLIM -kr. This is referred to later
as the constrained fit. In both the standard and the constrained fits, we assume theory calculations will
achieve the required level of precision to match the experimental one at each collider. Thus, we neglect
any possible uncertainty associated with missing higher-order corrections to the SM processes. We do,
however, consider the projected parametric uncertainties due to the projected experimental knowledge
of the SM input parameters, as in [31]. In addition, for the muon collider, we consider the expected

12 The & fits presented in this section were performed using the HEPfit code [30] and following a Bayesian approach, as
in [31]. The uncertainties reported are defined as the square root of the variances for the different parameters, obtained
from the posterior predictive of the fits.

3 For the HL-LHC fit, because of the lack of projections to directly constrain the charm coupling, we also set k. = 1.
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precision reach on Higgs couplings from k-fit
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FIG. 6. The Higgs coupling precision from a global fit of Higgs measurements in the s-framework. The four
columns represent the HL-LHC S2 scenario, a circular ete™ collider at 240 GeV, a muon collider at 125 GeV with
a total integrated luminosity of 20 fb™*, and the combination of the ete™ and the muon collider, respectively. The
measurements are combined with the HL-LHC S2 for all the lepton collider scenarios. The column shows results
with 'y treated as a free parameter; the horizontal marks show the ones assuming that the Higgs has no exotic
decay.

below per-mille precision in my, which implies that any associated uncertainty to this parameter can be
effectively ignored.

Our results for the global Higgs-coupling fit in the x framework are shown in Fig. 6 for the 125 GeV
muon collider, assuming a luminosity of 20 fb~!. The alternative muon Higgs factory scenario with 5
fb~! luminosity is shown in Fig. 7. The numerical results of all our fits are provided in Table IV (for the
constrained fit) and Table V (for the standard fit, with BRexo, > 0 a free parameter, i.e., allowing Higgs
decays into new particles in I'fy). Comparisons are made with several other future collider scenarios,
including the HL-LHC and a potential eTe™ collider running at 240 GeV. For Higgs measurements at
HL-LHC, we use the inputs of the S2 scenario in Ref. [32]. For the ete™ collider, we use the CEPC
projections [11, 13], while similar reaches are also obtained by FCC-ee 240 GeV[33] and ILC 250 GeV|[34].
The four columns in Fig.6 correspond to the HL-LHC S2, a 240 GeV e*e™ collider, a 125 GeV muon
collider (20 fb_l) and the combination of the ete™ and the muon colliders, respectively. For the lepton
collider scenarios, we also combine the measurements with the HL-LHC ones, assuming the latter would
be available by the time the lepton colliders are running. For the constrained fits, the results are shown
by the horizontal marks.

Focusing on the 20 fb~! benchmark scenario, we observe that, overall, the 125 GeV muon collider
significantly improves the Higgs coupling constraints of the HL-LHC measurements. This is obviously
true in the case with a free Higgs width, where the LHC measurements alone are unable to close the

fit. In the constrained fit, sizable improvements are also observed in many of the Higgs couplings as well
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FIG. 7. The same as Fig. 6 but using the luminosity benchmark of 5 fb~! for the muon collider.

as the Higgs total width. In particular, it is challenging to probe the charm Yukawa coupling at the
LHC, while a precision of ~ 6% could be achieved at the 125 GeV muon collider. Not surprisingly, the
muon Yukawa coupling precision also gets a significant boost (of more than one order of magnitude) at
the 125 GeV muon collider, thanks to its unique u™p~ — H production channel. Even a future ete™
collider could not compete with the 125 GeV muon collider on the muon Yukawa coupling determination.
On the other hand, a 240 GeV e*e™ collider is much better at measuring the HZZ coupling, owing to
its excellent inclusive ZH production measurement. For the other couplings, the two colliders’ reaches
are comparable when individually combined with HL-LHC, despite the fact-of-five difference in the total
number of Higgs events. For k., Kz and k¢, this is mainly due to the constraints from HL-LHC; for the
other couplings, it is indeed a consequence of clean measurement, (in many cases) smaller backgrounds,
and the ability to directly measure the width, as we emphasized in the previous section. The comparison
discussion changes for the 5 fb~! scenario. Even with the reduced statistics, leading to a factor of two
deterioration in the (standalone) muon collider precision, the muon coupling could still be known at the
percent level and, thus, better than any other collider. All the other parameters are more than a factor
of two less precise in terms of precision compared to a e™e™ Higgs factory due to a factor of 20 fewer
statistics for the 5 fb~! scenario.

The complementarity between a 125 GeV muon collider and a 240 GeV eTe™ collider is also interesting
and highly non-trivial. First, we note that the two colliders have similar reaches on the Higgs total width
while using completely different methods (1.8% at 20 fb~! from a direct threshold scan'* vs. 1.8% for the
determination obtained combining the inclusive ZH cross-section and the individual rates). They thus

14 The reasons for a better total width precision at muon collider compared to shown in Table I is that the HL-LHC inputs
reduces the correlation between width and signal strength parameter fi.
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HLLHC HLLHC HLLHC HLLHC
+ ete™ H fact.| + p-coll. + p-coll.
Coupling +eTe™ H fact.
5fb~1 20 b= |5 b=t 20 fb~!
kw %] 1.7 0.85 1.3 0.88 | 0.77  0.62
Kz (%) | 1.5 0.13 1.3 10 | 012 0.11
Ky (%) | 2.3 0.99 17 14 | 094 084
Ky [%) | 1.9 1.3 1.6 15 | 1.3 13
kzy %] | 10 6.2 10 10 | 62 62
ke %] | — 2.0 12 59 | 1.9 18
ke [%) | 3.3 3.1 31 31 | 31 31
ko [%] | 3.6 0.86 16 1.0 | 0.8  0.68
Ky (%] 4.6 3.9 0.59 0.31 0.46  0.26
ke (%) | 1.9 0.87 14 11 |08l 069
Ta %) | 53 15 57 17 | 14 11

TABLE IV. Results from the  fit assuming no BSM contributions to the Higgs width. The results with a future
muon collider correspond to scenarios where the total luminosities are assumed to be 5 and 20 fb~!. The last row
also includes the derived precision on the total Higgs width from the fits.

provide important consistency checks on the properties of the Higgs boson, which is not reflected in the
numerical results. The combination further improves the overall reach to 1.3%. Many Higgs couplings
also receive sizable improvements from the combination. For both the 5 and 20 fb~! benchmarks, the
improvement turns out to be rather significant for s, (compared with the muon-collider-alone result),
while one would naively expect it to be completely dominated by the muon collider measurements. This
is because these two colliders, with different production channels, have quite different correlation matrices
for the Higgs couplings. The eTe™ collider measurements could help resolve the large correlation between

ky and kp in the muon collider measurements.

B. The Standard Model Effective Field Theory

The Standard Model Effective Field Theory (SMEFT) framework provides a systematic parameteriza-
tion of the effects of new physics, with the assumption that the electroweak symmetry breaking is linearly
realized and the new physics is significantly heavier than the electroweak scale [35, 36]. Upon truncation
of the effective theory expansion at a given order, based on the EFT power counting and the experimental
precision, the general bottom-up approach is to simultaneously fit all possible measurements to all the
EFT operator coefficients contributing to the corresponding processes on a non-redundant basis. We
restrict our analysis to effects from dimension-six operators and focus our attention to those that can
modify the Higgs boson processes. To extract most of the Higgs boson properties, at least at the leading
order, it is sufficient to consider the Higgs and electroweak boson measurements in the fits. This has been
done for measurements at both the LHC and LEP/SLD [37-42] and the future ete™ colliders [31, 43, 44].

The electroweak measurements are essential in the analysis since a number of operators contribute to



HLLHC HLLHC HLLHC HLLHC
+ ete™ H fact.| + p-coll. + p-coll.
Coupling +eTe™ H fact.
5fb=1 20 b= |5 fb~1 20 fb~!
kw %] - 0.88 1.3 0.88 | 0.79  0.63
Ky (%) | — 0.19 1.3 10 |017 017
Ky [%] | — 1.0 1.7 14 | 096 084
oy (%) | - 1.3 1.6 15 | 13 1.3
kzy %] | — 6.3 10 10 | 63 62
ke %) | — 2.0 13 60 | 19 18
ke (%) | — 3.1 32 31 | 31 31
o (%] | - 0.9 1.6 10 | 0.82 0.6
ko %) | — 3.9 11 062 | 053 034
ke (%) | — 0.91 15 11 084 07
BRY” <| - 1.1 47 30 | 1.1 1.0
Ty %] | - 1.7 33 18 | 1.6 12
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TABLE V. Results from the & fit including the possibility of Higgs decays into light BSM degrees of freedom, pa-
rameterized by BReyo. The results with a future muon collider correspond to scenarios where the total luminosities
are assumed to be 5 and 20 fb~!. The last row also includes the derived precision on the total Higgs width from
the fits.

both Higgs and electroweak processes, and the electroweak measurements provide important constraints
on them. This includes the Z-pole observables and the ete™ (utpu~) — WTW ™ process at lepton col-
liders, as well as the diboson (pp — WW /W Z) processes at the LHC. Without these constraints, flat
directions may appear in the space of SMEFT interactions contributing to Higgs processes, which could

significantly reduce the overall sensitivity in a global framework.

Compared with a future e*e™ collider, the 125 GeV muon collider lacks both the Z-pole measurements
and the one of pu*p~ — WTW~= (which requires /s > 160 GeV). This disadvantage can, however, be
overcome in several ways. First, the electroweak measurements at the LEP/SLD and HL-LHC already
provide reasonable constraints on the corresponding operator coefficients. Second, in a plausible scenario,
a future et e~ collider would further improve these measurements, providing important complementarity
to the muon-collider measurements. Third, perhaps most importantly, the high energy runs of a muon
collider would be able to probe many of these operators with unprecedented sensitivities due to their
large energy enhancement [45]. This also includes operators that are conventionally thought to be better
probed by the Z-pole measurements. For instance, operators such as Ogyy = iH Tﬁ;H Cry*er, modify
the Z¢T¢~ coupling, but also contribute to the process £t¢~ — hZ via a hZ{T{~ contact interaction,
and their effects thus grow with energy (o< E?). We will consider the impact of these high energy
measurements in our analysis.

The following measurement inputs are used in our analysis: We use the same inputs for the Higgs
measurements as in the x analysis. We implement the Z-pole measurements at LEP and SLD in Ref. [46].
For the Z-pole measurements at a future ete™ collider, we use the CEPC inputs in Ref. [13]. We

implement the HL-LHC diboson analysis results in Ref. [47]. For the W W~ analysis at a eTe™ collider,
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precision reach on effective couplings from full EFT global fit

I HL-LHC S2 + LEP/SLD  All lepton colliders are combined with MuC 125GeV 20 fb'1:
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B MuC 125GeV, 20 fb™ :
Bl MuC 125GeV + e'e” /with 3TeV hZ&WW 7
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FIG. 8. The one-sigma precision reach on the effective Higgs couplings from a global fit of the Higgs and
electroweak measurements in the SMEFT framework. The four columns represent the HL-LHC S2 scenario with
electroweak measurements at LEP and SLD, a circular e™e™ collider with center-of-mass energy up to 240 GeV, a
muon collider at 125 GeV with a total integrated luminosity of 20fb™*, and the combination of the ete~ and the
muon collider, respectively. The measurements are combined with the HL-LHC S2 and LEP/SLD measurements
for all the lepton collider scenarios. For the last two scenarios, the diboson hZ and WW measurements at a 3 TeV
muon collider (1ab™') are also considered to show their impact on different operators.* Results with (without)
the 3TeV hZ/WW measurements are shown with solid (light-shaded) columns.

# Note that we do not include the Higgs precision input from a 3 TeV muon collider here. One can research on the
complementarity between 125 GeV muon collider with high energy muon collider in a future study.

we follow Ref. [44] and obtain the results from an optimal observable analysis [48]. We also perform a
similar optimal observable analysis to the measurements of u*pu~ — WW ™ as well as the u*pu~ — hZ
process at the high-energy runs of the muon collider. While the ete™ — WTW ™ process was also
measured at LEP 2 [49], the measurement precision was relatively low, and they do not make a significant
impact once the HL-LHC diboson measurements are included. For simplicity, they are not included in

our analysis.

Following Ref. [44] (see also Ref. [31]), we perform a global fit to the Higgs and electroweak mea-
surements with a total number of 28 independent CP-even Wilson coefficients. Since our focus is on the
Higgs measurements and the corresponding Higgs coupling constraints, we present the result of the fit in
terms of effective Higgs couplings [31, 43, 44|, while treating all other couplings/coefficients as nuisances
parameters. The result is shown in Fig. 8 in terms of the one-sigma precision of these effective couplings,
denoted as 6g§X . The numerical results of our analysis are provided in Table VI. Four scenarios are
considered, which are the HL-LHC S2 combined with the electroweak measurements at LEP and SLD, a
circular ete~ collider with center-of-mass energy up to 240 GeV, a 125 GeV muon collider with 20 fb~*
integrated luminosity, and the combination of the ete™ and the muon collider. The HL-LHC S2 and

LEP/SLD measurements are also included in the fit for the last three scenarios. For the muon collider,
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precision reach on effective couplings from full EFT global fit

I HL-LHC S2 + LEP/SLD  All lepton colliders are combined with MuC 125GeV 5 fb‘1:
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FIG. 9. Same as Fig.8 but assuming 5fb™" at the 125 GeV muon collider.

we consider two cases: the 125 GeV run only, and the hZ and WW measurements at 3 TeV (assuming a
total luminosity of 1ab~!), as mentioned earlier. They are shown by the light-shaded and solid columns,
respectively. We also consider the scenario of a 125 GeV muon collider with a total integrated luminosity
of 5fb~!, the results of which are shown in Fig.9. The table includes the results of both scenarios.

Several important observations can be made when comparing the muon collider results with the ones
of other collider scenarios. For § gl’j{“ , as expected, the 125 GeV muon collider provides an unprecedented
sensitivity, which improves the precision reach of the HL-LHC and a ete™ collider by at least one order
of magnitude. For most of the couplings (except 5957 and g% ), the 125 GeV muon collider provides a
significant improvement to the HL-LHC results. This is even true for dg};’. While the h — ~+ channel
is poorly measured at the muon collider, the improvements on the other couplings and the total Higgs
width lift certain flat directions associated with dg};" in the LHC measurements and improves its reach in
the global analysis. While a eTe™ collider generally provides better constraints on most Higgs couplings,
the 125 GeV muon collider still offers important complementarity by providing a different production
channel. In particular, 69%’ receives a non-negligible improvement from the combination of the two
collider scenarios. Most of the observed patterns are similar to the results of the x-fit. However, a major
difference can be found for the hZZ and hW W couplings. While they are treated as free parameters in
the k-fit, in the SMEFT framework, we always have 6gIZ{Z R 5g}/}/w due to the constraints on custodial-
symmetry-violating effects from electroweak measurements. Their difference is relatively larger when the
electroweak precision constraints are weaker, for instance, in a 125 GeV muon collider alone without the
ete™ collider or the high energy electroweak measurements.

The interplay with the high energy runs of the muon collider is also an important aspect of the SMEFT
global fit. First of all, the high energy runs provide a huge Higgs sample from the WW fusion process,
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HLLHC|HLLHC HL-LHC+ p-coll. HL-LHC+ p-coll.&ete™
Coupling + ete  |w/o 3TeV EW| w 3TeV EW |w/o 3TeV EW| w 3TeV EW
5tb=! 20 fb=1 |5 fb~! 20 fb~1|5 b=t 20 fb~1|5 fb~! 20 fb~!
5ngIZ 2.1 0.29 14 0.99 1.1 0.81 0.29 0.28 0.21 0.20
591‘/}/W 1.9 0.28 1.2 0.88 1.1 0.80 0.28 0.27 0.22 0.21
(5ng7 2.3 1.1 1.6 1.4 1.4 1.3 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.0
591?17 9.1 5.7 9.0 8.9 8.9 8.8 5.7 5.7 5.7 5.6
dg97 1.9 0.70 1.4 1.2 1.3 1.2 0.68 0.64 0.66  0.63

dgtt 2.6 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 24 24 24 24
095 - 1.7 12. 5.8 12. 5.8 1.7 1.6 1.7 1.6

Sg% 4.2 0.44 1.6 0.98 1.4 092 | 041 036 | 0.38 0.33
093/ 2.1 0.59 1.5 1.1 1.3 1.0 0.56  0.51 0.54  0.49
dght’ 4.5 3.7 0.68 035 | 068 035 | 047 026 | 0.47 0.26

TABLE VI. Results from the SMEFT fit in terms of the effective Higgs couplings. “3TeV EW” denotes the
measurements of ptp~ — hZ and ptp~ — WHW ™ at a 3 TeV muon collider (1ab™'), implemented using an
optimal observable analysis.

which could improve the Higgs coupling precision by a significant amount. Careful treatments on the
backgrounds and systematic uncertainties are needed to obtain the projected precision reaches of these
measurements. We leave such an analysis for future studies. On the other hand, hard processes such
as utpu~ — hZ or ptpu~ — WW have smaller cross-sections at higher energies, but they provide much
stronger constraints on the operators that exhibit energy enhancement, which could potentially make
their uncertainties negligible in the Higgs coupling fit [45]. However, flat directions may still be present
among the operator coefficients in the global analysis. To take account of their effects, we implement
an optimal observable analysis for hZ and WW instead of directly using the results of Ref. [45]. Our
result indeed shows that these high energy measurements provide a non-negligible improvement on the
Higgs couplings constraints of the 125 GeV run, especially for 5gfIZ and (5g}§VW. We also notice a strong
complementarity between the Higgs measurements at a ete™ collider and the hZ/WW measurements at
a high energy muon collider, as the combined results (shown in the last column) also receives significant
improvements on 5gf[Z and 5g}i,VW with the inclusion of the hZ/WW measurements. We have also
checked that the inclusion of hZ/WW measurements of the 10 and 30 TeV run does not significantly
change the results, as the corresponding directions have already been constrained sufficiently well by the

3 TeV measurements, relative to the Higgs couplings.

V. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we have presented the results of an optimized framework to determine the Higgs
parameters from a lineshape scan and fit at a 125 GeV muon collider. Many subtle considerations of
the scan and fitting framework were explored here, including proper scan range, minimal scan steps,
scan luminosity distribution, effective cross-sections, correlations between fitting parameters, and others.

The important effects, such as BES and ISR, are consistently considered, and the fits are performed



27

with a large simulated lineshape data sample. We propose to conduct resonant lineshape searches in
the myg + 8 MeV window. The scan features 11 evenly spaced energy incremental steps and an even
distribution of beam luminosity. Such a proposal reasonably optimizes the precision of extraction of the

Higgs lineshape parameters and leaves room for potential systematics from various sources.

From the lineshape fit, the width determination from the threshold scan is dominantly coming from
the bb and WW* channels. The signal to background ratio is approximately 1:2 and 40:1 for bb and
WW?*, after considering different signal modes, background, and detection efficiencies. Although the bb
channel has more than three times the statistics of the WW™ channels, their contribution to the Higgs
width determination is comparable due to different sources of background. We also discuss the relation

of the lineshape scan fit and individual exclusive channel measurements.

All major Higgs decay channels are studied in our analysis under the consistent scan framework. After
considering the BES, ISR, and off-shell suppression during the scan process, we can evaluate the effective
Higgs cross-sections and study how various channels stand out from the background. The effective Higgs
cross-sections and the precision result of individual channels are tabulated in Table III. We report the
Higgs decay channels of bb, c¢, and gg, and also take into account the cross-correlations between these
channels and the angular distribution information. We studied the 777~ decay in various modes and
the vy channel with angular correlations and experimental cuts. The Higgs decays into V'V* channels
yield many different possible final states, including all hadronic, semi-leptonic, fully leptonic, with and
without missing energy, and some of which can be mediated by both WW* and ZZ* intermediate states
with interference, e.g., for the 45 or the /¢~ v final states. We study them individually and report their

corresponding precision.

These new studies on the Higgs lineshape and exclusive channels enable us to clarify the Higgs physics
potential of a 125 GeV muon collider and put this option into a more global picture. For this purpose,
we performed global fits, including the Higgs projections studied here, both in the k framework and
in the dimension-six SMEFT. We consider several scenarios, showing the resonant muon collider Higgs
factory results in combination with the HL-LHC and with potential future ete™ Higgs factories. These
results are summarized in Fig. 6, Fig. 7, Fig. 8, and well detailed in Table TV, Table V and Table VI. We
show these various scenarios for the resonant muon collider Higgs factory for both 5 fb~! and 20 fb~!

of integrated luminosities.

To summarize, the Higgs physics program at a 125 GeV muon collider can improve the HL-LHC
determination of the Higgs coupling by a factor of a few for most couplings. It provides independent and
complementary information about the Higgs boson compared to e™e™ Higgs factories. One could explore
the physics potential in many new directions, such as further optimizing the lineshape scan, the prescan,
understanding the systematics, and robustness against various technological pathways. In particular, one
can study the synergies between the resonant muon collider Higgs factory with its high-energy runs. The

critical question, how well such a machine fits into the ambitious roadmap of multi-(even tens of) TeV
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muon colliders, remains open to critical development on the accelerator end. The value of a resonant
muon collider Higgs factory also varies as the global high energy physics future collider program evolves.
Our work provides a clear and solid ground in understanding the physics reach, which provides a clean

foundation for further physics discussions.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors would like to thank Mario Greco, Tao Han, Patrick Meade, Mark Palmer, Sergo Rigiriolo
and Hannsjoerg Weber for helpful discussions. The work of J.B. has been supported by the FEDER /Junta
de Andalucia project grant P18-FRJ-3735. J.G. is supported by National Natural Science Foundation of
China (NSFC) under grant No. 12035008. Z.L. would like thank the organizers of the PITT-PACC muon
collider workshop, in the preparation of the overview talk, this work was stimulated. Z.L. is supported
in part by the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) under grant No. DE-SC0022345. Z.L. would like to
thank Aspen Center for Physics, supported by National Science Foundation (NSF) grant PHY-1607611,
where part of this work was completed. Z.L. acknowledges the Minnesota Supercomputing Institute
(MSI) at the University of Minnesota for providing resources that contributed to the research results

reported within this paper http://www.msi.umn.edu.

[1] V. D. Barger, M. S. Berger, J. F. Gunion, and T. Han, “s channel Higgs boson production at a muon muon
collider,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 75 (1995) 1462-1465, arXiv:hep-ph/9504330.

[2] V. D. Barger, M. S. Berger, J. F. Gunion, and T. Han, “Higgs Boson physics in the s channel at pu*pu~
colliders,” Phys. Rept. 286 (1997) 1-51, arXiv:hep-ph/9602415.

[3] C. M. Ankenbrandt et al., “Status of muon collider research and development and future plans,” Phys. Rev.
ST Accel. Beams 2 (1999) 081001, arXiv:physics/9901022.

[4] J. P. Delahaye, M. Diemoz, K. Long, B. Mansoulié, N. Pastrone, L. Rivkin, D. Schulte, A. Skrinsky, and
A. Wulzer, “Muon Colliders,” arXiv:1901.06150 [physics.acc-ph].

[5] H. Al Ali et al., “The Muon Smasher’s Guide,” arXiv:2103.14043 [hep-ph].

[6] M. Greco, T. Han, and Z. Liu, “ISR effects for resonant Higgs production at future lepton colliders,” Phys.
Lett. B'763 (2016) 409-415, arXiv:1607.03210 [hep-ph].

[7] A. Conway and H. Wenzel, “Higgs Measurements at a Muon Collider,” arXiv:1304.5270 [hep-ex].

[8] N. Chakrabarty, T. Han, Z. Liu, and B. Mukhopadhyaya, “Radiative Return for Heavy Higgs Boson at a
Muon Collider,” Phys. Rev. D 91 (2015) no. 1, 015008, arXiv:1408.5912 [hep-ph].

[9] T. Han and Z. Liu, “Potential precision of a direct measurement of the Higgs boson total width at a muon
collider,” Phys. Rev. D 87 (2013) no. 3, 033007, arXiv:1210.7803 [hep-phl].

[10] 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 [hep-ph].


http://www.msi.umn.edu
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.75.1462
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9504330
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0370-1573(96)00041-5
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9602415
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevSTAB.2.081001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevSTAB.2.081001
http://arxiv.org/abs/physics/9901022
http://arxiv.org/abs/1901.06150
http://arxiv.org/abs/2103.14043
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2016.10.078
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2016.10.078
http://arxiv.org/abs/1607.03210
http://arxiv.org/abs/1304.5270
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.91.015008
http://arxiv.org/abs/1408.5912
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.033007
http://arxiv.org/abs/1210.7803
http://arxiv.org/abs/1306.6352

[11]

[15]

[25]

[26]

[27]

29

F. An et al., “Precision Higgs physics at the CEPC,” Chin. Phys. C'43 (2019) no. 4, 043002,
arXiv:1810.09037 [hep-ex].

FCC Collaboration, A. Abada et al., “FCC-ee: The Lepton Collider: Future Circular Collider Conceptual
Design Report Volume 2,” Eur. Phys. J. ST 228 (2019) no. 2, 261-623.

CEPC Study Group Collaboration, M. Dong et al., “CEPC Conceptual Design Report: Volume 2 -
Physics & Detector,” arXiv:1811.10545 [hep-ex].

S. M. C. Forum, “Parameters for physics studies in mu+mu- collisions.”
https://snowmass21.org/energy/muon_forum, 2021. Total luminosity is per interaction point and
assumes 5 years of datataking at each energy. Higgs Factory 125 GeV luminosity projections are higher than
those corresponding to the MAP design and assume improvements from recent advancements in technology
and potentially a higher duty cycle. The projection assumes narrow energy spread of the beam, which is
beneficial for Higgs production and width measurements.

J. Campbell, M. Carena, R. Harnik, and Z. Liu, “Interference in the gg — h — v On-Shell Rate and the
Higgs Boson Total Width,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 119 (2017) no. 18, 181801, arXiv:1704.08259 [hep-ph].
[Addendum: Phys.Rev.Lett. 119, 199901 (2017)].

S. Jadach, B. F. L. Ward, and Z. Was, “Coherent exclusive exponentiation for precision Monte Carlo
calculations,” Phys. Rev. D 63 (2001) 113009, arXiv:hep-ph/0006359.

N. Kauer and G. Passarino, “Inadequacy of zero-width approximation for a light Higgs boson signal,” JHEP
08 (2012) 116, arXiv:1206.4803 [hep-phl.

F. Caola and K. Melnikov, “Constraining the Higgs boson width with ZZ production at the LHC,” Phys.
Rev. D 88 (2013) 054024, arXiv:1307.4935 [hep-ph].

L. J. Dixon and Y. Li, “Bounding the Higgs Boson Width Through Interferometry,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 111
(2013) 111802, arXiv:1305.3854 [hep-ph].

R. Frederix, S. Frixione, V. Hirschi, D. Pagani, H. S. Shao, and M. Zaro, “The automation of
next-to-leading order electroweak calculations,” JHEP 07 (2018) 185, arXiv:1804.10017 [hep-ph].
[Erratum: JHEP 11, 085 (2021)].

T. Sjostrand, S. Ask, J. R. Christiansen, R. Corke, N. Desai, P. Ilten, S. Mrenna, S. Prestel, C. O.
Rasmussen, and P. Z. Skands, “An introduction to PYTHIA 8.2,” Comput. Phys. Commun. 191 (2015)
159-177, arXiv:1410.3012 [hep-ph].

E. Conte, B. Fuks, and G. Serret, “MadAnalysis 5, A User-Friendly Framework for Collider
Phenomenology,” Comput. Phys. Commun. 184 (2013) 222-256, arXiv:1206.1599 [hep-ph].

N. V. Mokhov and S. I. Striganov, “Detector Background at Muon Colliders,” Phys. Procedia 37 (2012)
2015-2022, arXiv:1204.6721 [physics.ins-det].

M. L. Mangano, M. Moretti, F. Piccinini, and M. Treccani, “Matching matrix elements and shower
evolution for top-quark production in hadronic collisions,” JHEP 01 (2007) 013, arXiv:hep-ph/0611129.
H. Abramowicz et al., “Higgs physics at the CLIC electron—positron linear collider,” Fur. Phys. J. C'T7
(2017) no. 7, 475, arXiv:1608.07538 [hep-ex].

D. Yu, M. Ruan, V. Boudry, H. Videau, J.-C. Brient, Z. Wu, Q. Ouyang, Y. Xu, and X. Chen, “The
measurement of the H — 77 signal strength in the future ete™ Higgs factories,” Eur. Phys. J. C 80 (2020)
no. 1, 7.

M. Cacciari, G. P. Salam, and G. Soyez, “The anti-k; jet clustering algorithm,” JHEP 04 (2008) 063,


http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1674-1137/43/4/043002
http://arxiv.org/abs/1810.09037
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjst/e2019-900045-4
http://arxiv.org/abs/1811.10545
https://snowmass21.org/energy/muon_forum
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.119.181801
http://arxiv.org/abs/1704.08259
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.63.113009
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0006359
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2012)116
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2012)116
http://arxiv.org/abs/1206.4803
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.054024
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.054024
http://arxiv.org/abs/1307.4935
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.111802
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.111.111802
http://arxiv.org/abs/1305.3854
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP11(2021)085
http://arxiv.org/abs/1804.10017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2015.01.024
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2015.01.024
http://arxiv.org/abs/1410.3012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2012.09.009
http://arxiv.org/abs/1206.1599
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.phpro.2012.03.761
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.phpro.2012.03.761
http://arxiv.org/abs/1204.6721
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2007/01/013
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0611129
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-017-4968-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-017-4968-5
http://arxiv.org/abs/1608.07538
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-019-7557-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-019-7557-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2008/04/063

[28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

30

arXiv:0802.1189 [hep-ph].

Z. Liu, L.-T. Wang, and H. Zhang, “Exotic decays of the 125 GeV Higgs boson at future ete~ lepton
colliders,” Chin. Phys. C 41 (2017) no. 6, 063102, arXiv:1612.09284 [hep-ph].

M. Casarsa, “Comparisons of bib at different energies.” https://indico.fnal.gov/event/51315/
contributions/225846/attachments/148314/190521/casarsa_BIBcomparison.pdf, 2021.

J. de Blas et al., “HEPfit: a code for the combination of indirect and direct constraints on high energy
physics models,” Fur. Phys. J. C 80 (2020) no. 5, 456, arXiv:1910.14012 [hep-ph].

J. de Blas et al., “Higgs Boson Studies at Future Particle Colliders,” JHEP 01 (2020) 139,
arXiv:1905.03764 [hep-ph].

M. Cepeda et al., Report from Working Group 2: Higgs Physics at the HL-LHC and HE-LHC, vol. 7,

pp. 221-584. 12, 2019. arXiv:1902.00134 [hep-ph].

FCC Collaboration, A. Abada et al., “FCC-ee: The Lepton Collider: Future Circular Collider Conceptual
Design Report Volume 2,” Eur. Phys. J. ST 228 (2019) no. 2, 261-623.

P. Bambade et al., “The International Linear Collider: A Global Project,” arXiv:1903.01629 [hep-ex].
W. Buchmuller and D. Wyler, “Effective Lagrangian Analysis of New Interactions and Flavor
Conservation,” Nucl. Phys. B 268 (1986) 621-653.

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

A. Falkowski, M. Gonzalez-Alonso, A. Greljo, and D. Marzocca, “Global constraints on anomalous triple
gauge couplings in effective field theory approach,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 116 (2016) no. 1, 011801,
arXiv:1508.00581 [hep-phl].

J. Ellis, C. W. Murphy, V. Sanz, and T. You, “Updated Global SMEFT Fit to Higgs, Diboson and
Electroweak Data,” JHEP 06 (2018) 146, arXiv:1803.03252 [hep-ph].

S. Dawson, S. Homiller, and S. D. Lane, “Putting standard model EFT fits to work,” Phys. Rev. D 102
(2020) no. 5, 055012, arXiv:2007.01296 [hep-ph].

J. Ellis, M. Madigan, K. Mimasu, V. Sanz, and T. You, “Top, Higgs, Diboson and Electroweak Fit to the
Standard Model Effective Field Theory,” JHEP 04 (2021) 279, arXiv:2012.02779 [hep-ph].

SMEFiT Collaboration, J. J. Ethier, G. Magni, F. Maltoni, L. Mantani, E. R. Nocera, J. Rojo, E. Slade,
E. Vryonidou, and C. Zhang, “Combined SMEFT interpretation of Higgs, diboson, and top quark data from
the LHC,” JHEP 11 (2021) 089, arXiv:2105.00006 [hep-ph].

E. d. S. Almeida, A. Alves, O. J. P. Eboli, and M. C. Gonzalez-Garcia, “Electroweak legacy of the LHC Run
II,” arXiv:2108.04828 [hep-ph].

T. Barklow, K. Fujii, S. Jung, R. Karl, J. List, T. Ogawa, M. E. Peskin, and J. Tian, “Improved Formalism
for Precision Higgs Coupling Fits,” Phys. Rev. D 97 (2018) no. 5, 053003, arXiv:1708.08912 [hep-phl.
J. de Blas, G. Durieux, C. Grojean, J. Gu, and A. Paul, “On the future of Higgs, electroweak and diboson
measurements at lepton colliders,” JHEP 12 (2019) 117, arXiv:1907.04311 [hep-ph].

D. Buttazzo, R. Franceschini, and A. Wulzer, “Two Paths Towards Precision at a Very High Energy Lepton
Collider,” JHEP 05 (2021) 219, arXiv:2012.11555 [hep-phl.

ALEPH, DELPHI, L3, OPAL, SLD, LEP Electroweak Working Group, SLD Electroweak
Group, SLD Heavy Flavour Group Collaboration, S. Schael et al., “Precision electroweak

measurements on the Z resonance,” Phys. Rept. 427 (2006) 257-454, arXiv:hep-ex/0509008.


http://arxiv.org/abs/0802.1189
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1674-1137/41/6/063102
http://arxiv.org/abs/1612.09284
https://indico.fnal.gov/event/51315/contributions/225846/attachments/148314/190521/casarsa_BIBcomparison.pdf
https://indico.fnal.gov/event/51315/contributions/225846/attachments/148314/190521/casarsa_BIBcomparison.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-7904-z
http://arxiv.org/abs/1910.14012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2020)139
http://arxiv.org/abs/1905.03764
http://dx.doi.org/10.23731/CYRM-2019-007.221
http://arxiv.org/abs/1902.00134
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjst/e2019-900045-4
http://arxiv.org/abs/1903.01629
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(86)90262-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2010)085
http://arxiv.org/abs/1008.4884
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.011801
http://arxiv.org/abs/1508.00581
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2018)146
http://arxiv.org/abs/1803.03252
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.055012
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.055012
http://arxiv.org/abs/2007.01296
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2021)279
http://arxiv.org/abs/2012.02779
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP11(2021)089
http://arxiv.org/abs/2105.00006
http://arxiv.org/abs/2108.04828
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.97.053003
http://arxiv.org/abs/1708.08912
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP12(2019)117
http://arxiv.org/abs/1907.04311
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2021)219
http://arxiv.org/abs/2012.11555
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2005.12.006
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ex/0509008

31

[47) C. Grojean, M. Montull, and M. Riembau, “Diboson at the LHC vs LEP,” JHEP 03 (2019) 020,
arXiv:1810.05149 [hep-ph].

[48] M. Diehl and O. Nachtmann, “Optimal observables for the measurement of three gauge boson couplings in
e+ e- —> W+ W-" Z. Phys. C'62 (1994) 397—412.

[49] ALEPH, DELPHI, L3, OPAL, LEP Electroweak Collaboration, S. Schael et al., “Electroweak
Measurements in Electron-Positron Collisions at W-Boson-Pair Energies at LEP,” Phys. Rept. 532 (2013)
119-244, arXiv:1302.3415 [hep-ex].


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2019)020
http://arxiv.org/abs/1810.05149
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01555899
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2013.07.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2013.07.004
http://arxiv.org/abs/1302.3415

	Higgs Precision at a 125 GeV Muon Collider
	Abstract
	 Contents
	I Introduction
	II Width Determination
	A Higgs Lineshape at Resonant Muon Collider Higgs Factory
	B Lineshape Observables
	C Lineshape Scan Considerations
	D Lineshape Fit and Results

	III Measurements
	A Exclusive Higgs Rate Measurements
	B Results

	IV Higgs Coupling Interpretation
	A The  Framework
	B The Standard Model Effective Field Theory

	V Conclusion
	 Acknowledgments
	 References


