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In this work, we investigate the parameter space of the Georgi-Machacek (GM) model, where we
consider many theoretical and experimental constraints such as the perturbativity, vacuum stability,
unitarity, electroweak precision tests, the Higgs diphoton decay, the Higgs total decay width and the
LHC measurements of the signal strengths of the SM-like Higgs boson & in addition to the constraints
from doubly charged Higgs bosons and Drell-Yan diphoton production and the indirect constraint
from the b — s transition processes. We investigate also the possibility that the electroweak vacuum
could be destabilized by unwanted wrong minima that may violate the C P and/or the electric charge
symmetries. We found that about 40 % of the parameter space that fulfills the above mentioned
constraints are excluded by these unwanted minima. In addition, we found that the negative searches
for a heavy resonance could exclude a significant part of the viable parameter space, and future

searches could exclude more regions in the parameter space.

I. INTRODUCTION

Since the discovery of a Standard Model (SM)-like 125 GeV Higgs boson at the Large Hadron Collider
(LHC) [1], many questions are still open, where the SM provides no answers. For instance, the Higgs mass
is found to be at the electroweak (EW) scale, while it may acquire very large radiative corrections that can
reach the Planck or GUT scales within the SM. This hierarchy problem requires an unwanted fine-tuning.
In addition, there are unanswered questions such as the fermions masses of difference, the origin of CP
violation in the quark sector, the dark matter nature [2] and the neutrino oscillation data [3].

The discovered 125 GeV scalar has the properties of a SM-like Higgs; however, it is not known yet whether
the electroweak symmetry breaking (EWSB) is triggered by one single scalar field or more. In many SM
extensions, the EWSB is achieved via more than one scalar where many scalar fields acquire nonvanishing
vacuum expectation values (VEVs), and the SM-like is a composite. Among these SM extensions, the so-
called Georgi-Machacek (GM) model [4], where the ESWB is realized by three scalar fields. In addition to
the SM doublet, the GM model includes one complex and one real scalar triplets, where a global custodial

SU(2)y symmetry is preserved in the scalar potential after the EWSB. The scalar vacuum in the GM model
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is defined in a way that the p-parameter should be within the experimentally allowed range [5],
p= M = 1.00039 £ 0.00019 (1)
g cos? 0, ’

with g,f‘%fw = 2m%, /v and gy}, = 2m% /v, where v = 246.22 GeV. This leads to a scalar spectrum with
different multiplets under the global SU(2)y custodial symmetry, whose mass eigenstates give a quintet
(Hs), a triplet (H3) and two CP — even singlets ( and h). In our work, we consider the parameter space
that corresponds to h = hias, with m, > my;. One has to mention that an interesting viable parameter
space exists for the case m,, < my,, where interesting collider signatures are possible [6].

Due to the feature that the SM-like Higgs couplings to both W and Z gauge bosons could be significantly
different than the SM values [7], the GM model could be phenomenologically interesting. In addition to
the existence of additional C'P — odd, singly and doubly charged scalars, the GM model could be a good
benchmark for searches of beyond SM scalars; which has been extensively investigated in the literature [8].
In the decoupling limit [9], all additional beyond SM particles that are present in the GM model become
heavy and the fermion and gauge bosons couplings to the SM-like Higgs boson approach the SM values. In
addition to the rich phenomenology, other issues were addressed within the GM model such as the neutrino
mass [10], dark matter [11], and the electroweak phase transition strength [12].

Recent measurements and negative searches at the LHC [5], such as those of the total decay width, Higgs
strength modifiers and the cross section upper bounds from negative searches of new scalar resonance,
could imply significant constraints on the GM model parameter space. Although the GM model includes a
custodial scalar fiveplet, it has been shown that the LHC searches for the doubly charged Higgs bosons in
the VBF channel H;'+ — W*TW and the Drell-Yan production of a neutral Higgs boson pp — H2 (yy)H*
impose interesting bounds on the parameter space [13], as well as the indirect constraints from the b — s
transition processes that exclude all the benchmark points (BPs) with large ve [14]. In addition, the GM
scalar potential structure may admit many minima beside the electroweak (EW) vacuum that could break
the electric charge and/or the CP symmetry spontaneously. In case where such minima exist, they should
not be deeper than the EW vacuum, which may affect the parameter space that is in agreement with the
previously mentioned constraints. In [15], the authors performed a global fit analysis for the GM model
free parameter and obtained some limits on the mixing angles and the heavy new scalar masses and decay
widths. However, since the constraints from the b — s transition processes were considered in [15]; and the
LHC measurements used to constrain the GM model have been significantly updated, an analysis for the
full model parameter space is required. Here, we aim to investigate the impact of all the relevant constraints
on the model by performing a full numerical scan over the whole parameter space.

In this work, we give a brief introduction of the GM model in Sec II, where the scalar potential and the
mass spectrum are described. In Sec III, we discuss the possible existence of new minima that could be deeper
than the EW vacuum. Then, after categorizing these unwanted minima according to the preserved/broken
(CP and electric charge) symmetries, one considers the EW vacuum to be the deepest one as an novel
constraint on the GM model. In Sec IV, we discuss different theoretical and experimental constraints on
the model such as the unitarity, vacuum stability, the total Higgs decay width and signal strength modifiers,
the electroweak precision tests, and the diphoton Higgs decay. In addition, we consider the recent ATLAS
and CMS constraints on the heavy C'P—even scalar n and from the negative searches for the doubly charged
Higgs bosons in the VBF channel H gr * 5 WHWT, and the Drell-Yan production of a neutral Higgs boson

pp — HY(yy)H™. We show our numerical results and discussion in Sec V, and our conclusion in Sec VI.



II. THE MODEL: PARAMETERS AND MASS SPECTRUM

In the GM model, the scalar sector consists of a scalar doublet (¢*, ¢°)T with hypercharge Y = 1, and
two triplet representations (xt+, x*, x°)7 and (¢, €, —¢7)T with hypercharge Y = 2,0, respectively.

These representations can be written as

0% Tt
60 ot X & X
P = s A= —xt & x|, (2)
Xt =gt X0
where ¢~ = ¢+, €7 =T x77 = xTT*, x~ = x™*. The neutral components in (2) can be expressed by
o_ 1 ~ o_ 1 - 0
0" = 5 We +ho tiag), X7 = —p(u+ by +iay), & = ve o+ he, 3)

where vy, v, and ve are the VEVs for ¢°, x° and &Y, respectively. Here, we have three CP — even scalar
degrees of freedom (d.o.f.) {hg, hy, he}, two CP—odd d.o.f. {ay, ay}, six singly charged d.o.f. {¢*,xF, (5}
and two doubly charged d.o.f. x*®. The most general scalar potential invariant under the global symmetry
SU(2)p, x SU(2)r x U(1)y is given by

2 2
V(D,A) = %Tr[@@ + %Tr[ATA] + M\ (Tr[6T0])? + A Tr[@! @) Tr[ATA]

a b
+ A Tr[(ATA)?] + Ay (Tr[ATA])? — A5TY[¢T%¢%}TY[ATT‘1AT”]

a

b
- ,LlTr[@T%@%](UAUT)ab — T [ATTC AT (UAU T oo, (4)

with 0123 are the Pauli matrices and T2 correspond to the generators of the SU(2) triplet representation,

that are given by

AR L [0 100
Tl:\ﬁ 101 ,T2=ﬁ i 0 =i [\T°=100 0 |, 5)
010 0 i 0 00 -1

and the matrix U is defined as

-1 0 1
U:ﬁ - 0 —i|. (6)
0 V2 0

The custodial symmetry condition at tree-level m%, = m?% cos? @y implies v, = v/2v¢ and vi + 81}2 =
v? = (246.22 GeV)?, where my,, mz and 6y are the gauge bosons masses and the Weinberg mixing angle.
It would be useful to introduce the parameter tg = tan 3 = 2v/2v¢ /v, to describe the relations between the

VEV’s. By using the tadpole conditions, one can eliminate the parameters miz as

3 3
m% = 74/\16%1)2 + g(—2)\2 + /\5)5%7)2 + mulsﬁv,
1 v 3
m§=(—2)\2 + )\5)0%’[12 - 5()\3 + 3)\4)8%’02 + %857 + ﬁpasﬁv. (7)



After the EWSB, the Goldstone bosons are eaten by the massive W and Z bosons, and we are left with
the following mass eigenstates: three C'P — even eigenstates {h,n, HY}, one CP — odd eigenstate HY, two
singly charged scalars {H?,i7 H 5i} and one doubly charged scalar H, ii,

h:cah¢—8—\;‘§(\/§hx+h§), sah¢+\[(\fh + he), HY = \[hg \[X,

1
HY = —spy +cgux, HE = —s50% + ¢ 72 (x* +65), Hst—ﬁ ), HEE =y (8)

The mixing angle o of the CP — even sector can defined by tan2a = 2M32,/ (M2, — M%), where M? is
the mass squared matrix in the basis {h, \/;hx + %hg}, whose elements are given by

M3 = 8)\10%1)2,

V3
M122 = 70/31}[—/11 + \/5(2 A2 — Ag5)spv],
2 _ M1 C%U

3 2,2
29 = ﬁg — E/LQSQU‘F ()\3 +3>\4)$5U . (9)

This allows us to write the SM-like Higgs bosons and the heavy scalar (1) eigenmasses as m%w = %[M 2+
M2, ¥ \/(M}, — M3,)% + 4(M23,)?]. The other eigenmasses are

M1 )\S)UQ,

3
mfﬁ] = m?{} = mi’rii =mi = —=-—"— 4 —= U2V + 3 )\50%1)2 + Ags%UQ. (10)

Since, we will take the masses as input parameters, the quartic couplings A’s can be expressed as

M:m0+m%A2 _Casaler—e2) M3 m
8v2c % V6u2esss V2 2\/51155’
Mo — 3cgm3  m? . V2(p1¢3 — 3puas?) - — 2m3 V2
spu? - spu? sHv ’ v? vsg
A = Qe toacq cgmi _ m3  mcj —3ussh (1)
- 2,2 2,2 2,2 3 ’
33ﬁv sgv 3SBU ﬂsﬁv
with o1 = min(mj,m?) and g2 = max(mj,m?). The formulas of A4 here are valid for both cases of

mp < my, and my > my,.

III. AVOIDING WRONG MINIMA

Since the scalar potential is a function of different fields; three C'P —even, two C'P —odd and eight charged
scalars, the possibility of other existing minima that are different and deeper than (R(¢°), R(x?), R(£%)) =
(v, \/ivg, ve) would destabilize the EW vacuum. In [9, 16], the authors adopted a simplified field
parametrization to investigate the vacuum stability and the boundness from below conditions, where the
scalar potential (4) can be written as

1 r? r3
= §m[mf + m3 tan® ] + A+ tan? 7)o

7“4

+ (1 + tan? )2

tany[—opu — ppg tan® 7]

A1+ (A2 —whs) tan?y + (C\s + A1) tan* 7, (12)



with

r= \/’I‘T(@T¢> + Tr(ATA), Tr(STd) = r2? cos® v, Tr(ATA) = r?sin? ~,
Tr(ATAATA) = ¢ rsint vy, Tr(To?®o®) Tr(ATTATY) = wrr cos? v, sin? 4,
Tr(ToPa®) (UAUT) 4 = 013 siny cos? vy, Tr(ATT* AT (UAUT) 0, = pr sin® 4,

11 V3 V3 2 2
_Z’i]’ o€ [_T’T]’ pE [_ﬁ’ﬁ]'

For instance, the conditions for the boundness from below of the scalar potential can be ensured by

refloohye, 2] celzwel (13)

imposing the coefficients of the quartic term i.e., the second line in (12) to be positive, which leads to

A1 >0, A3+ A4 >0, )\g—w)\5+2\/)\1(<)\3+/\4) > 0. (14)

The parametrization (12) reduces the searches for the potential minima into looking for specific sets of
the parameters values in the ranges (13) that make (12) minimal. Here, we will not adopt this approach
due to many reasons, among them the fact that the parameters in (13) are not fully independent. In other
words, any field configuration in the field space can be defined by a single set of the parameters in (13),
while any parameters set in (13) does not necessarily correspond to a well-defined field configuration. In
addition, when a field configuration corresponds to a minimum, it does not show whether it preserves or
violates the C'P symmetry and/or the electric charge.

The scalar potential includes 13 scalar d.o.f.: three C'P — even, two C'P — odd, six singly charged and
two doubly charged. The scalar potential must respect the electric charge conservation by demanding (1)
either the VEVs of all charged scalars to be vanishing, i.e., < ¢F >=< x* >=< ¢+ >=< T+ >=0, or (2)
any existing electric charge breaking minimum should not be deeper than the EW one. The C'P symmetry
could be spontaneously violated when some of the CP — odd fields acquire a VEV, ie., < 3(¢%) >, <
3(x?) ># 0, where this case is experimentally allowed within the data from ACME Collaboration on the
electron and neutron electric dipole moment (EDM) [17]. In the case where both CP symmetry and the
electric charge are conserved, other minima beside the EW vacuum (R(¢%), R(x%), R(€°)) = (vg, V2ve, ve),
could exist. In order to ensure the EW vacuum stability, we need to check that the scalar potential at
(R(0%), R(X°), R(€°)) = (vg, V2v¢, vg) is the true global minimum. Then, in our work we consider only the
parameter space where the EW vacuum is deeper than an any other existing minimum whether it preserves
or violates the C'P and/or electric charge symmetries.

Then, finding these wrong minima requires the minimization of the potential (4) along all the C P — even,
CP — odd and the charged fields directions is mandatory. As the minimization along the CP — odd 2D
space {S(4°), S(x%)} is straightforward, it requires along the charged directions a useful parametrization
for the charged fields. This can be done either by writing both singly and doubly charged fields as X+ =

1

%(3:1 + ix,) [18], or adopting the parametrization X+ = | X|e*?. In [18], the authors studied the vacuum

stability of a Zy symmetric version of the GM model, where the cubic terms of the scalar potential are
absent. They used the parametrization X+ = %(wl +iz3) to investigate special cases in which CP and/or
electric charge symmetries could be violated. However, this study is not applicable to our research due to
the global Zs symmetry (i.e., 41 = pe = 0), which renders the possible vacua drastically different from the
standard case where p1 and po are nonzero.

In our work, we consider the polar parametrization where the minimization conditions are 9V/0X =

0V/dp = 0 at the charge breaking vacuum. Although in the C'P — even directions, there may exist other



minima beside the EW one that could be deeper. Therefore, one has to search for all minima along all
directions (CP — even, CP — odd and charged) and check that they are not deeper than the EW vacuum
(vg, V2v¢, ve).

After a careful analysis, we found eight minima in the C'P — even directions {hy, h,, he}, three minima
along the C P—odd directions {a, a, }, eight minima along the singlet charged fields directions {¢*, y*, ¥},
and a minimum along the doubly charged direction y**. We denote the potential values at these wrong
minima by VZ-O:LS, ViO:13, Vim and V*, respectively, and we give their coordinates in Appendix C. Getting
the analytical formula for the C' P-conserving and electric charge violating minima given in (C1), (C2) and
(C3) was an easy task since they were special cases of one or two-dimensional problem. Indeed, there could
be other minima defined in 3D, which will be defined numerically.

Then, the EW vacuum should be deeper than all these local minima, i.e.,
V(R(°) = vg, R(X) = V2ue, R(E%) = ve) < min {VT, VI~ VE VEE 0}, (15)

where the zero in the last position represents the obviously wrong vacuum V' (0,0,0). As we will see later,

the condition (15) could exclude more than 40 % of the parameter space.

IV. THEORETICAL AND EXPERIMENTAL CONSTRAINTS

In what follows, we discuss different theoretical and experimental constraints on the GM model that are
related to many aspects such as the vacuum stability, unitarity, the Higgs decays, the electroweak precision

tests, in addition to the constraints from negative searches for heavy scalar resonances at the LHC.

Tree-level unitarity

The bound from perturbative unitarity is obtained by requiring the zeroth partial wave amplitude for
any elastic 2 — 2 bosonic scatterings does not become too large to violate S matrix unitarity. In the high
CM energy regime, the gauge fields can be replaced by their corresponding Goldstone scalars. This means
that the amplitude, ag satisfy |ag] < 1 or |Reag| < 1/2. Then, the perturbative unitarity bounds in the
GM model reads [9]

V(62 = TAs — 11A)2 £ 36M3 + [6As + TAs + 11A| < dr, [22s + M| <,

V@A A5 = 200)2 £ A2+ 120 — A+ 20] < dm, Ao — A < 27 (16)

Boundness from below
To ensure the scalar potential boundness from below condition, the coefficients of the quartic term along

any direction in the fields space must be positive. This leads to the conditions [19]

—1); for A3>0
AL >0, Ay > g3 oA =
-3 for A3 < 0,

%)\5 — 24/ M (%)\3 + )\4) for A5 > 0 and A3 > 0,
A2 > 9 wi(Ods —2/A (CAs + Ay)  for A5 > 0 and Ag < 0, (17)
w_ (C))\5 — 24/ )\ (C)\g + )\4) for A5 < 0,

)



where

wi(():%(1—B)ig[(1—3)(%+B)]l/2,BE ‘;’<g_§) c[0,1]. (18)

The last two conditions for Ay must be satisfied for all values of ¢ € [, 1]. Numerically, we consider 1000

steps in the interval of (.

The Higgs boson decays

In this setup, the SM-like Higgs boson h (the scalar with the mass m;, = 125.25GeV) decays mainly
into the fermions pairs 7777, ¢, bb and the gauge bosons WW* and ZZ*. The partial decay width of the
channel h — X X can be parametrized as I'(h — X X) = k3T (h — X X), where the coefficients,

oM GM
Ihyyf Ca ghVV 8

KF = —g3r = — 5 KV = g = CaCp — \[ 35058, (19)
Ihrr €8 Ihvv 3

represent the Higgs couplings modifiers with respect to the SM. This allows us to write the total Higgs
decay width as

ret =™ 3" kiBM(h - XX), (20)
X=SM
where I'7M = 4.08 MeV [5] and B (h — X X) are the SM values for total decay width and the branching
ratios for the Higgs boson, respectively. Here, other decay channels like h — H3Hj/HsHs could not be
open due to the constraints on the charged scalar masses mzi, QHi and m? HEE The GM value for the
Higgs boson (20) should lie in the range [20],

2.1 MeV < I'it < 7.2MeV. (21)

The signal strengths of the SM-like Higgs boson h have been measured in the LHC in various channels,
where significant constraints are established [5]. Here, one can translate these constraints on the partial
signal strength modifiers into bounds on the GM Higgs couplings modifiers kx. In our analysis, we consider
only the gluon-gluon fusion (ggF') Higgs production channel, where the partial Higgs signal strength modifier
of the channel h — X X can be simplified as

olpp > h) x B(h = XX) 5 5 I
oSM(pp — h) x BSM(h — XX) "X Tt

lxx = (22)

with o(gg — h) [0 (gg — h)] is the ggF production cross section in the GM [SM] model. The constraints
on the invisible and undetermined channel are irrelevant here since they are closed due to the scalar masses
mas > 78GeV, so B(h — Hy H , HE¥ HF) = 0. This means that the experimental measurements of (22)
will constraint significantly the coefficients (19). Here, we consider the allowed values from all partial Higgs

strength modifiers within a 30 range. The very recent 1o values are given in PDG by [5]

pww = 1.19 £0.12, puzz = 1.01 £0.07, ;= 0.98 £0.12,
[t p- = 1.19£0.34, pi+,— = 1155018, (23)

It is expected that (23) put severe bounds on the Higgs coupling modifiers xpy, and consequently the

mixing angles o and .



The electroweak precision tests
The structure of the scalar-gauge interactions in the GM model makes the constraints from the EWPTs
very important. In the GM model, the T parameter estimation is problematic since it is divergent, but the
S and U parameters are calculable. Since the absolute value of the U parameter is found to be very small
< 0.01, we will consider the constraint from the S parameter by fixing the U = 0. The experimental values
for the oblique parameter S is extracted for the SM Higgs mass m;, = 125.25 GeV, where we consider the
20 range in our numerical scan S = 0.05 + 0.11 [22]. The new contributions to the S parameter [14] in the

GM model are given by
2

82 02 e
AS = San — Ssu = X w{_ TR (log m3 + 5log m§)+2‘gzwg

2
o 2, fi(mp, m3)

2 2 filmz, mp
+2 IQZH;H;’ ) f1(ms, m3) + |gzznl? {M — fa(mz, my)

2
fi(my, m3) + 2(‘9ZHQH§

+2 lgang

2m?,
SM
~ o4 [P — s ] o [P — ot )
+ lazzm | [PEZ5) _ p oy )] + 2o | [2E5 ) f iy, mg)] ) (24)
ZZHZ 2m22 ’ ZW+H; 2771%‘/ ) )

with the functions f; 3 and the couplings gz xy are given in Appendixes A and B, respectively.

The Higgs decays h — vv,vZ

The Higgs decay into two photons or a photon and a Z gauge boson are induced through a loop of
charged particles. To estimate any new physics effect on these Higgs decays, the ratios Ry, .z = B(h —
vy, ¥Z)/BSM (h — y7,~vZ) are estimated and used to constrain the charged scalar masses and their couplings
to the Higgs boson. According to the latest data, we have R, = 1.10£0.07 [5]. According to the Feynman
diagrams in Fig. 1, the deviation of R, from unity, may come from many vertices such as ggh, tth and

W+W ~h as well due to new vertices involving new charged scalars.

w v

W Vv

s+

FIG. 1: Feynman diagrams relevant to the Higgs decay h — v V (V = ~, Z) at the LHC. The red and blue points
refer to the vertices that could be modified with respect to the SM by the factors kr and kv, respectively.



From the diagrams in Fig. 1, one finds the ratios

2

oo |E T EQAD () e AT () + AT () (25)
= F ’
vy AV (tw) + %A¥72(Tt)
— 32 2
5 |V Sy xxG2xx 0 AV (7x Ax) + kv AT (Tw, Aw) + K gi,lfwwAY/ZZ(Tt’ A
R,z = k% = vZ —6+1652 ,+Z 7 )
Al (tw, Aw) + 5o AL o (T M)

where X = H;' , H, gr , H ;‘ T stands for all charged scalars inside the loop diagrams, Qx is the electric charge
of the field X in units of |e|, 7x = 4m% /m2, Ax = 4m% /m%; and the functions A7"7% and coefficients

gnxx and Czxx are given in Appendixes A and B, respectively.

Constraints from the production/decay of the heavy scalar 7

After the discovery of the Higgs boson with mj; = 125.25 GeV, efforts have been devoted to search for
heavy neutral scalar boson through different channels over a wide mass range. Such results can also be used
to impose constraints on models with many neutral scalars such as the GM model.

The two C'P — even eigenstates h and n are defined through a mixing angle o and (mj, < m,), where the
light eigenstate h is identified to be the SM-like Higgs boson with the measured mass m; = 125.25 GeV.
Here, the heavy scalar n has similar couplings as the SM Higgs boson, but modified with the factors,

QG\%/ 8 QG% s
(v = =51 = SaCp + \/>Ca8,37 (p =5 = —. (27)
Ihvv 3 hFE  CB

The partial decay width of the heavy scalar 7 into SM final states can be written as I'(n — XX) =
3T5M(n — X X), where M (n — X X) is the Higgs partial decay width estimated at my, — m, [23]. In
addition, there exist other BSM decay channels like n — hh, HsH3, Hs H5 when kinematically allowed. The

partial decay width for these channels is given by

(28)

with Y = h, HY, Hy, HO, HE, HE®, Thm9,He = 1 and ThE pE pEE = 2 Then, the heavy scalar n total

decay width can be written as

ret= Y Th—-YY)+I5™ > GBM(n— XX), (29)
Y#SM X=SM

where F;?M and BM(n — XX) are the Higgs total decay width and branching ratios estimated at mj; —
my [23]. Since the heavy scalar n decays into all SM final states, it can be searched at the LHC via the
processes: (1) pp — n — ££,73,VV and pp — n — hh. For the first type, we include the recent ATLAS
analysis at 13 TeV with 139fb~* pp — n — 77 [24] and pp — S — ZZ via the channels ££0¢ and £lvv [25)].
In the other side, when checking the bounds from the decay pp — n — WW, one finds that the recent
CMS analyses [26] are not convenient to use here, due to the considered large mass range (m, > 1TeV) in
the analysis. For the second type, we use the recent ATLAS combination [27] that includes the analyses at
13 TeV with 139fb™! via the channels hh — bbrr [28], hh — bbbb [29] and hh — bbyy [30].

Here, we can take all the above mentioned analyses to constrain the GM model parameters that are

relevant to the heavy scalar 1. We define the cross section of the Heavy scalar n in function of the branching



10

ratios and decay width as

o Ftot n o
o(pp —n) x B(n = XX) = (% Fﬁﬁf((n; oM (pp — n) x BSM (n — XX), (30)
where B5M (n — X X) are the branching ratios of the heavy scalar 1 decaying into a pair of gauge bosons
or fermions via the ggF production mode of 1, o(pp — 1) and oM (pp — 1) are the proton-proton collision

production cross section.

LHC Constraints on the triplet and fiveplet Scalars
Here, we implement some of the most stringent constraints, especially the vector boson fusion (VBF)

production of H ;‘ * and the Drell-Yan production of a neutral Higgs boson.

A. VBF HIt - WHW™ — like sign dileptons
The experimental bound on sz as a function of ms is constrained by a CMS result of 35.9 fb~* of LHC run
2 (13 TeV) data [31] for ms > 200 GeV, we assume that the signal production cross section is proportional

to s%; where
(77 x B(HS — W) = (5557, (31)
with (s§M5)2 is the bound presented at [31] that corresponds to B(HS T — W+W+) = 1.

B. Drell-Yan HYHZE with HY — vy

Concerning the Drell-Yan production of HYH 5i with HY, there exist two ATLAS searches for diphoton
resonances in the mass range 65 < ms < 600 GeV using 20.3fb™" of LHC run 1 (8 TeV) data [32] and of
the 36.7fb~ ! luminosity of LHC run 2 (13 TeV) data in the mass range 200 < mgs < 2700 GeV [33]. The
total cross sections at 8 TeV and 13 TeV for HYH and HYH; are shown in [13]. The fiducial cross section

is constrained by the following expression:
O fiducial = (O‘HgH;r X €4+ 0oy X e_) x B(HY = vv), (32)

where the efficiencies ey for HOHZ respectively, are shown in [13]. As we will see later, only the 8 TeV
constraints are relevant to (32) since the 13 TeV cross section values are 3 orders of magnitude suppressed

with respect to the experimental bounds.

The b — s transition bounds

Since the charged triplet H3i is partially coming from the SM doublet as shown in (8), then it couples
to the up and down quarks similar to the way the W gauge boson does. These interactions lead to flavor
violating processes such as the b — s transition ones, which depend only on the charged triplet mass ms
and the mixing angle 5. The current experimental value of the b — sv branching ratio, for a photon
energy E, > 1.6 GeV is B(B = X7)exp = (3.55 £ 0.24 + 0.09) x 10~%, while the two SM predictions are
B(B = Xy)sm = (3.15 £ 0.23) x 107 [34] and B(B — X¢y)sm = (2.98 £0.26) x 1074 [35]. In our

numerical scan, we consider the bounds on the mg-v, plan shown in [14].
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V. NUMERICAL ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION

We perform a numerical scan over the parameter space of the GM model and probe the effect of different
theoretical and experimental constraints on the parameter space. We require the light C'P — even scalar to
be the 125 GeV SM-like Higgs boson and impose the constraints from perturbativity, unitarity, boundness
from below, the diphoton Higgs decay, the Higgs total decay width, the Higgs signal strength modifiers, the
electroweak precision tests, the constraints from the doubly charged Higgs bosons and Drell-Yan diphoton
production, and the indirect constraint from the b — sy transition processes.

We choose the model free parameters to be A2, Ay, m,, m3, ms, s, and sg =sinff = 2\/51/5/1;, which lie

in the ranges,
78 GeV < m3 <1 TeV,78 GeV < my < 1.8 TeV, mj, <m,, <1 TeV, [Aa4] <10, |sg| <1, (33)

where the triplet and fiveplet charged scalars are subject to a mass lower bound from LEP [21]. Here,
the negative values of sg should be considered due to the following reason. In the GM model, we have
V(®,A, p1,2) = V(P,—A, —pu12), and therefore all the mass matrix elements are also invariant under this
transformation. However, since the scalar eigenstates are mixtures of the components of ® and A, the
physical vertices that involves scalars are not invariant under (®, A, pu12) — (®,—A, —p12). This means
that any two BPs with the same input parameters but with opposite signs of (£sg, £f1,2) are physically
different. This makes the negative sg values in (33) independent parameter space that should not be ignored.

In order to check whether there exist wrong vacua that are deeper than the EW one (v, \/ivg, ve), we
show in Fig. 2 the scalar mass ranges with (left) and without (right) the condition (15).

m,, [GeV]

1500 : : 1000 1500 : : 1000
= 1000 = = 1000
3 60 § G 600
n i~ w
£ E E
500 500
300 300
78 s 125 78 - S ‘ 125
600 1000 78 300 600 1000
ms [GeV] mg [GeV]

FIG. 2: The masses for triplet, fiveplet and singlet 7 estimated in the GM model by considering the basic theoretical
and experimental constraints with (left) and without (right) the condition of the EW vacuum to be the deepest (15).

From the 58.5k BPs, 35k BPs fulfill the condition (15). This means that almost 40 % of the parameter
space considered in the literature are excluded by the fact that the EW vacuum (vg, \/EUE, ve) is not the
deepest one. Clearly, when considering all the theoretical and experimental constraints except the condition
(15), the fiveplet and the singlet 7 masses can reach the values ms = 1.25 TeV and m,, = 1 TeV, respectively
for the triplet maximal mass value mg = 1 TeV. However, when considering the constraint (15), the fiveplet
mass ranges get shrunk as ms < 1.1 TeV. This requires a full reanalysis of different phenomenological
aspects of this model. The viable parameter space in Fig. 2-right is a consequence of a combination of the

theoretical and experimental constraints mentioned above.
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In what follows, we will consider only the 35k viable BPs in our analysis, as shown in Fig. 3
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FIG. 3: Different physical observables estimated in the GM model by considering the theoretical and experimental
constraints, i.e., the BPs used to produce Fig. 2-left.

From Fig. 3, one has to mention that the parameter space is well constrained and split into three isolated
islands in the plans of {sg, 5o}, {sa,my} and {(r, (v }; and into two islands in the plans of {kp, kv }. For
instance, the three islands correspond to the ranges {-0.92< sg <-0.83, -0.92< s, <-0.81}, {-0.54< s5 <-
0.05 , 0.01< s, <0.64} and {0.04< sg <0.54, -0.64< s, <0.03}, respectively. According to the bottom-
right panel in Fig. 3, the x’s values for the two islands are {-1.21< sy <-0.85, 0.86< xp <1.12} and
{0.9< ky <1.23, 0.88< kp <1.13}, respectively. While, the corresponding (’s ranges are {—1.22 < (i <
—0.97, —2.15 < {r < —1.59}, {—0.09 < ¢y < 0.66, —0.75 < {F < —0.02} and {—0.65 < {y < 0.14, 0.04 <
Cr < 0.75}, for the three islands, respectively. Here, the shape of all islands is dictated by the combination
of all the above mentioned constraints, however, some of the constraints could have the dominant impact on
such a region. For instance, the shape of the isolated islands is mainly dictated by the bounds from b — s.

The Higgs coupling modifier sy is very constrained and could have both signs, while the kr deviation
with respect to the SM can reach 13 %. These deviations of kpy form the SM are possible due to the
strength of the bounds from some experimental constraints, such as the diphoton Higgs decay, the bounds
on the total Higgs decay width and the Higgs signal strength modifiers. Unlike most of the SM extensions
that involve a heavy scalar whose couplings to the fermions and gauge bosons are similar to those of the
SM-like Higgs bosons, the scaling factor could have values larger than unity |(r| > 1. The reason of the
significant deviation of the factors (v, Ky from unity, could be the factor \/%, in addition to the sine and

cosine in the denominator in (27) and (19). These values are very similar to the results obtained in [13] for
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the region of positive Ky due to the stringent constraints from the b — s transition bounds. However, we
got another region with negative ky values that is not mentioned in [13], as it is allowed all the constraints
considered in our scan of the full free parameters ranges (33).

In the majority of SM scalar extensions where the heavy scalar i couplings to the fermions and gauge
bosons are much smaller than the SM values (|(r,7| < 1). This makes these models in agreement with all
the negative searches of a heavy resonance. But in the GM model, the situation is different, i.e., (ry are
not suppressed, and these negative searches could play a key role to exclude most of the parameter space
as will be seen next.

In Fig. 4, we show the ratios R, and R,z for the SM-like Higgs boson (left) and the Higgs total decay

width versus its branching ratios (right).

B(h — #f/BSMh — ff)

14| 1 - i
12 | . 0.6
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0.6 3l | ,
0.2 | 1 |
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T B(h — VV)/BSM(h — vv)

FIG. 4: Left: the ratio R,z in function of R, where the palette shows the sine of the mixing angle . Right:
the SM-like Higgs total decay width versus Higgs branching ratio to gauge bosons scaled by its SM value. The
palette shows the Higgs branching ratio to fermions scaled by its SM value; and the dashed line at I', = 4.08 MeV
corresponds to the SM value, while the experimentally allowed values are shown by the dashed lines at 2.1 MeV and
7.2MeV [20].

From Fig. 4-left, while the values of R, are constrained by the current LHC data [5], the ratio R,z
is modified drastically with respect to the SM, it could be reduced by ~ —45% as it could be ~ 18%
enhanced with respect to the SM. There are few BPs where R,z is almost null, which correspond to some
specific values of kg, where a possible cancellation could occur between different terms in (26). From
the right panel, one learns that the Higgs decays into gauge bosons and fermions can be reduced /enhanced
by —70 — 150% and —90 — 110%, respectively. Therefore, more precise Higgs measurements will tighten
these ranges and constraint more the parameter space. For the considered parameter space, the oblique
parameter given in (24) takes the values —0.17 < AS < 0.25.

In Fig. 5, we present some observables relevant to the heavy scalar n versus its mass. In the left panel
we show its total decay width and its invisible and undetermined branching fractions in the middle panel,
while the SM branching ratios are shown in the right panel.

One has to mention that the singlet scalar n total decay width could be either 2 orders of magnitude
smaller or larger than SM estimated value as shown in Fig. 5-left. This can be understood due the possible
significant deviation of the factors (r 1 from unity, in addition to possible large values for the possible partial
decay widths for n — hh, H3H3, Hs Hs5. According to Fig. 5-middle, one notices that the BSM channels
could be dominant for m, > 160 GeV. Here, one notes that the BSM branching ratios are dominant by



14

P
0.8 08
= =
<
06 @
T
=
045 £ 04
M
0.2 0.2
0 0 — 0 10 o
125 400 600 800 1000 125 250 500 800 1000 125 300 600 1000
m;, [GeV] m;, [GeV] m, [GeV]

FIG. 5: Left: the total decay width of the scalar n in function of its mass m,, where the palette shows its di-Higgs
branching ratio. The red curve represents the total decay I', estimated in the SM [23], i.e., with so = 1 and
Bpsy = 0. Middle: the BSM branching ratio BSM = h, Hz, Hs versus m,, where the palette shows the di-Higgs
branching ratio. Right: the branching ratios B(n — X X) versus my,.

n — H3Hs and n — HsHs in the region of mass 145 GeV < m, < 250 GeV but when m, > 250 GeV the
BSM branching ratio is dominant by n — hh. Clearly from Fig. 5-right, one remarks that the branching
ratios B(n — WW, ZZ, bb, 77, tt) are comparable to their SM corresponding values [23] for a large portion
of the BPs.

In Fig. 6, we show the resonant production cross section of the heavy scalar n compared to the experimental
bounds in the channels 77 (left) and ZZ (right).
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FIG. 6: The resonant production cross section pp — 1 — 77 (left) and pp — n — ZZ (right) as a function of the
heavy scalar mass m,, where the palette shows the square of the scaling factor (. The red curves represent the

corresponding experimental bounds from ATLAS [24, 25].

From Fig. 6, the experimental bounds from the negative searches for a heavy resonance in the channels
77 and ZZ exclude significant part of the parameter space. However, more regions in the parameter space
will be excluded if the future searches for a heavy resonance would consider the mass range 125 — 200 GeV.
For the n — ZZ constraint, if one extrapolates the bound into small m,, values, one learns that all the BPs
with (% > 0.6 are excluded.

Concerning the resonant production n — hh, the production cross section can not be directly compared
to the experimental bounds in the channels hh — bbr7 [28], hh — bbbb [29] and hh — bbyy [30], since
these analyses have been performed by taking into account the SM Higgs branching ratio. Therefore, the
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modified cross section

B(h — X1X1)B(h — XQXQ)

mod GM
N hh) = —1n — hh = %
o™ (pp = n — hh) =" (pp = n ) % BSM(h — X, X1)BSM (h — X5 X5)’

(34)

is the relevant quantity to be compared with the experimental bounds [28-30] in the channel hh —
X1X1X2X,. In Fig. 7, we show the modified cross section (34) as a function of the heavy scalar mass
from the combination of hh — bbrT and hh — bby~ for the BPs with m, > 250 GeV, where the palette
shows the branching ratio of n — hh.

2 . . . 1 2 . . . 1
10 bbrrt [28] —— 10 , bbyy [30] ——
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FIG. 7: The hh production cross section (34) as a function of m, from the combination of hh — bbrr [28], (left)
and via hh — bbyy [30] (right).

From Fig. 7, one learns that the majority of the BPs with m,, > 250 GeV are excluded by the experimental
bounds [24-30]. One has to mention that the di-Higgs negative searches are used to set some limits on the
triple Higgs couplings and to constrain the scalar sector in many multiscalar SM extensions, but here in
the GM model, the resonant 7 — hh experimental bounds are very efficient in excluding large part of the
parameter space. This point will be investigated in details in a future work [36].

Here, in Fig. 8 we show the effect of the constraints from the doubly charged Higgs bosons and Drell-Yan
diphoton production on different observables like s% x B(HIt — W+HW™) and the cross section of the
diphoton production at 8 TeV which are plotted in function of ms and the corresponding branching ratio
in the palette. One has to mention that it is worthless to show the cross section pp — HY — vy at 13
TeV since the existing experimental bounds are given for the ms range [33], that it is already excluded by
previous constraints.

One notices from Fig. 8-left that the branching ratio B(H; ™ — W+W™) value does not play an important
role in excluding the BPs by the experimental bounds [31]; however, the mixing value sg does. From
Fig. 8-right, one remarks that most of the diphoton scalar negative searches exclude most of the BPs with
B(H? — ~vv) > 0.09, which is in good agreement with the experimental bound [32].

In Fig. 9, we reproduce the physical observables shown in Fig. 3 by considering only the BPs that are
in agreement with all the above mentioned experimental bounds [24-30] fulfill the constraints from doubly
charged Higgs boson and Drell-Yan diphoton production, the indirect constraints from the b — s transition
processes and the LHC measurements on the Higgs strengths modifiers.

From the 35k BPs considered in our analysis, 74.5 % are excluded by the above combined constraints,

where the majority of BPs correspond to m, < 2m;. However, most of them are not excluded due the
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FIG. 8: Left: the quantity s3 x B(H7 ™ — WTWT) in function of ms, where the palette shows the branching ratio
B(HS*t — W*TW™). The blue curve represents the experimental bounds from CMS [31]. Right: the cross section
of the diphoton production at 8 TeV, where the palette shows the corresponding branching ratio. The blue curve
shows the experimental bound [32]. Here, the BPs with ms > 600 GeV are not considered since by the experimental
bound [32] were established only for ms < 600 GeV.

absence of the experimental bounds for ms < 200 GeV. By comparing Fig. 9 with Fig. 3, one has to mention
that these constraint do not change the shape of the islands described previously.

Before concluding this debate, it is essential to discuss the impact of future measurements at the HL-LHC
on this model. The primary objectives of the HL-LHC include enhancing measurements related to the 125
GeV Higgs boson’s couplings, decays, and the search for heavy Higgs particles. Additionally, it offers an
important opportunity to test some BSM theories. In a study by Li [38], the possibility of observing the
type-1I seesaw doubly charged scalar was investigated. They obtained a mass upper bound of 655 GeV,
which is irrelevant to the doubly charged scalar in the current model. According to the projections for
Higgs property measurements [39], it is expected that the various Higgs scaling factors and, consequently,
the signal strength modifiers in (22) will be measured with significantly improved precision. This will result
in narrower experimentally allowed ranges for the scaling factors kpy as shown in (23), leading to the

exclusion of a significant portion of the parameter space.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we have studied the scalar potential of the GM model that preserves custodial SU(2)
symmetry. We have considered the theoretical and experimental constraints on the parameter space such
as the tree-level unitarity, the potential boundness from below, avoiding possibly deeper wrong minima,
the electroweak precision tests, the Higgs total decay width and diphoton decay, and the Higgs strength
modifiers, the negative searches on the doubly charged Higgs bosons and the Drell-Yan diphoton production,
as well as the indirect constraints from the b — s transition processes; in addition to the direct searches for
additional heavy Higgs resonances.

We performed a numerical scan based on all the above-mentioned theoretical and experimental constraints,
and we found that the possible unwanted minima that could be deeper than the EW vacuum excludes
about 40 % of the parameter space that fulfills the above mentioned constraints. On top of that, we noticed

that the above constraints dictate a clear shape on the model parameter of three separated islands in the
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FIG. 9: The physical observables that are presented in Fig. 3 reproduced using only BPs that are in agreement with
the recent ATLAS and CMS experimental bounds [24-30]; in addition to the constraints from the doubly charged
Higgs bosons and Drell-Yan di-photon production [31-33] as well as the indirect constraints from b — sy and the

LHC measurements on the Higgs strengths modifiers.

plans of {sg,sa}, {Sasmy} and {(r, (v}, and two islands in the plans of {kr, sy }. The couplings of the
Higgs boson to the gauge bosons and fermions lie in the ranges {-1.21< ky <-0.85, 0.86< kpr <1.12} and
{0.9< ky <1.23, 0.88< kp <1.13}, respectively. However, the scaling factors of the heavy scalar n in the
GM (p,y lie in the ranges {-1.22< (y <-0.97, -2.15< {p <-1.59}, {-0.09< ¢ <0.66, -0.75< (r <-0.02}
and {-0.65< (y <0.14, 0.04< (p <0.75}, respectively. Here, an isolated islands in the plans of that was
supposed to exist was excluded by the b — s bound. The shape of the isolated islands as shown in the plans
of {s,54}, {5a,mn}, {¢r,¢v} and {kp,ky} is dictated by the combination of the bounds of the Higgs
signal strength modifiers and the Higgs total decay width; in addition to the Higgs diphoton decay.

We have also imposed the constraints from the negative searches of both doubly charged Higgs bosons
in the VBF channel and Drell-Yan diphoton production, where we found that a significant part of the
parameter space is excluded by the CMS bound on s% x B(H; ™ — WTW™) [31]. Here, it has been found
that the branching ratio of Hi * — W+ W™ does not play an important role in allowing/excluding any BP,
but the mixing sz does. Unfortunately, the recent bounds from CMS [31] and ATLAS [33] do not cover the
mass range ms < 200 GeV, which makes a large part of the parameter space unconstrained by this severe
bound. It will be interesting if future analyses would consider this mass range.

The indirect constraints from the b — s transition processes are also applied and put constraints on the
two parameters ms and vg only. We found also that the recent LHC measurements on the Higgs strengths

modifiers impose strong constraints on the parameter space, especially the Higgs coupling modifiers xr v .



18

In fact, the direct searches generally provide more strict constraints on the GM model parameter space and
open the possibility of a discovery as these searches would be improved within the current/future LHC data.
We have imposed also the recent ATLAS and CMS negative searches for the heavy scalar n in different
channels. We found that the channel 7 — hh is very useful to exclude most of the parameter space, while,
other channels are less efficient since the mass range 125 GeV < m,, < 200 GeV is not covered by most of
the searches. Clearly, future searches and more precise measurements will tighten the parameter space of
the GM model.

Appendix A: FUNCTIONS

The loop functions used in (24) are given by

5(y5 — %) + 27(x%y? — 22y*) + 12(2% — 32%y?) log x + 12(322y* — %) logy

Nz, y) = 36(y2 — 22)3
e,y = L2 R o), (A1)
while those used in (25) and (26) are given by [37]
AY(7) =2+ 37 +30(2 = 1) f(r), AD(r) = —27[1+ (1= 1) f(7)], AT (r) =71 — 7] (7).
AT?(1,0) = — cot Oy (4(3 — tan® O ) Lo (7, \) + [(1 + %) tan? Oy — (5 + %)]11(7, A)).
AT% (1 0) = L7, M) = L7, \), A3%(m,\) = Ti(7, )
(o t) = 5+ 5 e~ F0) + s lata) — 90
h(a. b) = g5 @) = 0], (A2
with
o) farcsin (/1)) if T >1, s Vr— s (/L] if >, 3

2 )
—4[log (VL) —in| - if <1 LT Tllog(2) —in] if T <.
Appendix B: COUPLINGS

Here, we give the couplings used in different observables definitions. The couplings that are used in (24)

are

= —U\/ = SaC —CqS =W/ =z CnCB — —SaS = — - C
9znHY 3 swrc aCg t+ g CadB » 9ZnHY Ey— aCp g Sass » 9ZHO HY 3 swrcw B

2 2
e ( +\/§ ) e ( \/g ) e
= ———(SaC —CoS = ———(caCg — \| =SaS3), - = —cp,
9z7zn QS%VCIQ/V aCB 3 Ca B8)y 9ZZh 2512/[/0%1/ aCB 3% B QZH;HS DY 3
1 2 e? e?

— . (B1)
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€
SM
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Here, g%, is the SM coupling. The couplings gnxx,,xx used in (25), (26) and (28) are

Inpt s = Iha e = —8V3(A3 + M)vesa + (4ha + As)vpca — 2V3p250,
8
Inmfuy = _ﬁ

A
+ 2V2¢qc585(Asve + B 5 By 4Ca<((/\2 - f)c% + 2)\15%)%}),

A
gorn = —2v3¢a (0 = 2A2)ve + E1)ek =452 (Oa + 30 + - = daJue + 5 = £2))

V2 3 3 A5
(T)\55565U¢ + (A3 + 3 )ve — ﬂ) 5(/\2 +

M1
4 6)U5+_ 218 )Sa

24

2
+ 485 (()\5 + 61 — 2)\2)03 7@(/\5 — 2)\2))U¢,

Ipar+H-~ = 9yHFrH- = InHOH? = 8\/>()‘3 + A)vesa + (4A2 + As)vgea + 2\/§U23a7

8 (V2 3112 3 As m
Gntit Hy = YnHYHY = E(T)\56585U¢+((>\3+3)\4)UE—7)6%4—5(()\24- 6 — v ve + 24) )C
A
+2V2s4c55(Asve + ,u2 )+ 4sa(()\2 — ZE))C% + 2)\152)1%)7 (B2)

The coefficients Czx x used in (26) are given by

1—2s%, 1—2s%,
CZH;+H;— = Wﬂ CZH;H; = CZH;H— = m (B3)

Appendix C: WRONG MINIMA

The GM scalar potential may have other minima than the EW one. It is possible to get analytic formula
for some these wrong minima, like the ones below, but others require numerical efforts. The following
minima are possible only if the quantities inside the square-root are positive.

In the C'P — even subspace: we have eight possible minima that corresponds to ViOJr,

v/ —=Aim? v/ —2m2Z(2A4+A3)
{h¢7 s hf} = (i 71 ;0,0 0+ 2(2;4-"-)\3) ’O)
—m (>\4+/\3 \/ m2\32 —9/L A3—9p3 Ay 3
(0,0, Y555, ( b/t uiMs s ),
\/312y/—4m3xs —12m3 A+ Ou3 —2m3Xa— 6m2)\4+9u2 3pua+/—Am3 N —12m3 N+ 913
(0’ + 2X3+6A4 AX3+1204 )7
0. 4+ \/—3;@ \/—4mZAs—12m3 X5 +9ug —2mI Az — 6m2)\4+9u2 3pa+y/—4m3 s —12m3 X4 +9u3 (C1)
( ’ 2A3+6X4 4AX3+12)4 )7
\/312y/—4m3Xa —12m3Na + 03 —2m3As - OmENHOE _ yuat/—AmEhe T2mEN £
(0’ + 2X3+6Xs - ANz +12Xy )v
+ \/73;@\/74m§)\3712m§A4+9p272m§)\376m§)\4+9;¢2 —3p2+y/—4m3 X3 —12m3Xs+9u3
(0’ 2X5+6X4 » 4,\3+12,\4 )
In the C'P — odd subspace: we got three possible minima that corresponds to V;Of,
{ag, ay} = (i — —m O) (0 + _2m%(2)\4+>\3))
I 2x, )\ 2020 + A3) /)
( —8miAs — 16mi\s + 8m3Aa — 2m3 s 8m2 Ny — 2m2 N5 — 16m3\ ) (2)
32X A3 + 641 Ay — 16A3 4+ 8Xa s — A27 || 3201 A5 + 64X Ay — 16A3 + 8Aa A5 — A2

In the singly charged subspace: in this direction, we parametrized the charged fields as X+ = | X|et?,
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and then we found that the minima that correspond to VijE do not depend on the phases, i.e.,

Jotl =)l = (= Y2t o,0), (0, £ V5a8e) o), (OHW),

4N 4()\4+A) 4()\4+>\_5)
A2m2—2X1m2 —2X3m2 —2XAgm3+Aam3 0 _—m3 0, _—m3 (C3)
16X1 A3+16X1 )\474/\% 4 16X1A3+16)1 )\474)\% 4 ? 16A4+8)A3? 16X4+8)\3
0 72)\3’!71%72)\4771%4’)\2771% )\2m1 2)\1m2
’ 16>\1)\3+16)\1)\4—4)\§ ’ 16 A1 A3+16 1 Ag— 4)\% :

In the doubly charged subspace: in the doubly charged directions we have only one possible minimum,

which is given by

) —m3(2As + A3)
2(2)\4 + )\3)

X (C4)

Acknowledgements: We would like to thank Abdesslam Arhrib for his valuable comments. The work
of A.A. is funded by the University of Sharjah under the Research Projects No. 21021430107 “Hunting for
New Physics at Colliders” and No. 23021430135 “Terascale Physics: Colliders vs Cosmology”.

[1] G. Aad et al. (ATLAS Collaboration), Phys. Lett. B 716, 1 (2012);

S. Chatrchyan et al. (CMS Collaboration), Phys. Lett. B 716 30 (2012).

2] G. Bertone, D. Hooper, and J. Silk, Phys. Rep. 405, 279 (2005).

3] Y. Fukuda et al. (Super-Kamiokande Collaboration), Phys. Rev. Lett. 81, 1562 (1998).

4] H. Georgi and M. Machacek, Nucl. Phys. B262, 463 (1985).

5] R. L. Workman et al. (Particle Data Group), Prog. Theor. Exp. Phys. 2022, 083C01 (2022).

6] A. Ahriche, Phys. Rev. D 107, 015006 (2023).

7] C. W. Chiang, A. L. Kuo, and K. Yagyu, J. High Energy Phys. 10 (2013) 072.

8] M. S. Chanowitz and M. Golden, Phys. Lett. 165B, 105 (1985); J. F. Gunion, R. Vega, and J. Wudka,
H. E. Haber and H. E. Logan, Phys. Rev. D 62, 015011 (2000); M. Aoki and S. Kanemura, Phys. Rev. D
77, 095009 (2008); 89, 059902(E) (2014); S. Godfrey and K. Moats, Phys. Rev. D 81, 075026 (2010); I. Low
and J. Lykken, J. High Energy Phys. 10, (2010) 053; H. E. Logan and M. A. Roy, Rev. D 82, 115011 (2010);
S. Chang, C. A. Newby, N. Raj, and C. Wanotayaroj, Phys. Rev. D 86, 095015 (2012); S. Kanemura, M. Kikuchi,
and K. Yagyu, Phys. Rev. D 88, 015020 (2013); C. Englert, E. Re, and M. Spannowsky, Rev. D 87, 095014
(2013); R. Killick, K. Kumar, and H. E. Logan, Phys. Rev. D 88, 033015 (2013); C. Englert, E. Re, and M. Span-
nowsky, 035024 (2013); C. W. Chiang, arXiv:1504.06424; C. Degrande, K. Hartling, and H. E. Logan, Phys.
Rev. D 96, 075013 (2017); 98, 019901(E) (2018); N. Ghosh, S. Ghosh, and I. Saha, Phys. Rev. D 101, 015029
(2020); D. Das and I. Saha, Phys. Rev. D 98 095010 (2018); A. Ismail, B. Keeshan, H. E. Logan, and Y. Wu,
Phys. Rev. D 103, 095010 (2021); A. Ismail, H. E. Logan, and Y. Wu, arXiv:2003.02272; C. Wang, J. Q. Tao,
M. A. Shahzad, G. M. Chen, and S. Gascon-Shotkin, arXiv:2204.09198; A. Ismail, B. Keeshan, H. E. Logan,
and Y. Wu, Phys. Rev. D 103, 095010; A. Adhikary, N. Chakrabarty, I. Chakraborty, and J. Lahiri, Eur. Phys.
J. C 816, 554 (2021).

[9] K. Hartling, K. Kumar, and H. E. Logan,Phys. Rev. D 90, 015007 (2014).

[10] S. L. Chen, A. Dutta Banik, and Z. K. Liu, Nucl. Phys. B966, 115394 (2021).

]
]

[
[
[
[
[
[
[

[11] T. Pilkington, arXiv:1711.04378.

[12] C. W. Chiang and T. Yamada, Phys. Lett. B 735, 295 (2014); R. Zhou, W. Cheng, X. Deng, L. Bian, and Y. Wu,
J. High Energy Phys. 01 (2019) 216; T. K. Chen, C. W. Chiang, C. T. Huang, and B. Q. Lu, arXiv:2205.02064.

[13] A. Ismail, H. E. Logan, and Y. Wu, arXiv:2003.02272.



21

[14] K. Hartling, K. Kumar, and H. E. Logan, Phys. Rev. D 91, 015113 (2015).

[15] C. W. Chiang, G. Cottin, and O. Eberhardt, Phys. Rev. D 99, 015001 (2019).

[16] G. Moultaka and M. C. Peyranre, Phys. Rev. D 103, 115006 (2021).

[17] J. Baron et al. (ACME Collaboration), Science 343, 269 (2014).

[18] D. Azevedo, P. Ferreira, H. E. Logan, and R. Santos, J. High Energy Phys 03 (2021) 221.

[19] A. Arhrib, R. Benbrik, M. Chabab, G. Moultaka, M. C. Peyranere, L. Rahili and J. Ramadan, Phys. Rev. D
84, 095005 (2011).

[20] Evidence of off-shell Higgs boson production and constraints on the total width of the Higgs boson in the

Z7Z — 40 and ZZ — 202v decay channels with the ATLAS detector, Report No. ATLAS-CONF-2022-068.

[21] G. Abbiendi et al. (ALEPH, DELPHI, L3, OPAL and LEP Collaborations), Eur. Phys. J. C 73, 2463 (2013).

[22] M. Baak et al. (Gfitter Group), Eur. Phys. J. C 74, 3046 (2014).

[23] https://twiki.cern.ch/twiki/bin/view /LHCPhysics/LHCHWG.

[24] G. Aad et al. (ATLAS Collaboration), Phys Rev. Lett. 125, 051801 (2020).

[25] G. Aad et al. (ATLAS Collaboration), Eur. Phys. J. C 81, 332 (2021).

[26] A. Tumasyan et al. (CMS Collaboration), Phys. Rev. D 105, 032008 (2022).

[27] (ATLAS Collaboration), Summary of non-resonant and resonant Higgs boson pair searches from the ATLAS

experiment, Report No. ATL-PHYS-PUB-2021-031.

[28] ATLAS Collaboration, Search for resonant and non-resonant Higgs boson pair production in the bbr+ 7~ decay
channel using 13 TeV pp collision data from the ATLAS detector, Report No. ATLAS-CONF-2021-030.

[29] ATLAS Collaboration, Search for resonant pair production of Higgs bosons in the bbbb final state using pp
collisions at /s = 13 TeV with the ATLAS detector, Report No. ATLAS-CONF-2021-035.

[30] ATLAS Collaboration, Search for Higgs boson pair production in the two bottom quarks plus two photons final
state in pp collisions at /s = 13 TeV with the ATLAS detector, Report No. ATLAS-CONF-2021-016.

31] A. M. Sirunyan et al. (CMS Collaboration), Phys. Rev. Lett. 120, 081801 (2018).

32] G. Aad et al. (ATLAS Collaboration), Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 171801 (2014).

33] M. Aaboud et al. (ATLAS Collaboration), Phys. Lett. B 775, 105 (2017).

34] M. Misiak, H. M. Asatrian, K. Bieri, M. Czakon, A. Czarnecki, T. Ewerth, A. Ferroglia, P. Gambino, M. Gor-
bahn, C. Greub, et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 98, 022002 (2007).

[35] T. Becher and M. Neubert, Phys. Rev. Lett. 98, 022003 (2007).

[36] A. Ahriche, The Di-Higgs Production at the LHC in the Georgi-Machacek Model, (to be published).

[37] A. Djouadi, Phys. Rept. 459, 1 (2008).

(38]

(39]

[
[
[
[

38] T. Li, J. High Energy Phys. 09 (2018), 079.
39] Projections for measurements of Higgs boson signal strengths and coupling parameters with the ATLAS detector
at a HL-LHC, Report No. ATL-PHYS-PUB-2014-016.



	Introduction
	The Model: Parameters and Mass Spectrum
	Avoiding wrong minima
	Theoretical and Experimental Constraints
	Numerical Analysis and Discussion
	Conclusion
	FUNCTIONS
	COUPLINGS
	WRONG MINIMA
	References

