Can the Higgs Still Account for the g − 2 Anomaly?
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We use an Effective Field Theory (EFT) approach to evaluate the viability of the Higgs
to account for the g − 2 anomaly. Although the SM contribution of the Higgs to the muon’s
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magnetic dipole moment is negligible, using a bottom-up EFT, we show that given the current
level of experimental limits on the Higgs sector, the Higgs can still yield a viable solution to
the g − 2 anomaly if its couplings to the rest of the SM particles are allowed to deviate from
their SM predictions. Further, applying unitarity arguments, we show that such a solution
would indicate a scale of New Physics (NP) of ∼ 10 − 18 TeV, which could be lowered to ∼ 5
TeV if the Higgs couplings to the W and Z are assumed to conform to their SM predictions.
We show that such a scenario could yield significant enhancement to the di-Higgs production
in muon colliders, thus providing further motivation for its consideration. A key takeaway
of this study is to highlight the importance of measuring the µ̄µhh coupling in current and
future experiments.
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I.

INTRODUCTION

The anomalous magnetic dipole moment of the muon, commonly known as the g − 2 anomaly,
remains one of the best hints for physics Beyond the Standard Model (BSM). The E821 experiment
at BNL [1] first showed a discrepancy compared with the theoretical predictions, at a significance
of ∼ 3.7σ. This was confirmed in 2021 by the E989 experiment at Fermilab [2–4], which yielded a
measurement of aEXP
= 116592061(41) × 10−11 . The Fermilab measurement, in comparison with the
µ
−11 [5], further increases the discrepancy
latest theoretical SM prediction of aSM
µ = 116591810(43) × 10

to 4.2σ
−11
∆aµ = aEXP
− aSM
.
µ
µ = 251(59) × 10

(1)

On the other hand, some of the latest high-precision QCD lattice simulations [6, 7] appear to
agree with the experimental measurements, thus eliminating the anomaly. Therefore, it seems that
further confirmation is needed. The upcoming runs of the E989 experiment are expected to lower the
experimental uncertainty by a factor of 4, whereas the E34 collaboration at J-PARC [8–10] is planning
on measuring aµ using a completely different method. As for the SM predictions, various theory and
lattice groups are expected to present updated results from those in [6, 7]. For the purposes of this
study, we will assume that the anomaly exists and is given by eq. (1).
We should also point out that another discrepancy between the predicted and measured magnetic
dipole moments of the electron was reported, however, there is disagreement between the two experiments that reported the discrepancy on the sign and significance of the electron g − 2 anomaly. The
first group [11] reported an electron anomaly ∆ae = −88(36) × 10−14 corresponding to a significance
of 2.4σ, whereas the second group [12] reported ∆ae = 48(30) × 10−14 , corresponding to a significance
of only 1.6σ. Given this disagreement, it is not clear whether the electron anomaly indeed exists or
not, and if it does which sign it has. As the sign of the discrepancy is crucial in determining the nature
of the physics behind the anomaly, we will ignore the electron anomaly in this work, waiting for more
accurate measurements to be made, and for an agreement to be reached.
In this paper, we seek to investigate whether or not the Higgs boson can still accommodate a solution
to the g − 2 anomaly for the muon. In the SM, the contribution of the Higgs to the aµ at one loop
is O(10−14 ) and is thus negligible, however, the current level of experimental bounds on the Higgs
couplings to the rest of the SM particles still leaves ample room for significant deviation from the SM
predictions. For instance, the coupling of the Higgs to µ̄µ is only constrained at O(1), whereas higher-

3
dimensional Higgs operators remain essentially unconstrained. This suggests using an EFT approach
in the Higgs interaction with the muon, in order to determine whether or not the muon anomaly can
still be solved by the Higgs boson within the experimental constraints. The strategy is simple: We
write down the most general Higgs interaction with the muon, and then calculate its contribution to
aµ given the experimental constraints, then determine whether this contribution can account for the
measured discrepancy in eq. (1). Similar work using the Standard Model EFT (SMEFT) already exists
in the literature [13–17], however, here we utilize a more phenomenologically-transparent, completely
model-independent approach [18–22] in order to calculate the Higgs BSM contributions to the anomaly.
We find that given the current level of experimental constraints, the Higgs sector can still provide a
solution to the muon g − 2 anomaly. We show that the viable part of the parameter space can be
significantly probed by future experiments, especially the proposed 10-TeV muon collider [23].
This paper is organized as follows: In Sec. II, we present a review of the model-independent EFT
used in [18–22]. In Sec. III, we present the contributions to ∆aµ in this framework at one and two
loops, and we present the current experimental bounds and future projections on the parameter space.
In Sec. IV we discuss the phenomenology of the model, including unitarity violation and the scale
of NP corresponding to the parameter space, and we discuss the experimental signatures in the LHC
and proposed muon collider, then we conclude in Sec. V.

II.

OVERVIEW OF THE MODEL-INDEPENDENT EFT

In this paper, we adopt the EFT framework employed in [18–22]. In this framework, we avoid
any power expansion in writing down higher-dimensional operators, as is the case in the SMEFT.
Instead, we parameterize NP as deviations from the SM predictions. Therefore, we write the effective
Lagrangian of the Yukawa interaction of the Lepton sector as follows1

h X
i
Yl v  ˜
X2
Leff = LSM − √ Ll ĤlR + h.c. δl1 + Cl2 2 + . . . + . . . ,
v
2!v
2

(2)

where δl1 parameterizes the deviation of the lepton’s Yukawa coupling compared to the SM predictions
δl1 =
1

2

Yl − YlSM 2
,
YlSM

(3)

This methodology of expanding the Higgs couplings is reminiscent of the chiral expansion of the Higgs Lagrangian
(see for example,[24] and the references therein).
Notice that in the κ framework, δx = κx − 1.
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whereas Cln are Wilson coefficients that do not have SM counterparts. The field X is defined in terms
of the Higgs doublet H as
√
X=

2H † H − v,

˜
whereas we define the projector Ĥ = Ĥ ∗ , with
 


0
0 1
H
~
,
=   + O(G),
=
Ĥ = √
†H
H
1
−1 0

(4)

(5)

~ are the Goldstone bosons. Notice that we are dividing X by the appropriate powers of v only
where G
to keep the Wilson coefficients dimensionless, i.e., v is NOT an expansion parameter. Notice that in
the unitary gauge, X → h. Therefore, expressing the Lagrangian in the unitary gauge and in terms
of the physical masses ml =

Y
√l v ,
2

we have

h
i
h
h2
Leff = −ml ll (1 + δl1 ) + Cl2 2 + . . . ,
v
2v

(6)

and for the case of the muon l = µ. Before we proceed, a couple of remarks are in order. First,
we are assuming that v is the minimum of the Higgs potential including all higher-order corrections,
i.e., v = 246 GeV, and second, although eq. (6) appears similar to the Higgs EFT (HEFT) [25], we
should keep in mind that secretly we are using the Higgs doublet in our expansion, and one can easily
demonstrate that the effective Lagrangian in eqs. (2) and (6) can be mapped to any expansion in either
the SMEFT or the HEFT. In other words, the deviations and Wilson coefficients in eqs. (2) and (6)
can receive corrections from any number of higher-order operators in either the SMEFT or the HEFT
frameworks. The benefit of this construction is twofold. First: there are fewer assumptions in this
framework compared to either the SMEFT or the HEFT. Namely, we are only assuming that there are
no light degrees of freedom below the energy scale where the EFT breaks down, and that the deviations
and Wilson coefficients are compatible with experimental measurements. The second benefit lies in
the fact that parameterizing NP this way is more phenomenologically-transparent, as these deviations
and Wilson coefficients are what is measured experimentally as opposed to any expansion scale.

III.

THE BSM CONTRIBUTIONS TO (g − 2)µ

With eq. (6) in hand, we can readily calculate the BSM contributions to (g − 2)µ with l → µ,
treating the effective couplings as contact terms. In our calculation, we limit ourselves to 2 loops. The
Feynman diagrams that contribute to the anomaly at one and two loops are shown in Fig. 1.
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FIG. 1: The diagrams contributing to the g − 2 of the muon at one and two loops.

Diagram I has already been calculated in the SM case [26] (see also [27, 28]). Thus, the BSM
contribution can be readily calculated simply by substituting Yµ → δµ1 Yµ . Given the latest bounds
on δµ1 [29]
|δµ1 | < 0.53,

@ 95% C.L.,

(7)

it is easy to show that this contribution is at most O(10−14 ) and thus is negligible. Diagram II is
loop-suppressed compared to diagram I and therefore is also negligible. Diagrams III and IV (of the
Barr-Zee type) have also been calculated before in the SM [30–34]. Therefore, we can immediately
extend the results to the BSM case with the above rescaling
∆a(III)
= δµ1 × aSM
µ
µ,W ,

(8)

∆a(IV)
= δµ1 × aSM
µ
µ,f ,

(9)

−11 and aSM = (−1.5±0.01)×10−11 . Notice here that in the fermion
where aSM
µ,W = (−19.97±0.03)×10
µ,f

loop in diagram IV, only the contributions from f = {t, b, c, τ } are retained. Also notice in the same
diagram that the BSM contribution could include the deviations in the Yukawa couplings of the above
fermions, namely δt1 , δb1 , δc1 and δτ 1 , however, given the bounds on these deviations, we checked that
their contribution to ∆aµ is insignificant, even if we saturate all experimental bounds and arrange for
all the corresponding contributions to conspiratorially add up. Therefore, we set δt1 , δb1 , δc1 , δτ 1 → 0.
Diagram V only depends δµ1 , and explicit calculation of its contribution shows that it is O(10−18 )
when the bound in eq. 7 is saturated. On the other hand, the contribution from diagram VI depends
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FIG. 2: The parameter space that corresponds to the 2σ solution to (g − 2)µ , together
with the LHC constraints (solid red), the HL-LHC projections (dotted red), and the
muon collider projections (dotted blue) on δµ1 , superimposed. Cµ2 is unconstrained.

on both δµ1 and Cµ2 and therefore could be significant. Nonetheless, we checked that compared to
the other diagrams, the contribution is suppressed and does not exceed O(10−13 ) at best, and thus
can safely be neglected.
This leaves us with diagrams VII and VIII. Both diagrams are somewhat complicated, however, if
we use a UV-cutoff scheme such that Λ  Mh , then one can show that they can be approximated by
 Λ2 
m4µ
2
2
∆a(VII)
'
,
(10)
C
log
µ
64π 4 v 4 µ2
Mh2
 Λ2 
M2 
3m4µ
h
∆a(VIII)
'
−
(1
+
δ
)C
log
log
.
(11)
µ1
µ2
µ
32π 4 v 4
m2µ
Mh2
Putting all pieces together, the total BSM contribution to ∆aµ is thus given by
∆aBSM
' ∆a(III)
+ ∆a(IV)
+ ∆a(VII)
+ ∆a(VIII)
.
µ
µ
µ
µ
µ

(12)

We have 3 parameters, namely δµ1 , Cµ2 and Λ. In the rest of this paper, we fix Λ = 100 TeV. Now,
we can use eq. (12) in order to find the region in the parameter space that corresponds to solving the
anomaly in eq. 1. Figure 2 shows the viable parameter space that corresponds to the 2σ solution to
∆aµ . The plot also shows the experimental constraints given in eq. 7 in solid red. The plot shows that
the Higgs sector can still accommodate a solution to the (g − 2)µ anomaly. This is mainly because
the BSM Wilson coefficient Cµ2 is essentially unconstrained experimentally, and we can see that a
solution to the g − 2 anomaly is still possible even if δµ1 = 0. On the other hand, δµ1 cannot on its
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TABLE I: Projected 2σ bounds on δµ1 in the various future experiments taken from the
Higgs@FutureColliders study [35] which is summarized in [36] (see also [37]). The most stringent constraints
come from the combined analyses in the muon collider with COM energies of 10 TeV and 125 GeV. This
experiment is essentially capable of exploring the entire δµ1 dependence of the parameter space.

own solve the anomaly if Cµ2 → 0. In fact, we can see that δµ1 only mildly affects ∆aµ , which is
hardly surprising given the smallness of the muon Yukawa coupling and the bound in eq. 7.
The size of |Cµ2 | required to solve the anomaly is ∼ (1 − 2) × 103 , which might seem large, however,
we should keep in mind that this is merely an artifact of our parameterization when we divided Cµ2 by
v to keep it dimensionless. We should note that with proper power counting (such as in the SMEFT),
Cµ2 is divided by a larger UV scale that is typically O(TeV), which would yield lower values of |Cµ2 |.
We shall show later on that perturbativity is maintained for this range of |Cµ2 | up to safe levels.
The current LHC bound in eq. 7 is not very stringent, however, there are many proposed future
experiments that are expected to probe the viable parameter space almost fully. These are summarized
in Table I. We show the most relevant ones in Figure 2, which are the HL-LHC projections and the
projections from the proposed muon collider with COM runs of 10 TeV + 125 GeV. We can see from
the plot that the proposed muon collider can essentially probe the entire range of δµ1 . However, even
in this scenario, the Higgs sector remains viable as a potential solution to the g − 2 anomaly, because
Cµ2 remains unconstrained. To the best of our knowledge, there aren’t any proposed measurements
of Cµ2 either currently in the LHC or in the future. We think that current and future experiments
should probe this effective coupling both because it can potentially provide a solution to the g − 2
anomaly, even when δµ1 → 0; and because of its potential enhancement of the di-Higgs production as
we will show below.

IV.

PHENOMENOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS

In this section, we will discuss the phenomenological implications of the viable parameter space,
including implications of nonzero δµ1 and Cµ2 on unitarity; and the enhancement to the di-Higgs
production.
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A.

Unitarity-Violation and the Scale of New Physics

As explained in detail in [18–22], any non-vanishing deviations from the SM predictions will eventually lead to a breakdown in unitarity at some high energy scale. This is because the SM is the unique
UV-complete theory with the observed particle content, and any deviation from the SM predictions
will lead to UV-incompleteness that manifests itself as processes with energy-growing amplitudes that
eventually lead to a breakdown in unitarity at some high energy scale, which signals the onset of NP.
This implies that each point in the parameter space that corresponds to ∆aµ will point to an
energy scale where unitarity is violated, and thus to the scale at which NP should come into play.
It is fairly easy to adapt the results of the top sector in [21] to the muon sector. There is only one
model-independent process, namely
µµ̄ → hh : Emax

√
8 2πv 2
=
.
mµ Cµ2

(13)

This process is model-independent because it only depends on one parameter (Cµ2 ), and thus the
scale of NP is independent of any other assumptions regarding the other potential deviations in the
SM. We show the scale of NP that corresponds to the parameter space obtained from eq. 13 on the
left side of Figure 3. We can see from the plot that the scale of NP is ∼ 10 − 18 TeV, which is beyond
what can be probed in the LHC, although it is well within the range of the future 100-TeV collider,
and possibly the proposed muon collider.
Better bounds, however, can be obtained if the deviations in the couplings of the Higgs to the
massive gauge bosons are assumed to vanish. As shown in [21], there are other process that violate
unitarity, however, the amplitudes of these processes also receive contamination from the deviation
in hhV and hhV V couplings, with V being the W or the Z. Therefore, the scale of NP will also
depend on the sizes of these deviations. However, if these deviations are assumed to vanish, then
these processes will become functions of δµ1 and Cµ2 only, which enables us to obtain a lower scale of
NP. Up to 6-body scattering, these processes include3

3

8πv 2
,
mµ δµ1
8πv 2
≤√
,
2mµ δµ1

µµ̄ → WL+ WL− : Emax ≤

(14)

µν̄ → WL− h : Emax

(15)

We refer the interested reader to [21] for a complete discussion of how these bounds are obtained from unitarity.
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FIG. 3: The model-independent unitarity-violating scale that corresponds to the parameter space that can
solve the g − 2 anomaly when the Higgs couplings to the W and Z are allowed to deviate from the SM
predictions (left) and when they conform to the SM predictions (right). In the former case, the scale of NP is
∼ 10 − 18 TeV, whereas in the latter case, it could be as low as ∼ 4.4 − 5.3 TeV.

h 32π 2 v 3 i 1
2
,
µν̄ → WL− WL+ WL− : Emax ≤ √
2mµ δµ1
h
i1
64π 2 v 3
2
µµ̄ → WL+ WL− h, µν̄ → WL− h2 : Emax ≤ √
,
2mµ |Cµ2 − δµ1 |
√
h
i1
128 3π 3 v 4
3
−
+
+
√
µν̄WL → WL WL h : Emax ≤
.
2mµ |Cµ2 − 3δµ1 |

(16)
(17)
(18)

where WL± are the longitudinal modes of the W boson. We plot the lowest unitarity-violating scale
from eqs. (14-18) on the right-hand side of Figure 3. We can see now that the scale of NP drops to
∼ 4.4 − 5.3 TeV, which is indeed within the reach of the LHC. This suggests that the HL-LHC could
shed more light on the potential BSM physics in the Higgs sector and its potential solution of the
g − 2 anomaly.

B.

Di-Higgs Production Enhancement

Nonzero δµ1 and/or Cµ2 could have interesting phenomenological consequences, such as deviation
in the branching fraction of the Higgs decay to µ+ µ− , and deviations in the Higgs signal strength
from the SM predictions. However, perhaps the most interesting experimental signature for a nonzero
δµ1 and/or Cµ2 is their enhancement of the di-Higgs production. The di-Higgs production provides
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FIG. 4: Di-Higgs production enhancement through gluon fusion.
The upper two diagrams are proportional to δµ1 , whereas the
bottom diagram is proportional to Cµ2

an excellent probe for NP through both investigating the Higgs couplings compared to the SM, and
searching for BSM particles through resonant enhancement, such as additional heavy Higgses, KK
gravitons etc. Thus, we confine our discussion to the potential enhancement of the di-Higgs production.
We first begin by evaluating the possible enhancement of the di-Higgs production in the LHC (and
other pp colliders). In pp colliders, the enhancement from δµ1 and Cµ2 arises from gluon fusion (gF)
with µ running in the loop as in Figure 4. The top two diagrams depend on δµ1 alone and are
expected to yield a negligible contribution due to the smallness of the muon Yukawa coupling. As in
pp colliders gF dominates over Vector Boson Fusion (VBF), with the top quark yielding the dominant
contribution thereof, we can estimate the enhancement of these two diagrams relative to the SM cross

(1+δµ )mµ 4
∼ O(10−13 ). This is obviously negligible. On the
section, simply by rescaling the σSM by
mt
other hand, the last diagram is proportional to Cµ2 , which given its larger size could be significant.
We can estimate the contribution of the last diagram by adapting the results of the top quark in [38]
to the muon case
αs
A3 ∼
Cµ2 Yµ2
4π

m2µ
log
+ iπ
ŝ

!2
,

(19)

where ŝ is the partonic COM energy. Using eq. 19, we estimate the enhancement of the cross-section
to be ∼ O(10−8 ) fb, which is also negligible.
Things are quite different if we consider a muon collider, since the di-Higgs production proceeds at
tree-level and is therefore expected to be larger. Specifically, µµ̄ → hh proceeds through the s, t and
u channels, in addition to the contact term. The s, t and u channels are proportional to δµ1 alone
and are negligible. On the other hand the contact term depends on Cµ2 and can be sizeable. The
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FIG. 5: The cross-section of the di-Higgs production in the
proposed 10-TeV muon collider as a function of Cµ2 . The red
dashed lines bound the region of the parameter space that
corresponds to solving the g − 2 anomaly.

cross-section of the contact term is given by

σ BSM (µµ̄ → hh) '

2
Cµ2

64πv

s
m2
4 µ

1−

4Mh2
.
s

(20)

In Figure 5, we show the cross-section of the di-Higgs production in the proposed 10-TeV muon
collider. The plot shows that for the region of the parameter space that corresponds to the solution
to the g − 2 anomaly, the di-Higgs production cross-section is ∼ 7 − 23 pb, which is quite sizable. This
could be the smoking gun for the viability of the Higgs solution to the g − 2 anomaly, and it indeed
represents another motivation for building the muon collider.

V.

CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

In this paper, we analyzed the viability of a BSM Higgs solution to the g − 2 anomaly using a
bottom-up EFT approach. In the SM, the Higgs contribution to the muon’s magnetic dipole moment
is negligible. However, given that the current level of experimental limits on the Higgs sector still
leaves ample room for NP, it is possible for this contribution to be significantly enhanced compared
to the SM.
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We saw that while the deviation in the Higgs Yukawa coupling to the muon is not enough to account
for the anomaly, the effective coupling µ̄µhh, which is unconstrained experimentally, can account for
the entire discrepancy. We surveyed the proposed projections on the parameter space and found that
the proposed muon collider could provide the best sensitivity for exploring the parameter space. We
have also shown that unitarity can be used in order to estimate the scale of NP that corresponds
to non-vanishing deviations from the SM, i.e. δµ1 and Cµ2 . We found that the model-independent
scale of NP that corresponds to the region of the parameter space that can solve the anomaly to be
∼ 10 − 18 TeV. This scale is lowered to ∼ 4 − 5 TeV if the Higgs couplings to massive gauge bosons
are assumed to be equal to their SM predictions.
We also discussed the possible enhancement of the di-Higgs production cross-section, and found
that while the enhancement is negligible in the LHC (and other pp colliders), it could be sizable in
the proposed 10 TeV muon collider as a result of the contact term interaction through Cµ2 . A key
takeaway of this study is that current and future experiments should try to measure and set limits
on Cµ2 due to its potential significance in solving the g − 2 anomaly. Current searches focus of the
hht̄t coupling Ct2 , which if non-vanishing, is expected to be the largest of the effective couplings of
the type hhf¯f . Nonetheless, we believe that Cµ2 should be given similar interest. We note in passing
that we believe any UV completion would likely be a strongly coupled theory.
In this paper, we confined our analysis to flavor-conserving operators and avoided Flavor Violation
√
(FV). FV Yukawa couplings Yij 6= δij 2mi /v have been discussed extensively in the literature, see for
instance [39] and the references therein, however, to the best of our knowledge, FV effective operators
such as Cij have never been properly investigated before, although they were briefly discussed in
[40–42]. We will study these types of FV coupling in a future work.
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