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We perform a model-independent study of new physics effects in the Higgs decay h → ϒγ, focusing on
scenarios that spoil the accidental cancellation between the direct and indirect amplitudes. After imposing
all existing constraints from Higgs production and decay measurements, we find that a wrong-sign hbb̄
coupling is the only viable scenario capable of enhancing the h → ϒγ decay width by nearly 2 orders of
magnitude. Therefore, an observation of a significantly enhanced h → ϒγ rate at the LHC or future
colliders would provide unambiguous evidence for a wrong-sign hbb̄ coupling, directly pointing to the
presence of an extended Higgs sector.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Standard Model (SM) of particle physics is a theory
that describes electromagnetic, weak, and strong interactions
using symmetry groups SUð3ÞC ⊗ SUð2ÞL ⊗ Uð1ÞY . It
also consists of a framework that classifies all known
fundamental particles with specific charges under these
groups. Although it is an extremely successful theory with
most of its predictions confirmed by experiments, it still
remains a flawed theory with severe shortcomings. For
example, it does not contain any particles that could be
viable candidates for dark matter, as expected by observa-
tional cosmology [1]. It also does not incorporate masses for
neutrinos deduced from neutrino oscillation experiments
[2–5]. In addition, the SM also has several other short-
comings such as Higgs vacuum stability, the hierarchy
problem, and baryon-antibaryon asymmetry, to name a
few. In order to overcome these limitations, one has to
extend the particle content of the SM. The new particles and
interactions present in such Beyond Standard Model (BSM)
proposals can then be tested directly or indirectly in various
currently running experiments such as at the LHC.

On the experimental front, in 2012, the LHC discov-
ered a new spin-0 particle [6,7]. So far the experimental
data (see Table IV) on decay channels and branching
ratios (BRs) are consistent with the predictions of the SM
Higgs (h) boson. However, one must now do precision
measurements of its couplings to other SM particles and
verify whether there are any deviations from the pre-
dictions for the SM Higgs boson. Therefore, measuring
the yet unmeasured couplings and improving the pre-
cision of the measured ones is one of the main physics
goals of not only Run 3 of the LHC but also of various
proposed future colliders [8–13].
Among the various Higgs couplings, measuring the

Yukawa coupling of Higgs to fermions of the SM is
especially challenging. This is because in the SM as well
as in many simple BSM models, the Yukawa coupling
strength is directly proportional to the mass of the fermion
with which the Higgs couples. Since the light quarks (u, d,
s) and charged leptons (e, μ) have very small masses,
measuring their Yukawa couplings through Higgs decay to
them becomes very challenging as the branching ratios are
very small (see Fig. 12 and Table IV). The branching ratios
of Higgs decay to b and c quarks as well as to the charged
lepton τ are not small, but measuring them is still
challenging due to complications arising from background
events as well as difficulties in correctly tagging the
resulting jets. As a result, only a few such decay modes
have been measured at the LHC, as shown in Table IV.
Thus, before one can conclude that the 125 GeV scalar
particle observed at the LHC is the SM Higgs boson, one
needs to measure and compare these Higgs fermionic decay
modes to the SM predictions.
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Among all the Yukawas, perhaps the Higgs coupling to
b-quark is of particular interest. In the SM, the h → bb̄
decay has the largest branching ratio and has also been
measured at the LHC [14,15]. Despite having the largest
branching ratio, the observation of the h → bb̄ decay mode
was very challenging and took quite some time. The current
measured value is consistent with the SM prediction but has
large error bars, leaving considerable room for deviations
from the SM value due to presence of new physics. Even if
the uncertainty in measurement is reduced substantially in
the future, the hbb̄ coupling can still have BSM imprints on
it. One such simple but interesting scenario is the possibil-
ity of the hbb̄ coupling being of the “wrong-sign”.
The wrong-sign hbb̄ coupling can in fact arise in some of

the natural and popular BSM extensions with extended
scalar sectors. For example, the two-Higgs doublet model
(2HDM) [16,17] is one of the simplest conceivable scalar
extensions of the Standard Model. The 2HDMs arise in
various contexts, with the scalar sector of many models
being of the 2HDM form. For instance, the minimal
versions of supersymmetry such as the Minimal
Supersymmetric Standard Model have a specific (type
II) 2HDM scalar sector and such is also the case in the
scotogenic model for neutrino mass and dark matter [18].
Furthermore, 2HDMs can generate baryon asymmetry of
substantial size in the Universe due to new sources of CP-
violation through the complex parameters in the potential.
There also exist 2HDMs that contain viable dark matter
candidates, such as inert 2HDMs. Needless to say, 2HDMs
are not only popular but also ubiquitous among BSM
models. Even among the simplest 2HDM scenarios with an
additional Z2 symmetry, the wrong-sign solution exists in
the type II and flipped 2HDMs where the sign of the hbb̄
coupling can be opposite to that of the SM.
Given the possibility of the wrong-sign solution among

BSM physics, how can we look for its phenomenological
signatures? The effect of the wrong sign must be examined
indirectly because a sign change has no influence on the h →
bb̄ rate. This means that the ideal place to look for wrong-
sign solutions is in processes where two or more Feynman
diagrams contribute. In such processes, the interference term
will preserve some information about any anomalous and/or
wrong-sign hbb̄ coupling [19–22]. The aim of this work is to
conclusively show that the rare Higgs decay h → ϒγ is the
ideal place to look for it1 and observation of such a decay by
the LHC or any future collider with a branching ratio
substantially larger than the SM expectation will be a
smoking gun signature of wrong-sign hbb̄ coupling.

In the SM, the decay h → ϒγ comprises two types of
Feynman diagrams called the direct and indirect diagrams;
see Fig. 1. In the SM, the direct and indirect diagrams are of
about equal magnitude but interfere destructively. Due to
the cancellation between the two diagrams [23–26], the
decay width of h → ϒγ in the SM is greatly reduced when
compared, for example, to h → J=ψγ; see Table V in
Appendix A. This accidental cancellation in h → ϒγ in
the SM makes it an ideal channel to look for BSM physics.
Any new physics contribution which can disrupt the
accidental cancellation can potentially enhance the
h → ϒγ branching ratio significantly. Indeed, it was shown
in Refs. [27,28] that the wrong-sign hbb̄ coupling can
enhance the h → ϒγ branching ratio by about 2 orders of
magnitude. Therefore, h → ϒγ is the cleanest decay mode
for probing the wrong-sign solution [27].
However, the reverse question still remains, i.e., if one

observes the h → ϒγ branching ratio to be significantly
enhanced compared to the SM prediction, can one con-
clusively say that it is indeed due to the wrong-sign hbb̄
coupling? The answer is not so straightforward as there is
also the possibility of the cancellation being broken due to
changes in the sign or magnitude of the indirect contribu-
tion. Therefore, one must thoroughly and systematically
analyze all possible types of new physics contributions that
can disrupt this accidental cancellation by changing the
contribution coming from indirect diagram(s). In this work,
we perform such a model-independent analysis, taking into
account all possible contributions that can change either the
sign or the magnitude of the direct or indirect contribution
and thus break the accidental cancellation of the SM. After
considering all such possibilities, we show that the wrong-
sign hbb̄ coupling is the only way one can change the
branching ratio of the h → ϒγ decay significantly. We can
thus conclusively say that if the LHC or any future collider
observes h → ϒγ to be much larger than the SM expect-
ation, then this is not only a conclusive signature of new
physics but also that this new physics has to be related with
the wrong-sign hbb̄ coupling.
This paper is organized as follows: in Sec. II, we

introduce the rare Higgs decay to ϒγ. In Secs. III and
IV, we discuss the modifications to the direct and indirect
contributions of the h → ϒγ decay respectively, looking in
a model-independent way, at all possible new particle

(a) (b)

FIG. 1. Indirect (a) and direct (b) Feynman diagrams of the
h → ϒγ process.

1Throughout this work, we will mostly concentrate on the
decay mode h → ϒð1SÞγ; however, the results and the conclusion
of this work can be easily generalized and applied to h → ϒð2SÞγ
and h → ϒð3SÞγ decay modes as well. For the sake of brevity, we
have also dropped the ð1SÞ label and will simply denote it as
h → ϒγ decay.
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contributions to the indirect mode in detail. Finally, we
summarize our results in Sec. V. Further details on the
Higgs boson couplings and decay channels, including their
current experimental status, as well as the formulas relevant
to our calculations, are provided in the Appendixes.

II. HIGGS DECAY TO ϒγ

The h → ϒð1S; 2S; 3SÞγ decay process has two leading
contributions from the so called direct and indirect Feynman
diagrams shown in Fig. 1. In the indirect mode, h decays to
γγ via a loop and one photon then morphs into an ϒ, as
shown in Fig. 1(a). In the SM, the primary contribution to
the h → γγ loop comes from the W boson followed by the
top quark, which interferes destructively. In the direct mode,
h decays to bb̄ and either b or b̄ emits a photon, as shown in
Fig. 1(b). Note that in the SM, there is another indirect
diagram in which the virtual γ is replaced by a virtual Z
boson which morphs into an ϒ. However its contribution is
negligible due to the large mass of the Z boson.
The h → ϒð1SÞγ decay width in the SM is given as

[23–26]

Γ½h → ϒγ� ¼ 1

8π

m2
h −m2

ϒ
m2

h

jAdirect þAindirectj2; ð1Þ

where the direct and indirect decay amplitudes are as given
in Ref. [23], as follows:

Adirect ¼ −K
2ffiffiffi
3

p e

� ffiffiffi
2

p
GF

mϒ

mh

�
1=2 m2

h −m2
ϒ

ðm2
h −m2

ϒ=2 − 2m2
bÞ

× ϕ0ðϒÞ;

Aindirect ¼ −
egϒγ
m2

ϒ
ð
ffiffiffi
2

p
GFÞ1=2

α

π

m2
h −m2

ϒffiffiffiffiffiffi
mh

p ζ; ð2Þ

where GF is the Fermi constant, e is the absolute charge of
the electron, mϒ and mb are the ϒ and b-quark masses, α is
the fine-structure constant, ϕ2

0ðϒÞ ∼ 0.512 GeV3 is the
wave function of ϒ at the origin, gϒγ ¼ 2ffiffi

3
p ffiffiffiffiffiffiffi

mϒ
p

ϕ0ðϒÞ,
ζ is the effective hγγ coupling at one-loop, and K ¼ 0.689
is an added factor that comes from next-to-leading order
corrections [23]. Note that the sign of ζ is negative which
implies that the overall sign of the indirect amplitude is
positive and that of the direct amplitude is negative. This
means that the direct and indirect contributions in the SM
interfere destructively. Moreover, in the SM it so happens
that the contributions of the direct and indirect diagrams are
almost of the same magnitude. Thus, there is an almost
complete cancellation of the two contributions, leading to a
much smaller decay width compared to other Higgs
quarkonium decays listed in Table V. Before moving on,
note that due to the close nature of the cancellation, the SM
branching ratio of h → ϒγ is extremely sensitive to the
values of the input parameters and different groups have

reported slightly different values of the SM branching ratios
[23–26]. However, since in our work we are interested in
new physics effects which can change the branching ratio
by orders of magnitude, the high sensitivity to input
parameters will not have any appreciable effect on our
results and conclusions.
The accidental cancellation between the direct and

indirect diagrams for h → ϒγ in the SM makes this decay
channel an excellent hunting ground for BSM models. Any
new physics which disrupts this accidental cancellation will
increase the branching ratio of h → ϒγ, potentially by
orders of magnitude. This disruption can happen primarily
because of either (a) modifications in the direct diagram or
(b) modification in the indirect diagram. In the next
sections, we will look at these possible modifications.

III. POSSIBLE MODIFICATIONS
TO THE DIRECT DIAGRAM

We begin with first looking at the possible modifications
to the direct diagram. The only way the direct diagram of
h → ϒγ can be modified is if the hbb̄ vertex is modified.
The other vertex bb̄γ, being a QED vertex is highly
constrained, with no scope for any significant modification.
The hbb̄ coupling can be modified from its SM value in
many new physics scenarios. Such modifications can lead
to an “anomalous” hbb̄ coupling. More interestingly, in
certain extensions of the SM with additional scalar fields,
the sign of the hbb̄ coupling is opposite to that of the SM.
This is called the wrong-sign solution. As shown in
Ref. [27], this effect produces a very significant modifi-
cation to the direct diagram of h → ϒγ. The simplest
models in which this occurs are the type II and flipped
versions of the 2HDM. In the following subsections, we
will briefly look at the 2HDM and its wrong-sign solution.
The final analysis we present for the impact of the wrong-
sign solution on the direct diagram of h → ϒγ will be
general and is applicable to any theory with a wrong-sign
hbb̄ coupling.

A. The two Higgs doublet model

In the 2HDM, the most general potential can be written
as [17,29]

V ¼ −μ21ðΦ†
1Φ1Þ − μ22ðΦ†

2Φ2Þ − ½μ212ðΦ†
1Φ2Þ þ H:c:�

þ λ1ðΦ†
1Φ1Þ2 þ λ2ðΦ†

2Φ2Þ2 þ λ3ðΦ†
1Φ1ÞðΦ†

2Φ2Þ
þ λ4ðΦ†

1Φ2ÞðΦ†
2Φ1Þ þ ½λ5ðΦ†

1Φ2Þ2
þ λ6ðΦ†

1Φ1ÞðΦ†
1Φ2Þ þ λ7ðΦ†

2Φ2ÞðΦ†
1Φ2Þ þ H:c:�: ð3Þ

The Higgs doublet fields can be parametrized as [30]

Φi ¼
 

ϕþ
i

1ffiffi
2

p ðvi þ hi − iηiÞ

!
; i ¼ 1; 2;
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where vi is the vacuum expectation value (VEV) of Φi;ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
v21 þ v22

p
¼ v ¼ ð ffiffiffi

2
p

GFÞ−1=2 ≃ 246 GeV; hi and ηi are
real scalars; and ϕþ

i is a complex scalar. The mass
eigenstates are defined by

�
h1
h2

�
¼ RðαÞ

�
H

h

�
;

�
η1

η2

�
¼ RðβÞ

�
G0

A

�
;

�
ϕþ
1

ϕþ
2

�
¼ RðβÞ

�
Gþ

Hþ

�
;

where RðθÞ is the rotation matrix

RðθÞ ¼
�
cos θ − sin θ

sin θ cos θ

�
: ð4Þ

There are five physical scalar particles: two CP-even
scalars h and H, one CP-odd scalar A, and a pair of
charged scalars H�. G0 and G� are the Goldstone bosons.
α and β are mixing angles (tan β ¼ v2=v1). Here we take
the lightest scalar (h) to be the 125 GeV scalar particle
found at the LHC and will simply refer to it as the Higgs
boson. The coupling of h with gauge bosons are

LhVV ¼ sin ðβ − αÞh
�
m2

Z

v
ZμZμ þ 2

m2
W

v
WþμW−

μ

�
: ð5Þ

If one takes the limit sin ðβ − αÞ ¼ 1, then the coupling of h
with the gauge bosons will be same as the SM Higgs
coupling. This limit is often called the “alignment” limit in
literature.
Since fermions can couple to any of the two scalar

doublets, 2HDMs allow tree-level flavor changing neutral
currents (FCNCs), which are restricted experimentally.
These interactions can be forbidden by introducing discrete
symmetries such as Z2. If both doublets have different Z2

charges, then fermions couple to only one doublet depend-
ing on their own Z2 charges. Imposing the Z2 symmetry
forbids the λ6ðΦ†

1Φ1ÞðΦ†
1Φ2Þ and λ7ðΦ†

2Φ2ÞðΦ†
1Φ2Þ terms

in the potential. The μ12, which also breaks the Z2, is
usually allowed in the potential, thus breaking the Z2

symmetry softly.
Depending on the Z2 charges of the fermions, there are

four types of 2HDMs without tree-level FCNCs: type I,
type II, lepton-specific, and flipped, as shown in Table I. In
the type I 2HDM, all quarks and leptons couple to Φ2.

In the type II 2HDM, up-type quarks couple to Φ2, while
down-type quarks and leptons couple to Φ1. In the lepton-
specific 2HDM, all quarks couple to Φ2, while leptons
couple to Φ1; while in the flipped 2HDM, up-type quarks
and leptons couple to Φ2, while down-type quarks couple
to Φ1.
The couplings of h to fermions are given by

Lyukawa ¼ −
X

f¼u;d;l

mf

v
ξff̄fh; ð6Þ

where the factors ξu;d;l are given in Table II.

B. Wrong-sign hbb̄ coupling

As mentioned before, the wrong-sign solution occurs in
the type II and flipped 2HDMs. Let us look at its origin in a
bit of detail. As shown in Table II, in the type II and flipped
2HDMs, the coupling of h to quarks are given by

ξu ¼
cos α
sin β

; ξd ¼ −
sin α
cos β

: ð7Þ

The coupling of the leptons differs between the type II and
flipped models, and are

ξl ¼ ξdðtype IIÞ; ξl ¼ ξu ðflippedÞ: ð8Þ

The limit where the couplings become the same as the
SM couplings is ξu ¼ ξd ¼ ξl ¼ 1. Taking the ratio of the
up-type and down-type quark couplings, we get

−
ξu
ξd

¼ 1

tan α tan β
¼ cos ðβ − αÞ þ cos ðβ þ αÞ

cos ðβ − αÞ − cos ðβ þ αÞ : ð9Þ

Now jξu=ξdj ∼ 1 for two cases, i.e., either β − α ¼ π=2 or
β þ α ¼ π=2, as follows:

(i) β − α ¼ π=2 implies ξd ¼ þ1 which is called the
right-sign solution.

(ii) β þ α ¼ π=2 implies ξd ¼ −1 which is the wrong-
sign solution.

Moreover, one can further simplify things by noting that

sin ðβ − αÞ
sin ðβ þ αÞ ¼

1 − tα
tβ

1þ tα
tβ

¼
1þ 1

t2β

ξd
ξu

1 − 1
t2β

ξd
ξu

: ð10Þ

TABLE I. Scalar doublets coupling to up-type quarks (u),
down-type quarks (d), and leptons (l) in the 2HDM models.

Type I Type II Lepton-specific Flipped

u Φ2 Φ2 Φ2 Φ2

d Φ2 Φ1 Φ2 Φ1

l Φ2 Φ1 Φ1 Φ2

TABLE II. Yukawa couplings of various fermions with the
physical Higgs boson h in the four different types of 2HDM [17].

Type I Type II Lepton-specific Flipped

ξu cos α= sin β cos α= sin β cos α= sin β cos α= sin β
ξd cos α= sin β − sin α= cos β cos α= sin β − sin α= cos β
ξl cos α= sin β − sin α= cos β − sin α= cos β cos α= sin β
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Thus, for large values of tβ and jξu=ξdj ∼ 1, one can write

sin ðβ − αÞ ∼ sin ðβ þ αÞ
�
1þ 2

t2β

ξd
ξu

�
: ð11Þ

For somewhat large values of tan β, sin ðβ − αÞ∼
sin ðβ þ αÞ. Thus, for all values of tan β, the SM limit
corresponds to sin ðβ − αÞ ∼ 1 (ξd ¼ 1), and for large
values of tan β, it also corresponds to sin ðβ þ αÞ ∼ 1
(ξd ¼ −1). Therefore, even when the quark couplings
are of the same magnitude as the SM values, one can have
a wrong-sign solution where the magnitude of the cou-
plings will be SM-like but the overall sign will be opposite.
Such wrong-sign solutions cannot be constrained from just
measuring the h → bb̄ decay more precisely.
However, the situation is very different for the h → ϒγ

decay. The wrong-sign solution modifies the direct diagram
of h → ϒγ by changing the overall sign of the amplitude of
the process. Hence, the previously discussed near complete
cancellation between direct and indirect diagram in SMwill
now be incomplete.
It should be noted that although we have so far discussed

the possible modifications and wrong-sign solution of the
hbb̄ coupling in the context of 2HDMs as prototype
models, the discussion applies to all models with a
modified hbb̄ coupling. In any BSM model, the modifi-
cation to the h → ϒγ decay width due to any variation in
the hbb̄ coupling can be calculated as

Γ½h → ϒγ� ¼ 1

8π

m2
h −m2

ϒ
m2

h

jξbAdirect þAindirectj2; ð12Þ

where the factor ξb takes into account any deviation, of
magnitude or sign, from the SM value of the hbb̄ coupling.
In particular, for the case of the wrong-sign solution with
jξbj ¼ 1, we have

Γ½h → ϒγ� ¼ 1

8π

m2
h −m2

ϒ
m2

h

j −Adirect þAindirectj2: ð13Þ

Note that in Eq. (13), if there is a sign change in the
contribution from the direct diagram (ξb < 0), there will be
constructive interference between the direct and indirect
diagrams instead of destructive interference like in the SM.
The modification in the h → ϒγ decay width due to

either a magnitude or a sign change in the value of the hbb̄
coupling ξb is shown in Fig. 2. Figure 2 shows the effect on
h → ϒγ branching ratio due to modifications in the hbb̄
coupling parametrized by the ξb parameter. As one can see,
large modifications from the SM value in the magnitude of
the hbb̄ coupling are ruled out by the various h → XX
measurements at the LHC [31,32], where X represents
a possible decay product of h. The gray-shaded region
is excluded by the LHC constraint BRðh → ϒγÞ < 2.5 ×
10−4 [33]. Thus, a large change in the h → ϒγ branching
ratio due to a large change in the magnitude of the hbb̄

coupling is not possible. This leaves us with a wrong-sign
solution with jξbj ∼ 1 as the only possibility which can
result in an order of magnitude change in the h → ϒγ
branching ratio.
As shown in Fig. 2, the right-sign solution ξb ¼ 1 leads

to a very small h → ϒγ branching ratio,2

9.70 × 10−9 ≲ BRðh → ϒγÞ≲ 1.41 × 10−8; ð14Þ
whereas the wrong-sign solution ξb ¼ −1 leads to a
branching ratio of

BRðh → ϒγÞ ¼ 7.66 × 10−7; ð15Þ
which is larger by almost 2 orders of magnitude. Thus, we
can conclude with very high confidence that the wrong-sign
solution ξb ≈ −1 is the only possibility that appreciably
modifies the h → ϒγ branching ratio through changes in
the direct diagram.

IV. POSSIBLE MODIFICATIONS
TO THE INDIRECT DIAGRAM

Having looked at all possible modifications in the direct
diagram, now let us look at the possible modifications in
the indirect diagram. The only way to significantly modify
the contribution of the indirect decay diagram of h → ϒγ
is through possible modifications in the h → γγ effective
coupling. As shown schematically in Fig. 3, this can
happen if any new particle runs in the h → γγ loop.
Here, X can be any electromagnetically charged particle
so that the XXγ vertex exists. Thus, there are many
possibilities, as pictorially depicted in Fig. 4.

FIG. 2. Branching ratio of h → ϒγ as a function of ξb with
ξb ¼ 1 corresponding to the SM case. The black lines show the
wrong-sign and right-sign predictions for jξbj ¼ 1. The horizontal
gray region depicts the region excluded by direct search of h →
ϒγ [33], while the red regions are ruled out from h → XX
measurements listed in Table IV [31,32].

2This value is highly sensitive to the input parameters. The
value 1.41 × 10−8 is taken from Ref. [23], while our own
computation gives a slightly different value of 9.70 × 10−9.
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The modification to the h → ϒγ decay width due
to variation in the h → γγ decay coming from the con-
tribution of new particles to the indirect diagram can be
parametrized as

Γ½h → ϒγ� ¼ m2
h −m2

ϒ
8πm2

h

����Adirect þ
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
1þ err

100

r
Aindirect

����
2

;

ð16Þ
where

err ¼ Γnew½h → γγ� − ΓSM½h → γγ�
ΓSM½h → γγ� × 100; ð17Þ

is the variation (in %) to the h → γγ decay width due to new
physics.
To estimate the modification induced by all these

particles in the indirect decay diagram, one has to look
at each possibility one by one. To calculate the modifica-
tions to the Higgs decay width and production cross
section, new model files were written in SARAH [34]
and FeynRules [35], the mass spectrum and effective
vertices were calculated in SPheno [36,37], and collider
simulations were done in MadGraph [38].
Among the various possibilities shown in Fig. 4, the

fermion loops actually decrease the BRðh → ϒγÞ. This is
because the SM contribution is dominated by the W boson
loop and the contribution of a new fermion will be opposite
in sign to the bosonic loop, leading to destructive inter-
ference. New charged bosons interfere constructively with

the existing SM h → γγ loops, since their contribution has
the same sign as the SM bosonic loop. Among the bosons,
we found that a new charged vector boson leads to the
largest positive change in the h → ϒγ decay width, which
we discuss below. All other cases are given in detail in
Appendix B.

A. New heavy charged vector bosons

We add a new heavy charged vector boson W0þ to the
SM particle content. We look at the simplest model-
independent possibility of a new SUð2ÞL singlet vector
boson without any connection to a gauge group. The
conclusions drawn can be generalized to other cases.
The charges of the new charged vector boson are given
in Table III. The relevant new terms in the Lagrangian in
this case are given by

L ¼ −
1

4
W0þ

μνW0μν− þm2
W0W0−

μW0þμ þ ghW0hW0−
μW0þμ

þ e
sin θW

�
gLffiffiffi
2

p ðν̄LγμCl
LeL þ ūLγμC

q
LdLÞW0þ

μ

þ gRffiffiffi
2

p ðūRγμCq
RdRÞW0þ

μ þ H:c:;

�
ð18Þ

whereW0þ
μν ¼ ð∂μW0þ

ν − ∂νW0þ
μ Þ, h is the SM Higgs boson,

and νL, eL;R, uL;R, and dL;R denote the SM neutrinos, left-
and right-handed charged leptons, and up- and down-type
quarks, respectively. For the sake of simplicity, we take
Cq;l
L and Cq

R to be identity matrices, gL ¼ 0, and gR ¼ 1

such that W0þ does not interfere with SM weak processes,
thereby avoiding the consequent experimental bounds.
The Feynman diagrams for the process that contributes

to the indirect diagram in h → ϒγ decay in this case are
shown in Fig. 5. The contribution to the h → γγ decay
amplitude in this case can be calculated from the formula
given in Appendix C, as follows:

AW0�
new ðh → γγÞ ¼ −ghV

v
2m2

W0
Ah
1ðτW0 Þ; ð19Þ

FIG. 3. Feynman diagram for the h → γγ process with a new
particle X running in the loop.

FIG. 4. Possible particle types for X.

TABLE III. Charges of the new charged vector boson.

Name Spin Generations ðSUð3ÞC ⊗ SUð2ÞL ⊗ Uð1ÞYÞ
W0þ 1 1 (1; 1,1)

FIG. 5. Feynman diagrams for the h → γγ process with the new charged vector boson running in the loop.
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where mW0 is the mass of the new charged vector boson,
τW0 ¼ m2

h=4m
2
W0 and ghV ¼ vghW0 . The form factor Ah

1 is
given in Eq. (C4).
The modification in the h → γγ decay width can be seen

in Fig. 6. As we can see in Fig. 6, the new charged vector
boson interferes constructively with the existing SM
h → γγ loops, since its contribution has the same sign as
the SM bosonic loop.

Furthermore, there is a modification to the production
of h in this case, since the existence of the new charged
vector boson modifies the qq̄ → V þ h and qq → qqþ
ðV�V� → hÞ processes. The most constraining production
process out of these is qq̄ → W0þ þ h. The Feynman
diagram corresponding to this process is shown in
Fig. 7. The modification to the production of h is shown
in Fig. 8. As we can see in Fig. 8, there is an increase in the
production of h because of the existence of new production
processes. The overall modification to the μ parameter and
the h → ϒγ branching ratio as a result is shown in Fig. 9.
The points in Fig. 9 are generated assuming the coupling
ghW0 to be in the perturbative range (≤

ffiffiffiffiffiffi
4π

p
). Since the new

charged vector boson interferes constructively with the
existing SM h → γγ loops, the h → ϒγ decay width is also
increased. Thus, this case can lead to an enhancement in the
h → ϒγ branching ratio. Again, the 3σ constraints from

FIG. 6. h → γγ decay width vs mass of the new charged vector
boson for ghW0 ¼ 1.

FIG. 7. Feynman diagram for qq̄ → W0þ þ h process involving
the new charged vector boson.

FIG. 8. pp → h production cross section vs mass of the new
charged vector boson for ghW0 ¼ 1.

FIG. 9. Left: μγγ vs ratio of mass of the new charged vector boson to ghW0 . The solid black lines are the experimentally measured μγγ at
�3σ uncertainty [31]. The magenta line is μγγ in the SM. Right: Branching ratio of h → ϒγ vs ratio of mass of the new charged vector
boson to ghW0 , depicting the allowed values of μγγ at each point.
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h → γγ limits it to be only a small enhancement, as shown
in Fig. 9.

B. Summarizing the contribution of new particles
to the indirect diagram

The variation to Γ½h → γγ� that can bring about the
largest positive change in the h → ϒγ decay width within
experimental constraints on μγγ observed in the calculations
is for the new charged vector boson at mass 753 GeV and
coupling ghW0 ¼ 3.07. For these mass and coupling values,

err ¼ ΓW0þ
new ½h → γγ� − ΓSM½h → γγ�

ΓSM½h → γγ� × 100 ¼ 38.24%;

ð20Þ
for which the h → ϒγ branching ratio is

BRðh → ϒγÞ ¼ 2.94 × 10−8; ð21Þ
which is still smaller by more than 1 order of magnitude
than the branching ratio due to the wrong-sign solution
[from Eq. (15)],

BRðh → ϒγÞ ¼ 7.66 × 10−7: ð22Þ
The variation to Γðh → γγÞ that can bring about the

largest negative change in the h → ϒγ decay width within
experimental constraints on μγγ observed in the calculations
in the sections above is in the case of a new up-type quark at
mass 753 GeV and coupling ghT ¼ 1.91. For these mass
and coupling values,

err ¼ ΓT 0
new½h → γγ� − ΓSM½h → γγ�

ΓSM½h → γγ� × 100 ¼ −18.62%;

ð23Þ
for which the h → ϒγ branching ratio is

BRðh → ϒγÞ ¼ 3.18 × 10−9: ð24Þ
The branching ratio in the SM is [from Eq. (14)]

BRðh → ϒγÞ ¼ 9.70 × 10−9: ð25Þ
Thus, the SM value is larger by almost an order of
magnitude.
The modification in the h → ϒγ decay width due to

variation in the h → γγ decay can be seen in Fig. 10. The
left red vertical band in Fig. 10 shows the minimum allowed
value of err, which is seen in the case of the new up-type
quark. The region to the left of this band is hence ruled out by
constraints on μγγ . The right red vertical band shows the
maximum allowed value of err, which is seen in the case of
the new charged vector boson. The region to the right of this
band is hence ruled out by constraints on μγγ. Hence, we can
conclude that the modification to the indirect diagram
coming from any type of new physics is not enough to

enhance the h → ϒγ branching ratio by 2 orders of magni-
tude compared to the SM prediction.
Thus, the wrong-sign solution is the only possibility that

gives rise to a roughly 2 orders of magnitude larger h → ϒγ
decay width. Although the present bound on h → ϒγ is
relatively weak, its future prospects are promising. Among
future colliders, the expected number of events for the SMand
wrong-sign cases are NSM

event ¼ 0.7, Nwrong−sign
event ¼ 114 at the

High-Luminosity LHC (HL-LHC) with luminosity 3ab−1.
For the future circular collider (hadron-hadron) (FCC-hh)
with luminosity 1ab−1, we have NSM

event ¼ 3.6, and
Nwrong−sign

event ¼ 608. They thus have potential to probe the
wrong-sign solution. Furthermore, in the future it might be
possible to further increase the signal significance and thus the
discovery potential by adopting advanced machine learning-
based analysis techniques [39] at the HL-LHC or FCC-hh.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, the rare Higgs decay mode h → ϒγ
provides us with a unique testing ground for new physics
beyond the SM. This is owing to the fact that in the SM, the
direct and indirect Feynman diagrams interfere destructively,
almost completely canceling each other. This accidental
cancellation makes the SM decay width very small. Thus,
any new physics which can disrupt this accidental cancella-
tion can potentially modify the h → ϒγ decay width by
orders of magnitude. Furthermore, due to presence of
interference terms, even the information about the sign of
the new physics couplings, typically lost in most other decay
modes such as h → bb̄, can be probed in this decay channel.
In this work, we have carried out a systematic and model-

independent analysis of possible modifications to the
h → ϒγ decay coming from new physics. Taking into
account the boundsonHiggs production anddecay processes

FIG. 10. Branching ratio of h → ϒγ as a function of err% in the
h → γγ decay width with err ¼ 0 corresponding to the SM case.
The black line shows the SM prediction. The gray region depicts
the region excluded by direct search of h → ϒγ [33], while the
red regions are ruled out from constraints on μγγ [Eqs. (20)
and (23)].
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from experimental measurements at the LHC, possible
modifications have been obtained in the Γ½h → γγ� and
henceΓ½h → ϒγ� decay processes due to presence of various
types of new particles. We found that while the accidental
cancellation of the SM direct and indirect amplitudes can
indeed be disrupted by presence of new physics and new
particles, the most significant change in Γ½h → ϒγ� occurs if
the Higgs has a wrong-sign hbb̄ coupling.
In fact, due to a wrong-sign hbb̄ coupling, the h → ϒγ

decay width increases by almost 2 orders of magnitude
compared to the SM value. We further found that no other
new physics can change the SM value of the h → ϒγ decay
width by such a large amount. Thus, h → ϒγ offers the most
promising probe for wrong-sign hbb̄ coupling, particularly
due to the fact that direct hbb̄ decay measurements cannot
distinguish between right-sign and wrong-sign hbb̄ cou-
plings. Finally, if the LHC or any future collider ever
observes the h → ϒγ decay mode with a significantly
enhanced decay width compared to the SM value, then it
will be a conclusive evidence of wrong-sign hbb̄ coupling
and the presence of more than one Higgs boson.
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APPENDIX A: MEASURING THE COUPLINGS
OF THE HIGGS BOSON

Here we present a brief discussion of the potential decay
modes of the 125 GeV scalar. For the sake of brevity,

throughout this work we will simply call it the Higgs (h)
boson.3 The Higgs boson couplings can be constrained by
measuring its decay widths to various particles. As shown
in Fig. 11, they can be broadly classified into two
categories: a) Higgs decay through its direct coupling with
other particles, and b) loop-induced decays, the most
prominent such decay being h → γγ.
The Higgs boson has several decay modes, each quanti-

fied by the branching ratio given by

BRXX ¼ Γ½h → XX�
Γ½h → all� ; ðA1Þ

where Γ½h → XX� is the decay width of the process h →
XX and Γ½h → all� is the total decay width. The subscript
XX denotes that the branching ratio is for the decay mode
h → XX; X being the given SM or BSM particle to which
the Higgs is decaying. For the SM case, one can calculate
the branching ratios theoretically, and if the 125 GeV scalar
is the SM Higgs, then they will be as shown in Fig. 12.
Note that Fig. 12 only shows the branching ratios for the

first few leading decay modes. The Higgs has other rarer
decay modes, including decay modes involving hadrons.
One such rare hadronic decay mode is h → ϒγ, on which
we will concentrate in the later sections.
The signal strength modifier or μ parameter is often used

to quantify Higgs boson decays in comparison to the SM
predictions. It is defined as the ratio of the experimentally
measured Higgs boson yield to the yield as predicted by the
Standard Model:

ðμXXÞExp ¼
ðσÞmeasured

ðσÞSM
ðBRXXÞmeasured

ðBRXXÞSM
; ðA2Þ

FIG. 11. Feynman diagrams for some leading-order contributions to the SM Higgs boson decays.

3Note that we are not identifying it with the SM Higgs particle.
Whenever we discuss the SM case, we will call it the SM Higgs
boson.
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where σ is the Higgs production cross section and BRXX is
the branching ratio of a specific decay channel h → XX. To
compare the calculations of new physics models with
experimental measurements, the following formula is used
to characterize the μ parameter:

ðμXXÞNP ¼ ðσÞNP

ðσÞSM
ðBRXXÞNP

ðBRXXÞSM
; ðA3Þ

where ðσÞNP is the Higgs production cross section in the
given new physics model and ðBRXXÞNP is the branching
ratio of the decay channel h → XX for the same new
physics model.
Since the discovery in 2012 of the ðμXXÞExp parameter,

both CMS [31] and ATLAS [32] have measured this
parameter for several Higgs decay modes; see the summary
in Table IV.
As we can see in Table IV, due to background contami-

nation and limitations in detection of final state particles,
there is a considerable amount of uncertainty in the
measurements of the Higgs boson decay modes. The decay
to gauge bosons (ZZ and WW) are relatively clean,
resulting in lower uncertainties. The decay to quarks (such
as bb̄) on the other hand, has a strong background from
QCD multijet generation and thus a high amount of

uncertainty. The decay to light charged leptons such as
the muon have a low background, but due to their small
masses, they have small couplings with the Higgs boson, so
their decay widths are relatively difficult to detect. The
most significant experimental uncertainties in measuring
the rate of decay to two photons (γγ) are related to photon
identification.
Apart from the decay modes listed in Table IV, there are

also several predicted SM Higgs decay processes with very
small decay widths, which make them very hard to detect.
These are called rare Higgs decays. Some of these
processes are given in Table V with their SM predicted
branching ratios.
Surprisingly, the h → ϒγ branching ratio is the smallest

among the processes given in Table V, in spite of the ϒ
meson being the heaviest and thus having the largest
coupling with the Higgs boson. This happens due to an
accidental cancellation between the two diagrams involved
in this process. Note that due to the close nature of the
cancellation, the SM branching ratio of h → ϒγ is
extremely sensitive to the values of the input parameters,
and different groups have reported slightly different values
of the SM branching ratios [23–26]. However, since in our
work we are interested in new physics effects which can
change the branching ratio by orders of magnitude, the high
sensitivity to input parameters will not have any appreci-
able effect on our results and conclusions.

APPENDIX B: OTHER POSSIBLE
MODIFICATIONS TO THE INDIRECT DIAGRAM

In this Appendix, we discuss one by one the modifica-
tions to the indirect decay diagram induced by all types of
particles other than new heavy charged vector bosons
(discussed in Sec. IVA).

1. New heavy charged leptons

We begin with looking at the possibility of a new heavy
vectorlike charged lepton pair l0L; l

0
R. The charged lepton

needs to couple with Higgs, which depending on its
SUð2ÞL charge can be through Yukawa coupling with
SM charged leptons or through another new pair of charged
leptons with appropriate SUð2ÞL charges. We look at the

TABLE IV. Experimentally measured μ parameters by CMS
[31] Collaboration with uncertainties (�1σ) for various decay
modes of h. The analogous ATLAS Collaboration measurements
can be found in Ref. [32].

Decay mode ðμXXÞExp
h → bb 1.02þ0.16

−0.15
h → ττ 0.84þ0.10

−0.10
h → WW 0.99þ0.09

−0.09
h → ZZ 1.03þ0.11

−0.10
h → γγ 1.12þ0.09

−0.09
h → μμ 1.15þ0.44

−0.41

FIG. 12. Branching ratios of various Higgs decay processes in
the SM vs the mass of the Higgs boson. The experimentally
measured mass is 125.20� 0.11 GeV [41].

TABLE V. Branching ratios of rare Higgs decay modes as
predicted by the SM [23,24]. Here, ρ0, ω, ϕ, J=ψ , and ϒ are
mesons.

Decay mode Branching ratio

h → ρ0γ 1.68 × 10−5

h → ωγ 1.48 × 10−6

h → ϕγ 2.31 × 10−6

h → J=ψγ 2.46 × 10−6

h → ϒð1SÞγ 1.41 × 10−8
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simplest possibilities of SUð2ÞL singlet and doublet leptons
in detail. The conclusions drawn can then be easily
generalized to other cases.

a. Vectorlike singlet leptons

The charges of the vectorlike singlet leptons are given in
Table VI. The relevant new terms in the Lagrangian in this
case are given by

−L ¼ ml0l0Ll
0
R þ ghlL̄iΦl0R; ðB1Þ

where Li ¼ ðνL;i; eL;iÞ; i ¼ 1, 2, 3 are the SM lepton
doublets and Φ is the SM Higgs doublet. Since they have
the same electric charge and spin, the new leptons mix with
the SM ones and the new mixed state acts as the fourth
generation of the lepton family. The Feynman diagram for
the process that contributes to the indirect diagram in h →
ϒγ decay in this case is shown in Fig. 13. The contribution
to the h → γγ decay amplitude in this case can be calculated
from the formula given in Appendix C, as follows:

Al0
newðh → γγÞ ¼ 2ghl

v
ml0

Ah
1=2ðτl0 Þ; ðB2Þ

where ghl is the hl0l0 effective coupling, ml0 is the mass of
the new lepton, τl0 ¼ m2

h=4m
2
l0 , and v is the VEV of the

Higgs field. The form factor Ah
1=2 is given in Eq. (C4).

The modification in the h → γγ decay width is shown in
Fig. 14. As we can see in Fig. 14, the new lepton interferes
destructively with the existing SM h → γγ loops. This is to
be expected, as the SM contribution is dominated by theW
boson loop and we have added a new fermion in the loop
whose contribution will be opposite in sign to the bosonic
loop. leading to destructive interference.4

Furthermore, there is no modification to the production
of h in this case, as the new lepton is not a colored particle
and hence, it does not run in the gluon fusion loop. The
overall modification to the μγγ parameter and the h → ϒγ
branching ratio are shown in Fig. 15. The points in Fig. 15
are generated assuming the coupling ghl to be in the
perturbative range (≤

ffiffiffiffiffiffi
4π

p
). Since the new lepton interferes

destructively with the existing SM h → γγ loops, the h →
ϒγ decay width is also decreased. Thus, this case cannot
lead to any enhancement in the h → ϒγ branching ratio.

b. Vectorlike doublet leptons

The charges of the vectorlike doublet leptons are given in
Table VII. The relevant new terms in the Lagrangian in this
case are given by

−L ¼ ml0 l0Ll
0
R þ ghll0LΦeR; ðB3Þ

where eR are the SM right-handed charged leptons. Note
that henceforth we will suppress the family generation
index for the sake of brevity. The production and decay
properties of the Higgs boson in this case are very similar to
the case of vectorlike singlet leptons. We again get a
destructive interference leading to a decrease in h → ϒγ
branching ratio. Similar behavior is observed for any
SUð2ÞL representation of new charged leptons. Hence,
we can conclude that additional charged leptons beyond the
SM cannot mimic the wrong-sign-like enhancement of the
h → ϒγ branching ratio.

2. New heavy quarks

Now we move on to the case when new heavy quarks are
added to the SM particle content. We start with the scenario
where up-type quarks are added and will discuss the down-
type quarks afterwards. Like the charged lepton case, for
quarks also we can add particles belonging to different

FIG. 13. Feynman diagram for the h → γγ process with the new
lepton running in the loop.

TABLE VI. Charges of the new SUð2ÞL singlet leptons.

Name Spin Generations ðSUð3ÞC ⊗ SUð2ÞL ⊗ Uð1ÞYÞ
l0L 1

2
1 ð1; 1;−1Þ

l0R 1
2

1 ð1; 1;−1Þ

FIG. 14. h → γγ decay width vs mass of the new lepton for
ghl ¼ 1.

4Note that even in the SM, the fermionic loops (dominated by
the top loop) actually interfere destructively with the W boson
loop.
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representations of SUð2ÞL. As before, we discuss the
SUð2ÞL singlet cases first and will argue that the higher
SUð2ÞL representations will not change the conclusions.

a. Vectorlike singlet up-type quarks

We add a vectorlike pair of heavy up-type quarks T 0
L; T

0
R

to the SM particle content with charges as shown in
Table VIII. The relevant new terms in the Lagrangian in
this case are given by

−L ¼ mT 0T 0
LT

0
R þ ghTQ̄ Φ̃T 0

R; ðB4Þ

where Q ¼ ðuL; dLÞ is the SM quark doublet and
Φ̃ ¼ iσ2Φ�. σ2 is the second Pauli matrix. Since they have
the same electric charge and spin, the new up-type quark
mixes with SM up-type quarks and the new mixed state acts
as the fourth generation of the up-type quark family. The
Feynman diagram for the process that contributes to the
indirect diagram in h → ϒγ decay in this case is shown in
Fig. 16. The contribution to the h → γγ decay amplitude in

this case can be calculated from the formula given in
Appendix C, as follows:

AT 0
newðh → γγÞ ¼ 8

3
ghT

v
mT 0

Ah
1=2ðτT 0 Þ; ðB5Þ

FIG. 15. Left: μγγ vs ratio of mass of the new vectorlike singlet lepton to ghl. The solid black lines are the experimentally measured μγγ
at �3σ uncertainty [31]. The magenta line is μγγ in the SM. Right: Branching ratio of h → ϒγ vs ratio of mass of the new vectorlike
singlet lepton to ghl, depicting the allowed values of μγγ at each point.

TABLE VII. Charges of the new SUð2ÞL doublet leptons.

Name Spin Generations ðSUð3ÞC ⊗ SUð2ÞL ⊗ Uð1ÞYÞ
l0L 1

2
1 ð1; 2;−1Þ

l0R 1
2

1 ð1; 2;−1Þ

TABLE VIII. Charges of the new SUð2ÞL singlet up-type
quarks.

Name Spin Generations ðSUð3ÞC ⊗ SUð2ÞL ⊗ Uð1ÞYÞ
T 0
L

1
2

1 ð3; 1; 2=3Þ
T 0
R

1
2

1 ð3; 1; 2=3Þ

FIG. 16. Feynman diagram for the h → γγ process with the new
up-type quark running in the loop.

FIG. 17. h → γγ decay width vs mass of the new up-type quark
for ghT ¼ 1.
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where ghT is the effective hT 0T 0 coupling,mT 0 is the mass of
the new up-type quark, and τT 0 ¼ m2

h=4m
2
T 0 . The modifi-

cation in the h → γγ decay width can be seen in Fig. 17. As
we can see in Fig. 17, the new up-type quark interferes
destructively with the existing SM h → γγ loops since its
contribution is opposite in sign to the SM bosonic loop (as
in the case of a new lepton).
Furthermore, there is a modification to the production of

h in this case. The most constraining production process
that gets modified is gluon fusion. The new up-type quark
can run in the gluon fusion loop and this modifies the
production cross section. The Feynman diagram corre-
sponding to this process is shown in Fig. 18. The
modification to the production of h is shown in Fig. 19.
As we can see in Fig. 19, there is an increase in the gg → h
production. This is due to the fact that new up-type quark
interferes constructively with the SM gg → h loops, which
are dominated by the contribution from the top quark. The
overall modification to the μ parameter and the h → ϒγ
branching ratio as a result is shown in Fig. 20. The points in
Fig. 20 are generated assuming the coupling ghT to be in the
perturbative range (≤

ffiffiffiffiffiffi
4π

p
). Due to contribution of the

production cross section, there is a increase in the value of
μγγ . However, since the h → ϒγ decay width only depends
on the h → γγ decay width, the h → ϒγ decay width is

decreased as the new up-type interferes destructively
with the existing SM h → γγ loops. Thus, this case
cannot lead to any enhancement in the h → ϒγ branch-
ing ratio.

b. Vectorlike singlet down-type quarks

We add a vectorlike pair of heavy down-type quarks
B0
L; B

0
R to the SM particle content with charges as shown in

Table IX. The relevant new terms in the Lagrangian in this
case are given by

−L ¼ mB0B0
LB

0
R þ ghBQ̄ΦB0

R: ðB6Þ

Since they have the same electric charge and spin, the new
down-type quark mixes with SM down-type quarks and the

FIG. 19. pp → h production cross section vs mass of the new
up-type quark for ghT ¼ 1.

FIG. 20. Left: μγγ vs ratio of mass of the new vectorlike singlet up-type quark to ghT . The solid black lines are the experimentally
measured μγγ at �3σ uncertainty [31]. The magenta line is μγγ in the SM. Right: Branching ratio of h → ϒγ vs ratio of mass of the new
vectorlike singlet up-type quark to ghT , depicting the allowed values of μγγ at each point.

FIG. 18. Feynman diagram for Higgs production via the gluon
fusion process with the new up-type quark running in the loop.
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new mixed state acts as the fourth generation of the down-
type quark family. The Feynman diagram for the process
that contributes to the indirect diagram in h → ϒγ decay in
this case is shown in Fig. 21. The contribution to the h →
γγ decay amplitude in this case can be calculated from the
formula given in Appendix C, as follows:

AB0
newðh → γγÞ ¼ 2

3
ghB

v
mB0

Ah
1=2ðτB0 Þ; ðB7Þ

where mB0 is the mass of the new down-type quark
and τB0 ¼ m2

h=4m
2
B0 .

The modification in the h → γγ decay width can be seen
in Fig. 22: As we can see in Fig. 22, the new down-type
quark interferes destructively with the existing SM h → γγ
loops, since its contribution is opposite in sign to the SM

bosonic loop, as in the case of a new lepton and new up-
type quark.
Furthermore, there is a modification to the production

of h in this case. The most constraining production
process that gets modified is gluon fusion. The new
up-type quark can run in the gluon fusion loop and this
modifies the production cross section. The Feynman
diagram corresponding to this process is shown in
Fig. 23. The modification to the production of h is
shown in Fig. 24. As we can see in Fig. 24, there is an
increase in the gg → h production. This is due to the fact
that new up-type quark interferes constructively with the
SM gg → h loops, which are dominated by the contri-
bution from the top quark (as in the case of a new up-
type quark). The overall modification to the μ parameter
and the h → ϒγ branching ratio as a result is shown in
Fig. 25. The points in Fig. 25 are generated assuming the
coupling ghB to be in the perturbative range (≤

ffiffiffiffiffiffi
4π

p
).

Due to contribution of the production cross section, there
is an increase in the value of μγγ . However, since the
h → ϒγ decay width only depends on the h → γγ decay
width, the h → ϒγ decay width is decreased as the new
down-type interferes destructively with the existing SM
h → γγ loops. Thus, this case cannot lead to any
enhancement in the h → ϒγ branching ratio.

FIG. 21. Feynman diagram for the h → γγ process with the new
down-type quark running in the loop.

FIG. 22. h → γγ decay width vs mass of the new down-type
quark for ghB ¼ 1.

FIG. 23. Feynman diagram for Higgs production via the gluon
fusion process with the new downtype quark running in the loop.

FIG. 24. pp → h production cross-section vs mass of the new
down-type quark for ghB ¼ 1.

TABLE IX. Charges of the new SUð2ÞL singlet down-type
quarks.

Name Spin Generations ðSUð3ÞC ⊗ SUð2ÞL ⊗ Uð1ÞYÞ
B0
L

1
2

1 ð3; 1;−1=3Þ
B0
R

1
2

1 ð3; 1;−1=3Þ
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c. Vectorlike doublet quarks

The charges of the vectorlike doublet quarks are given
in Table X. The relevant new terms in the Lagrangian
in this case are given by

−L ¼ mf0f0Lf
0
R þ ghTf0L Φ̃ uR þ ghBf0LΦdR; ðB8Þ

where uR and dR are the SM right-handed up-type and
down-type quarks, respectively.
The production and decay properties of the Higgs

boson in this case are very similar to the case of
vectorlike up-type and down-type quarks. We again get
a destructive interference leading to a decrease in h → ϒγ
branching ratio. Similar behavior is observed for any
SUð2ÞL representation of new quarks. Hence, we can
conclude that additional quarks beyond the SM cannot
mimic the wrong-sign-like enhancement of the h → ϒγ
branching ratio.

3. New heavy charged scalars

Next, we discuss the case when a new heavy charged
scalar boson Hþ is added to the SM particle content. We
look at the simplest possibilities of new SUð2ÞL singlet and
doublet scalars in detail. The conclusions drawn can be
generalized to other cases.

a. Singlet charged scalar

The charges of the new singlet charged scalar are given
in Table XI. The relevant new terms in the Lagrangian in
this case are given by

−L ¼ μHþHþH− þ λHþHþH−HþH− þ λΦHþHþH−Φ̄Φ:

ðB9Þ

Since they have the same electric charge and spin, the
new charged scalar mixes with the SM charged
Goldstone boson.
The Feynman diagrams for the process that contributes

to the indirect diagram in h → ϒγ decay in this case are
shown in Fig. 26. The contribution to the h → γγ decay
amplitude in this case can be calculated from the formula
given in Appendix C, as follows:

AH�
newðh → γγÞ ¼ ghHþ

v
2m2

H�
Ah
0ðτH�Þ; ðB10Þ

where mH� is the mass of the new charged scalar,
τH� ¼ m2

h=4m
2
H� , and ghHþ ¼ λΦHþ vffiffi

2
p . The form factor

Ah
0 is given in Eq. (C4).
The modification in the h → γγ decay width can be

seen in Fig. 27: we have taken the sign of λΦHþ to be
negative to demonstrate the case when the new charged
scalar interferes constructively with the existing SM
h → γγ loops. As we can see in Fig. 27, the new

TABLE X. Charges of the new SUð2ÞL doublet quarks.

Name Spin Generations ðSUð3ÞC ⊗ SUð2ÞL ⊗ Uð1ÞYÞ
q0L 1

2
1 ð3; 2; 1=6Þ

q0R 1
2

1 ð3; 2; 1=6Þ

TABLE XI. Charges of the new SUð2ÞL singlet scalar.

Name Spin Generations ðSUð3ÞC ⊗ SUð2ÞL ⊗ Uð1ÞYÞ
Hþ 0 1 (1; 1,1)

FIG. 25. Left: μγγ vs ratio of mass of the new vectorlike singlet down-type quark to ghB. The solid black lines are the experimentally
measured μγγ at �3σ uncertainty [31]. The magenta line is μγγ in the SM. Right: Branching ratio of h → ϒγ vs ratio of mass of the new
vectorlike singlet down-type quark to ghB, depicting the allowed values of μγγ at each point.

h → ϒγ DECAY: SMOKING GUN … PHYS. REV. D 114, 055030 (2026)

055030-15



charged scalar interferes constructively with the existing
SM h → γγ loops since its contribution is the same sign
as the SM bosonic loop.
Furthermore, there is no modification to the production

of h in this case, as the new charged scalar is not a colored
particle and hence, it does not run in the gluon fusion loop.

The overall modification to the μ parameter and the h → ϒγ
branching ratio as a result is shown in Fig. 28. The points in
Fig. 28 are generated assuming the coupling λΦHþ to be in
the perturbative range (≤

ffiffiffiffiffiffi
4π

p
). Since the new charged

scalar interferes constructively with the existing SM
h → γγ loops, the h → ϒγ decay width is also increased.
Thus, this case can lead to an enhancement in the h → ϒγ
branching ratio. However, the 3σ constraint from h → γγ
limits it to be only a small enhancement, as shown
in Fig. 28.

b. Doublet scalar

The charges of the new doublet scalar are given in
Table XII. The relevant new terms in the Lagrangian in this
case are given by

−L ¼ m2
22Φ0†Φ0 −m2

12ðΦ†Φ0 þΦ0†ΦÞ þ λ2
2
ðΦ0†Φ0Þ2

þ λ3Φ†ΦΦ0†Φ0 þ λ4Φ†Φ0Φ0†Φ

þ λ5
2
½ðΦ†Φ0Þ2 þ ðΦ0†ΦÞ2�; ðB11Þ

where Φ0 ¼ ðHþ; 1ffiffi
2

p ðuþ σ þ ηÞÞ. Since they have the

same electric charge and spin, σ mixes with the SM

FIG. 27. h → γγ decay width vs mass of the new charged scalar
for λΦHþ ¼ −1.

FIG. 28. Left: μγγ vs ratio of mass of the new singlet charged scalar to λΦHþ . The solid black lines are the experimentally measured μγγ
at�3σ uncertainty [31]. The magenta line is μγγ in the SM. Right: Branching ratio of h → ϒγ vs ratio of mass of the new singlet charged
scalar to λΦHþ , depicting the allowed values of μγγ at each point.

FIG. 26. Feynman diagrams for the h → γγ process with the new charged scalar running in the loop.
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Higgs boson, η mixes with the SM pseudoscalar
Goldstone boson, and Hþ mixes with the SM charged
Goldstone boson.
The decay and production properties of the Higgs

boson in this case are similar to the case of a singlet
charged scalar. A major difference here is that
ghHþ ¼ ðλ3 þ λ4 þ λ5Þ vffiffi

2
p . The overall modification to

the μ parameter and the h → ϒγ branching ratio in this
case is shown in Fig. 29. The points in Fig. 29 are
generated assuming the masses of the new charged and
neutral scalars to be in the range 500–2000 GeV and the
couplings λi to be in the perturbative range (≤

ffiffiffiffiffiffi
4π

p
). We

also ensure vacuum stability constraints, as follows:

λ1 > 0; λ2 > 0; λ3 >
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
λ1λ2

p
;

ðλ3 þ λ4Þ > −
ffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
λ1λ2

p
: ðB12Þ

Depending on the values of the couplings, the new
charged scalar can interfere constructively or destruc-
tively with existing SM h → γγ loops. The h → ϒγ decay
width will increase in the case of constructive interfer-
ence and decrease in the case of destructive interference.
Thus, this case can lead to an enhancement in the
h → ϒγ branching ratio. But again, the 3σ constraint

from h → γγ limits it to be only a small enhancement, as
shown in Fig. 29.

APPENDIX C: h → γγ DECAY WIDTH
CALCULATION

The h → γγ decay width can be calculated as [42–44]

Γ½h → γγ� ¼ α2m3
h

256π3v2
jASM þAnewj2; ðC1Þ

where mh is the mass of the Higgs boson, v is the vacuum
expectation value of the Higgs field, andASM is the h → γγ
decay amplitude due to SM particles, given as

ASMðh → γγÞ ¼ 2
X
f

NcQ2
fA

h
1=2ðτfÞ − Ah

1ðτW�Þ; ðC2Þ

and Anew is the h → γγ decay amplitude due to new
fermions, charged gauge bosons, and charged scalar
bosons, given as

Anewðh → γγÞ ¼ 2NcQ2
f0ghf

v
mf0

Ah
1=2ðτfÞ

− ghV
v

2m2
V
Ah
1ðτVÞ þ ghHþ

v
2m2

H�
Ah
0ðτH�Þ;

ðC3Þ
where Nc is the color factor of a fermion ¼ 3ð1Þ for quarks
(leptons); Qf is the electric charge of a fermion; mf0 , mV ,
and mH� are the masses of the new fermion, new charged
gauge boson, and new charged scalar boson, respectively;
and ghf, ghHþ , and ghV are the couplings of the Higgs
bosons to the new fermions, charged scalar bosons, and

FIG. 29. Left: μγγ vs ratio of mass of the new doublet charged scalar to λ3 þ λ4 þ λ5. The solid black lines are the experimentally
measured μγγ at �3σ uncertainty [31]. The magenta line is μγγ in the SM. Right: Branching ratio of h → ϒγ vs ratio of mass of the new
doublet charged scalar to λ3 þ λ4 þ λ5, depicting the allowed values of μγγ at each point.

TABLE XII. Charges of the new SUð2ÞL doublet scalar.

Name Spin Generations ðSUð3ÞC ⊗ SUð2ÞL ⊗ Uð1ÞYÞ
Φ0 0 1 ð1; 2; 1=2Þ
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charged gauge bosons, respectively. The form factors Ah
i

for spin-1
2
, spin-1, and spin-0 particles are given by

Ah
1=2ðτÞ ¼ τ−1½1þ ð1 − τ−1ÞfðτÞ�
Ah
1ðτÞ ¼ 2þ 3τ−1 þ 3τ−1ð2 − τ−1ÞfðτÞ

Ah
0ðτÞ ¼ τ−1½τ−1fðτÞ − 1�; ðC4Þ

where τi ¼ m2
h=4m

2
i with mi denoting the loop mass, and

the function fðτÞ is defined as

fðτÞ ¼
8<
:

arcsin2ð ffiffiffi
τ

p Þ τ ≤ 1

− 1
4

h
ln
� ffiffi

τ
p þ ffiffiffiffiffiffi

τ−1
pffiffi

τ
p

−
ffiffiffiffiffiffi
τ−1

p
	
− iπ

i
2

τ > 1:
ðC5Þ
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