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One of the assumptions of simplified models is that there are a few new particles and interactions
accessible at the LHC and all other new particles are heavy and decoupled. The effective field theory (EFT)
method provides a consistent method to test this assumption. Simplified models can be augmented with
higher order operators involving the new particles accessible at the LHC. Any UV completion of the
simplified model will be able to match onto these beyond the Standard Model EFTs (BSM-EFT). In this
paper, we study the simplest simplified model: the Standard Model extended by a real gauge singlet scalar. In
addition to the usual renormalizable interactions, we include dimension-5 interactions of the singlet scalar
with Standard Model particles. As we will show, even when the cutoff scale is 3 TeV, these new effective
interactions can drastically change the interpretation of Higgs precision measurements and scalar searches.
In addition, we discuss how power counting in a BSM-EFT depends strongly on the processes and parameter
space under consideration. Finally, we propose a y> method to consistently combine the limits from new
particle searches with measurements of the Standard Model. Unlike imposing a hard cutoff on heavy
resonance rates, our method allows fluctuations in individual channels that are consistent with global fits.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Large Hadron Collider (LHC) has had two very
successful runs. While no new physics beyond the Standard
Model (BSM) has been discovered, we may yet expect it
to show up in currently unanalyzed data or in future runs at
the LHC. In the absence of discoveries of more complete
models such as supersymmetry, extra dimensions, or
composite Higgs models, it is useful to study simplified
models [1]. A frequent assumption of simplified models is
that there are at most a handful of new particles accessible
at LHC energies, while all additional new particles are too
heavy to be produced. However, this raises the question:
can the effects of the inaccessible new particles be truly
neglected? For example, consider a simplified model with a
new up-type vectorlike quark (VLQ). If there is a new
scalar in the theory, even if the scalar cannot be directly
produced, it can mediate new loop level decays of the VLQ
into photons and gluons [2]. Indeed, in certain regions of
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parameter space, these decay modes can be dominant
[2-4], fundamentally changing the phenomenology of
the simplified VLQ model.

The most “model independent” method to determine the
effects of new, heavy particles is an effective field theory
(EFT). An EFT is a power expansion in inverse powers of
some new physics scale A,

Ezﬁren‘l’zs;/\ffﬁtok,nv (1)

where f, are Wilson coefficients, L., is the renormaliz-
able Lagrangian, and O, ,, are dimension-# operators. In the
Standard Model EFT (SMEFT) [5-7], L,., and Oy, consist
of SM fields and are invariant under SM symmetries. To
test the stability of simplified models against heavy new
physics, this framework needs to be extended to the BSM-
EFT [2-4,8-20]. In the BSM-EFT, L, and Oy, consist
of SM and simplified model fields and are invariant under
the symmetries of the simplified model. This approach is
agnostic about the high scale new physics since any UV
completion of a simplified model will match onto the
BSM-EFT.

In this paper, we study the BSM-EFT of the simplest
possible extension of the SM, the addition of a real scalar
singlet S [21-23]. Beyond being the simplest extension of
the SM, the singlet model can help provide a strong first
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order electroweak phase transition necessary of electro-
weak baryogenesis [24-28]. At the renormalizable level,
the new singlet only enters the scalar potential, and its
interactions with fermions and gauge bosons are inherited
by its mixing with the SM Higgs boson. However, it is
highly unlikely that a singlet scalar would appear without
any new physics. For example, even if it can give rise to a
strong first order electroweak phase transition, in order to
successfully have electroweak baryogenesis, new sources
of CP violation are needed [29-32]. In fact, it has been
shown [33-35] that the BSM-EFT for the real scalar singlet
can provide the CP violation necessary for electroweak
baryogenesis.

Our analysis will consist of two major portions: reinter-
preting Higgs precision measurements in the singlet
extended SM and reinterpreting searches for new heavy
scalars. After electroweak symmetry breaking (EWSB), the
new singlet scalar and Higgs boson will mix. Without the
new EFT interactions, this mixing results in a universal
suppression of Higgs boson production rates. Hence, Higgs
precision measurements have a very simple interpretation
[36—41]. However, the BSM-EFT will introduce new inter-
actions between the Higgs boson and fermions/gauge
bosons. As we will show, these can significantly alter the
interpretation of Higgs measurements. A similar argument
can be made for constraints coming from heavy scalar
searches. At the renormalizable level, the new scalar inherits
all of its interactions with fermions and gauge bosons from
the SM Higgs boson. Hence, its production rates are the
same as a heavy Higgs boson but suppressed by a mixing
angle. Similarly, its decay rates are the same as a heavy
Higgs boson suppressed by a mixing angle, except when a
di-Higgs resonance is kinematically available. That is, at the
renormalizable model, the phenomenology is well defined.
As we will show, with the introduction of new interactions
between the scalar and fermions/gauge bosons, the phenom-
enology can significantly change. Even though it is typically
assumed that heavy new physics can be neglected, we will
show that even in the simplest of all simplified models this
assumption must be called into question.

This paper is an extension of work in Ref. [8], where
only effective interactions between the scalar singlet and
gauge bosons were considered. We should note that the full
BSM-EFT was considered in Ref. [9]. However, they also
considered dimension-6 SMEFT operators. While these
effects can be important, we are interested in the question
of how the EFT including new particles can change the
phenomenology of the simplified models. Hence, we will
focus on dimension-5 operators involving SM gauge
bosons, SM fermions, and the new scalar singlet. In
addition, we will include the most up-to-date Higgs
precision data and searches for scalar singlets. Also, we
give a robust discussion of power counting the BSM-EFT
and propose a new y? analysis to combine heavy resonance
searches with precision measurements.

In Sec. II, we develop the BSM-EFT for the real scalar
singlet. The EFT power counting in a BSM-EFT can change
from the usual SMEFT power counting, as we will discuss
in Sec. IIl. The effects of the new operators on Higgs
production and decay are shown in Sec. IV, and results from
fitting to Higgs signal strengths are given in Sec. V. In
Sec. VI A, we propose a y> analysis for heavy resonance
search limits, and in Sec. VIB, the final results of heavy
scalar resonances and their combination with Higgs signal
strengths are given. We conclude in Sec. VII. A discussion
about assumptions in Higgs signal rate calculations is given
in Appendix A, the Feynman rules are given in Appendix B,
the experimental results we fit to are given in Appendix C,
and various parameter space limits are given in Appendix D.

II. MODEL

We consider the SM extended by a real gauge singlet
scalar, S, and will not impose an additional Z, upon S. In
order to focus on the effects of new physics on the scalar
singlet properties, we will consider only dimension-5 EFT
operators. For simplicity, we will also only focus on CP
even operators. These are the lowest order effective
operators that include a scalar singlet [8,9]. At dimen-
sion-5, the only SMEFT operators are those that contribute
to Majorana neutrino masses [5,6,42], which are not
relevant for LHC analyses. Hence, these will be neglected
and the BSM-EFT will only consist of operators including
the new singlet scalar.

Adapting the notation of Refs. [43], to order A~' the
scalar potential is

V(®D,S) = 20T D + A(@T D) + %qﬂcps + %qﬁcw

b
+ B s+ ;—j\ (PS5 +byS+ 28

2A
by 5 by  bs s
+3S+4S+5AS, (2)
where ® = (0, ¢,/v/2)" is the SM Higgs doublet in the
unitary gauge, ¢y = h + v is the neutral scalar component
of @, h is the Higgs boson, and (¢,) = v is the SM Higgs
vacuum expectation value (vev). Since S is not charged
under any symmetry, its vev does not break any symmetry
and results in an unphysical redefinition of parameters
[39,43]. Hence, without loss of generality, we can
impose (S) = 0.
After EWSB, the Higgs boson £ and scalar singlet have
the same quantum numbers and can mix

<h1> < cosf sinH)(h) 3)
hy ~ \—sin@ cos® s)

where h, , are mass eigenstates with masses m; ;. We will
assume m; = 125 GeV < m,, since the other mass
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hierarchy is strongly constrained by Large Electron—Positron

Collider measurements [36]. With the masses, mixing, and

vevs, we can now solve for five parameters in the potential,
— 1 29 2 102 0 2

u= E(cos my + sin*0ms),

cos’0m7 + sin*Om3

20?2 ’
m2 — m2 2
=sin20———2 g, —,
ay S ” ay A
I 2 2 vt
bl = Zsm291)(m2 - ml) + a48—A,
1
b, = cos*0m3 + sin*Om? — Eazvz. (4)

These are O(v/A) corrections on the relationships founds in
Refs. [39,43]. The free parameters of the scalar potential are
then

my = 125 GeV, m,, v = 246 GeV,
<S> = 0,9, az,a3,a4,b3,b4,b5. (5)

The scalar potential gives rise to important trilinear
scalar couplings after EWSB,

1 1
(h17h2)33,/1111h += /1211//1 h;, (6)

where
2

3
Ay = 2 os? 0 + 2by sin’ O + 3a,v cos O sin @
v

3a;v? 3a,v?
B Gn o + % cos? @sin 6, (7)

2A

m3 + 2mi

Ay = — L c0s20 sin @ + 2b5 cos Osin0

+ a,v sin 0(2cos?0 — sin’0)

3 2 2
+ ZX] cos 0sin®6 + %cos 0(cos?0 — 2sin*6).
(8)

When kinematically allowed, the coupling 1,;; gives rise to
resonant double Higgs production via the decay h, — hh;.
The Higgs trilinear coupling 4;;; can alter the nonresonant
di-Higgs rate away from SM predictions.

There are important theoretical constraints on the scalar
potential, Eq. (2), to consider. Limits from the potential
affect the allowed values of 4,;; and can have a significant
impact on the s, — hyh; branching ratio [43]. First, there
are quintic terms S(®®)?, SP®T®, and S° that dominate
at large field values and can be negative, indicating an
unstable potential. We only consider parameter space where

the global minimum is inside the field value region |S| < A
and |¢o| < A and not along the boundaries. Above the
cutoff scale, it assumed new physics comes in and stabilizes
the potential. Second, the potential is much more compli-
cated than the SM and has many different minimum even
inside the allowed field value regions. The singlet vev
cannot contribute to the W and Z masses. Hence, the Higgs
vev must give the correct masses and we only consider
parameter space where the global minimum is {(¢y) = v =
246 GeV and (S) = 0. Finally, in the scalar potential, we
require all dimensionless parameters to be bounded by 4z
and all dimensionful parameters to be bounded by A.

In addition to the scalar potential, the scalar singlet
obtains new interactions with SM fermions and gauge
bosons [8—10]. Current measurements of the observed
Higgs boson are only sensitive to third generation quarks,
and second and third generation leptons. Hence, we will
only consider those interactions in addition to the gauge
bosons. The relevant effective operators in the fermion
mass eigenbasis are then

166 s Grm 4 T TW0 gy o
e A

95 fee
1672 A
9 fBB
1672 A

+&—SL Dy +Q—SQ3q>bR

Lepr D

+-—5228 5B, B — /2 ( - "SL2<I>MR

+Q—SQ3@R +Hc> (9)

where L, 5 are second and third generation lepton SU(2),
doublets, Q5 is the third generation quark SU(2), doublet,
MR- TR, bg, tg are SU(2), singlets, and m,,, m., m;,, m, are
the masses of the relevant fermions. All Wilson coefficients
are assumed to be real. The Feynman rules from Egs. (2)
and (9) can be found in Appendix B.

III. POWER COUNTING

In traditional SMEFT counting, the amplitude squared
terms should be truncated to the same order as the
Lagrangian. As an example, consider a baryon and lepton
number conserving SMEFT amplitude to dimension-8,'

1 1
Asmerr ~ Aren + P-A&SMEFT + A Ag smerr + O(A™),
(10)
where A, is the dimension-4 renormalizable amplitude,

and A, gverr are SMEFT amplitudes originating from
operators at dimension-n. The amplitude squared is then

n SMEFT, dimension-5 and dimension-7 operators violate
lepton and/or baryon number [42,44—47].
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1 1
| Asmerr|? ~ [Aen|* + p-ArenAﬁSMEFT + A | As smerr|*
1
+ F-ArenA&SMEFl' + O(A™°). (11)

As can be clearly seen, at the amplitude squared level, the
dimension-8 term is of the same order as the dimension-6
squared term. Hence, for self-consistency, if only the
dimension-6 term is included in the amplitude, then the
amplitude squared should also be truncated at O(A72).
According to this argument, since the interactions in
Egs. (2) and (9) are truncated at dimension-5, the squared
amplitudes should be truncated at O(A™"). Here we note
that while this is the SMEFT procedure, in the model
presented the counting is more complicated due to the
unknown scalar mixing angle. First, consider %; single
production and decay. The relevant singlet scalar inter-
actions are all dimension-5 or higher. Hence, to order A~2,
amplitudes for /; production and decay are schematically

Ay, ~cos O A, + cos 9“465\& +s ng(@ +%>

+ O(A73), (12)

where As g and Agg are, respectively, dimension-5 and
dimension-6 operators involving the scalar singlet S.
Note that due to mixing among the scalars after EWSB,
in the production and decay of the mass eigenstate /;, the
SMEFT and renormalizable terms are proportional to cos
and the singlet scalar EFT terms are proportional to sin 6.
The amplitude squared is then

. ArenA
| A, |? ~ cos?0| Apen|* + sin 6 cos Q%S’S

| .
+ e (sin?0| As s|* + sin @ cos O An A s
+ €05°0 ArenAg smerr) + O(A™). (13)

In the small mixing angle limit, the SM and SMEFT
contributions dominate, and the usual power counting is
valid. In the large mixing angle limit, sin @ — =£1, the cos @
terms go to zero and the amplitude squared is

2 | As | A6S-ASS
" sing|—1 A? A3

A

+OA™). (14)

Hence, the dimension-5 squared piece dominates the
dimension-6 terms. That is, in the large mixing angle limit,
we can take the full dimension-5 amplitude squared and not
violate power counting rules.

For h, single production and decay, the relevant singlet
scalar renormalizable interaction comes from the potential
and induces h, — h;h; when kinematically allowed. This
process depends on A,;;. From Eq. (8), it is clear that the

renormalizable piece of 4,1; is proportional to sin 8. Hence,
all renormalizable contributions to /i, single production
and decay are proportional to sinf and the amplitude is
schematically

A, ~sin9Aren+sin9m+cosa A—+@
2 A A
+ O(A73). (15)

Now, in the large mixing angle limit sinf — +1, the
amplitude becomes SM-like and the SMEFT power count-
ing is correct. While in the small mixing angle limit, the
dimension-5 term is the leading term, similar to Eq. (12).
Hence, the leading term in the amplitude squared is the
dimension-5 squared piece and the full dimension-5
amplitude squared does not violate power counting.
Note that /h,h, production depends on 4,,; which is not
sin @ mixing angle suppressed as shown in Eq. (B2) and
studied in Ref. [28]. That is h,h, production the power
counting changes again.

As this discussion makes clear, the power counting in
BSM-EFT depends intimately on the what parameter space
is being considered and exactly what processes are under
consideration. We expect that LHC limits will force this
model into the small mixing angle limit. Hence, to test the
validity of the EFT, for Higgs precision measurements,
we will compare O(A™!) rates to O(A~2) rates. For scalar
singlet searches, we will always keep rates at O(A~2).

IV. hy PRODUCTION AND DECAY

After mixing with the singlet scalar, the observed Higgs
boson £, obtains additional, BSM-EFT couplings to gauge
bosons and fermions via Eq. (9). These additional cou-
plings will change the partial widths of £,. In this section,
we show the numerical dependence of the relevant branch-
ing ratios on the various Wilson coefficients.

The total width of &, is

Iy =T(hy = bb) +T(hy = c¢) +T'(h; = gg)
+(hy = yy) + T(hy - WEWT) + T'(hy - ZZ%)
+T(hy = o5 07) + T(hy — g ). (16)

Higher order QCD corrections are included in the numeri-
cal studies. The partial widths I'(h, — bb) and '(h; — c¢)
are calculated to next-to-next-to-leading order (NNLO) in
QCD [48-52]; I'(hy — yy) [53-63] is calculated at NLO
with the exact top mass effects [64]; and ['(h; — gg)
[59,65,66] and I'(h; — Zy) [67-70] are calculated to
NLO in QCD [52] by reweighting the exact LO quark
loop amplitudes, including all quark mass effects, by the
NLO top loop amplitudes calculated in the infinite top
quark mass limit,
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ANLO,m,—»oo
GLO— s
-ALO,m[—wo

Asno = A (17)

where A, nio are the quark loop amplitudes we use in
our fits, A, are the exact LO quark loop amplitudes
including all quark mass effects, and Ajg —co-
ANLOm—c are the LO and NLO top loop amplitudes,
respectively, including the top quark contributions calcu-
lated in the infinite top quark mass limit. For #; — gg, there

|

is also a three point contribution, g — g — h, from the
BSM-EFT. The NLO correction differs from the m, — oo
limit of the SM by (1 + 11a,/47x) [59,65,66,71], which we
take into account. Finally, for loop level decays I'(h; —
Zy) and T'(h; — yy), we include contributions from ¢, b, c,
7, u, and W, while for I'(h; — gg) we include ¢, b, and c.

In addition to the Higgs boson mass, our input param-
eters are the same as the LHC Higgs Cross Section Working
Group [72],

Gr = 1.16637 x 1075 GeV~=2, My, = 80.35797 GeV, M, =91.15348 GeV,
m9 =173 GeV, i, (m,) =4.18 GeV, i (3 GeV) = 0.986 GeV,
m, = 1.77682 GeV, m, = 0.1056583715 GeV,

a, (M) = 0.118,

where bars indicate parameters in the modified minimal
subtraction scheme, or MS scheme, the superscript OS
indicates parameters evaluated in the on-shell scheme, and
masses inside parentheses indicate the renormalization
scale at which the parameters are set.

For calculating h; decay rates, we use one renormaliza-
tion scale for all parameters, including running quark
masses. We set the renormalization scale to the Higgs
mass for tree level processes, while for loop level processes
we set the renormalization scale to half of the Higgs mass.
For partial widths to quarks, light quark masses are
evaluated in the MS scheme. For the partial widths
['(hy = Zy) and T'(h; — gg), pole masses for all quarks
are used, while for the loop level I'(h; — yy), the running
MS masses normalized to the pole masses are used [64].
For this purpose, we use the relationship between the on-
shell and MS masses in Ref. [52].

In Figs. 1 and 2, we show the dependence of various
Higgs branching ratios and the total Higgs width on the
gauge boson and fermion Wilson coefficients with a scalar
mixing angle of sind = 0.1. We consider one Wilson
coefficient at a time and show branching ratios for which
the Wilson coefficients make a direct contribution to the
partial widths. Additionally, deviations in the total width
are important in fits to Higgs precision data since I'| enters
all Higgs branching ratios. Hence, we also show the
dependence of the total width on the Wilson coefficients.

From Fig. 1, itis clear that the WW and ZZ partial widths
have very little dependence on the Wilson coefficients fpp
and fww. This can be understood by noting that these
decays are tree level in the SM, while the EFT contributions
are suppressed by a loop factor, a small mixing angle,
and a heavy scale. The situation changes for SM loop level
decays. Both i; — yy and h; — Zy depend strongly on fpp
and fy, with deviations from SM predictions up to 15%.
Similarly, #; — gg strongly depends on f;g, with order
one deviations from the SM. Finally, the total width has

little dependence on fpp and fyy since yy and Zy have
negligible contributions to I';. However, I'; depends more
strongly on fsg due to the larger h; — gg partial width.
These results are consistent with Ref. [8].

The branching ratios into fermionic final states depend
strongly on the fermion Wilson coefficients, as evidenced
in Figs. 2(a) and 2(b). The decay to zz varies as much as
~30% from SM predictions, while the bottom quark final
state varies by around ~20%. It is striking that h; — bb
depends less on f, than h; — 77 depends on f,. This can be
understood by noting that the total width of &; depends
strongly on f, but very little on f,. Hence, the variation in
the hy — bb partial width is somewhat compensated by
the variation in I'j. Similarly, while the partial width of
hy = gg has little dependence on f,, the BR(h; — bb)
varies up to ~20% to 30% due to the variation in the total
width. Finally, all the loop level processes depend relatively
strongly on the top quark Wilson coefficient, as seen in
Fig. 2(c). In particular, BR(h; — yy) and BR(h; — gg)
vary upward of ~15% and ~30%, respectively.

Finally, the branching ratios and widths calculated to
(solid) O(A~!) and (dotted) O(A~?) are shown in Figs. 1
and 2. For most final states and the total width, both the
O(A7") and O(A~?) results agree well. This indicates that
the BSM-EFT is valid in these regions of parameter space.
The only exception is the dependence of #; — gg on fg.
However, as we will show in the next section, the fits to the
Higgs precision data also indicate the BSM-EFT is valid in
the allowed parameter regions.

While we do not explicitly show the variation of the
Higgs production cross section, it should be noted that
gluon fusion is the main production mode. For on-shell
decay, the LO gluon fusion production rate is

71'2

=) " 8m

040k (PP SLF(h1 - 99). (18)

1
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where the parton luminosity is

~In(y7)
L= / dyg(yme)g(yme™).  (19)

(v70)

where /S is the hadronic center-of-momentum energy and
79 = m?/S. As shown in Figs. 1(c) and 2(c), this produc-
tion rate will have a strong dependence on f;; and f,.
Other subdominant but important production modes are
Higgs production in association with W/Z (Wh,/Zh;) and
vector boson fusion (VBF). The relevant Wilson coeffi-
cients for these production modes are fpp and fyw.
However, as evidenced in Figs. 1(a) and 1(b), Wh,, Zh,,
and VBF production will have little dependence on fpp

and fWW

WWTIGGT bt
1.2 T T T T T T T T

f, f . =f =f =fu=f1=0’ sin 0=0.1

— XY=WW/ZZ
_ XY:W
— XY=Zy

— /T oy

—_
—_
T

BR(h,—XY)/BR(h,—XY),,
< _
I

Solid: O(A™)
Dotted: O(A™)

08L_s | | |

V. HIGGS SIGNAL STRENGTHS

Now we perform a fit to the Higgs precision data. The
effects of the additional interactions on the Higgs mea-
surements are parametrized using Higgs signal strengths,
" oism(pp = hi) BRgy(hy = f)

U

where i is the initial state, f is the final state, and the
subscript SM indicates SM values. We combine the signal
strengths into a chi-square,

S _af\2
h, =R @

i i

fp=Tg G:fb:f‘:fu:fti), sin 6=0.1

"— XY=WW/ZZ
R XY:W
— XY=Zy
— T(h)/T(h)g,

—_
—_
LI B R B/

Solid: O(A™)
Dotted: O(A”)

BR(h, »XY)/BR(h,—XY)g,

ot
o
T T

‘ \ ! \
O.E_iw -5 0 5

-1
fop /A (TEV)

(b)

—_
[=)

=f =f=f =f =0, sin 6=0.1
[T

-10 -5 0 5 10
-1
£ /A (TeV')
(@)
fyw=Tap=fy
3y
25p |7 XY=
— l_‘I/FLSM
N Solid: O(A™)
Dotted: O(A”)

BR(h,—XY)/BR(h, »XY)g,

-1
fo/A (TeV')

FIG. 1.

©)

Dependence of various branching ratios of /; and £, total width normalized to their SM values as a function of the gauge

boson Wilson coefficients (a) f g, (b) fww, and (c) f 5. All other Wilson coefficients are set to zero. The partial widths are calculated at
both (solid) O(A~!) and (dotted) O(A~2). Different colors indicate different final states.
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fww=fBB=fGG=fl=fu=fT=0’ sin 6=0.1
1.6 ———————————————
H — XY=bb
[  XYoee ]
l'4j — FI/FI,SM i
Solid: O(A™)

Dotted: O(A”)

BR(h,—XY)/BR(h,»XY)g,,

08—

0.67 T T T I T T O S SO S S

fww=fBB=fGG=fb=ft=fu=0’ sin 6=0.1
Tdr e :
: — XY=11
| |— XY=w/Zy
12+ — 1—‘]/rl.SM -
Solid: O(A™)

[ Dotted: )

08

BR(h,—XY)/BR(h,»XY)g,,
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(@) (b)
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14— ———
| [— XY=ge A
= | |— XY=y
< — XY=Zy
™12 -
~ L |— T/
T
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[
2a) 1
=
3
. -1
< os Solid: 0(1\»2)
~ L Dotted: O(A ")
/M L.
0.6 I 1 | S|
-10 5 0 5 10
£/A (TeV')
©

FIG. 2. Same as Fig. 1 for the fermion Wilson coefficients (a) f;,, (b) f,, and (c) f,.

where //Llf is a calculated signal strength, ﬂ{ is a signal
strength measured at the LHC, and 5{ is the one standard

deviation uncertainty on /2{ . We combine measurements
from both ATLAS and CMS at the 13 TeV LHC. The set of
signal strengths we use can be found in Tables I and II in
Appendix C.

For the gluon fusion (ggF) production rate, the NLO
cross section results are only known for the effective gluon
and top quark couplings [73]. To be consistent across
our fits, we also include the bottom quark EFT couplings.
Since these cross sections are not available, we use the
approximation

cos@sinf

O-ggF(pp - hl) _ 0829+
(A/TeV)

O-ggF,SM(pp - hl)

+ 853 X 10_4fi + 035 lfthG - 862 X 10_3fbft - 00226fbfGG)

(0.517f, + 1.45f 5 — 0.0281f,) +

oyr(Pp = hi)  T(h = gg)
O'ggF,SM(PP = hl) FSM(hl - gg)

(22)

to calculate the contributions from f;,. The validity of this
approximation for top quark-Higgs and gluon-Higgs effec-
tive operators is discussed in Appendix A. We note that this
is a standard approximation [8,71], and is indeed good to
~3% to 5% for most top quark-Higgs and gluon-Higgs EFT
contributions. In our fits, we use the NLO cross section
results of Ref. [73] to calculate the f, and f ;5 contributions
to the signal strength, and the approximation of Eq. (22) for
the f, contributions,

S0 0 06262 + 04922
W(- fi +0.492f¢q

(23)
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Corrections up to N*LO in QCD are known for gluon
fusion [74-76] and Higgs decays to gluons [77,78]. We
also include Wh;, Zh;, Higgs production in association
with a 7 pair (#¢h,), Higgs production in association with a
top plus jet or top plus W (collectively 4;), and VBF. For
these production modes, the model is implemented in
MadGraph5_aMC@NLO [79] via FeynRules [80]. The default
NNPDF2.3LO pdf sets [81] are used and for /; production
modes the renormalization and factorization scales are set
to the sum of the final state particle masses. For the VBF
mode, we apply the cuts [82]

Pl > 20 GeV, |y/| <5.|Ap| >3, and
m;; > 130 GeV, (24)

where pJ. are jet transverse momenta, 5/ are jet pseudor-
apidity, An// is the difference in the jet pseudorapidity, and
m;; is the di-jet invariant mass. These production and decay
modes are calculated at LO in QCD, and it is hoped that
most of the QCD corrections cancel in the ratio of the cross
sections used for the signal strengths. However, it should be
pointed out that in the SMEFT, for some observables, the
QCD corrections can be strongly dependent upon the EFT
operators [83-86].

Once all the signal strengths are known, we perform a fit
to the Wilson coefficients and scalar mixing angle. As
shown in Appendix B, the #; — yy decay depends on the
combination fzp + fww but not fzp — fww. Also, Fig. 1
shows that processes with external W and Z bosons do not
depend strongly on fyw and fpp. Hence, we define

1

f+ 7

(fBB :thW)' (25)

Now h; — yy will constrain only f,, and Why, Zh, VBF,
hy — WW*, and h; — ZZ* have negligible dependence on
both f,. Hence, we set f_ = 0. Hence, the following
parameters are fit using just Higgs signal strengths:

SinevfGG’f+’fb’ft’f;uandfr' (26)

In Fig. 3, we show the results of the y? fits to Higgs data
at 95% C.L. As can be seen from Eq. (13), the squared
amplitudes are invariant under simultaneous parity trans-
formations: sinf — —sin@ and all Wilson coefficients
fi — —f;. Hence, only f; >0 results are shown and
contain all the information. The results are shown for
(blue-dashed) just t¢h; + th; 4+ ggF production modes and
(black/red) including all signal strengths. As can be seen, if
only gluon fusion and Higgs production in association with
top quarks are used, all values of sin @ are allowed. This is
because ggF, tth;, and th, depend relatively strongly on f,
and f 5. Hence, deviations in sin € can be compensated for

by changes in f, and f ;5. The major effect of vector boson
fusion and Higgs production in association with W+ or Z is
to eliminate the largest sin 6 regions. As discussed above in
Sec. IV, VBF, Why, and Zh, do not depend strongly on the
Wilson coefficients.’ Hence, the production rates for these
modes are approximately the SM rate suppressed by the
mixing angle cos? 0,

overvi, (PP = hy) ® cos® Ooygevn sm(pp = M), (27)

where Vh; = Zh;, Wh,. Limits on these production rates
then essentially place limits on the scalar mixing angle.
Additionally, at large Wilson coefficient values, fits includ-
ing only ggF,tth,, and th, agree well with the full fit,
except for f}, f,, and fz. This is can be understood by
noting that the strong constraints on &, >t 77, hy > u* ™,
and h; — bb come from VBF, Wh,, and Zh,.

Figure 3 also compares various calculations of the full 32
to determine the validity of the limits on the BSM-EFT. As
discussed in Sec. III, for small mixing angles, the power
counting of /; production and decay is expected to follow
the usual power counting of the SMEFT. To check the
validity of the power counting in our fits, Fig. 3 shows the
(black dash-dot-dot) signal strengths expanded to O(A™!)
and (red solid) signal strengths calculated by keeping
cross sections and widths to O(A~2). For the bulk of the
distributions, these two scenarios largely agree with each
other showing that the limits are compatible with the BSM-
EFT power counting. However, if the full A= dependence
is kept, new 95% C.L. regions open up at large Wilson
coefficients.

From general perturbativity arguments, it is expected
that the Wilson coefficients are bounded |f;| < 4z. The red
dotted contours in Fig. 3 show the results of requiring
|fi| <4z for a new physics scale of A =3 TeV.
Comparing to the red solid lines, it can be seen that in
the relevant regions, the fits are consistent with perturbative
Wilson coefficients. Comparing the power counting and
perturbativity constraints, it is clear that the new allowed
parameter regions that appear at O(A~2) but not O(A™")
are not consistent with perturbativity. Hence, imposing
the perturbativity constraints automatically guarantees
Higgs precision measurements are fully compatible with
BSM-EFT power counting.

Finally, in Fig. 4, we show the one-dimensional fits to
sin @ using Higgs data with dimension-5 operators and in
the renormalizable singlet extend SM without dimension-
5 operators. As can be seen, even with a new physics scale
of A =3 TeV, the dimension-5 operators make a sub-
stantial impact on the interpretation of Higgs data. Also,
consistently expanding signal strengths to O(A™") gives
the same result as keeping all cross sections and widths

This is also true in SMEFT [87].
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FIG. 3.

95% C.L. regions from Higgs precision data for sin 0 vs (a) fg. (b) f. (€) f5, (d) f+, (e) f, and (f) f,. Parameters not shown
in a plot are profiled over. For ,u} expanded to O(A™"): (blue dashed) tth, + th, + ggF initial states only, and (black solid) all initial and

final states. For widths and cross sections kept to O(A~2): (red solid) all initial and final states and (red dotted) keeping |f;| < 47 at a
new physics scale of A =3 TeV. Regions inside contours are allowed.

to O(A~2). The conclusion is that the BSM-EFT is valid =~ VI. INCLUDING HEAVY RESONANCE SEARCHES
for Higgs measurements and, even if we assume a new

Heavy scalars are searched for regularly at the LHC.
physics scale beyond the current reach of the LHC, the

The EFT couplings of %, h, are inherited by the mixing of
effects of this new physics on the singlet extended SM  the SM Higgs with the scalar S. Hence, in production
cannot be ignored.

and decay of h;, the Wilson coefficients and mixing
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FIG. 4. One-dimensional fits to sinf using Higgs signal
strengths with all other parameters profiled over for (black
dash-dot-dot) signal strengths expanded to O(A~!), (red dotted)
cross sections and widths kept at O(A~?), and (blue dashed)
all dimension-5 operators set to zero. The new physics scale is
A =3 TeV and Wilson coefficients are required to be |f;| < .

angle always appear in the combination sin8f; whereas
in the production and decay of h,, they appear in the
combination cos 8f;. As a result, heavy resonance searches
are expected to give complementary information to Higgs
signal strengths.

First, we describe how heavy resonance searches are
incorporated into our y? fits, then we give the results.

A. x? for heavy resonance searches

Similar to the Higgs signal strengths, it is assumed that
scalar resonance searches are Gaussian and a y? fit is
performed,

(28)

(Zf )2 _ (O{ _6-11‘[>2
ihy 50_{ ’

where ()({ hz)z is a chi-square of a single &, process, 0{ is
the calculated cross section for initial state 7 into final state
fs 6{ is the measured cross section at the LHC, and 50‘{ is
the one standard deviation uncertainty on &lf . To calculate
the cross section, both the SM rate and the new physics
contribution must be included. Using the narrow width
approximation, we have

U{ = Uz}‘iSM + a(i - hz)BR(hz - f) (29)
While applying experimental bounds using the narrow
width approximation is standard [88-90], depending on
the region of parameter space, the interference between
the SM and heavy scalar resonances can be O(10%) for
g9 —> ZZ, gg — WTW~, and gg — hyh; [91-94] even in

the on-shell region. The gg - ZZ and gg — WW processes
contribute ~5% to the total ZZ and WW rates [95—-103]. As
we will show, after Higgs measurements and resonant
searches are combined, the width is indeed narrow.
Typically, the observed and expected 95% C.L. upper
limits on resonance production are reported. Assuming that
there are no large fluctuations away from the SM pre-
dictions, a SM cross section is measured in all new physics
searches. The allowed fluctuations away from the SM cross
section at 95% C.L. are then the expected 95% C.L. upper
limits on new resonance cross sections. That is, the
uncertainty on the cross section is approximated as

5o{z&f

Lo/ 1.96,

(30)

where 5{,Exp
resonance cross section. Again assuming there are no large
excesses, the measured cross section is mostly SM-like
with a small deviation given by the difference in the

observed and expected bounds,

is the expected 95% C.L. upper limit on the

6{ ~ O{,SM + 8{.Obs - 6{,Exp’ (31)

where 6{ Obs 18 the observed 95% C.L. upper limit on the
resonance cross section. With these approximations, we
finally have

Cel,)?

< i — h2)BR( 2= f) + 61 Exp iObs)2
6/ p./1.96 '

i,Exp
(32)

One final complication is if &{ Obs < &/ 5, then accord-

i.Exp
ing to Eq. (32) the best fit signal cross section ¢(i — h,)
BR(h, — f) will be negative, which is nonsensical. We

propose to alter the definition in Eq. (32) to

(a(i-»hz)BR(hﬁf)w{Exp o{ObS)Q it 26l
(){f )2_ lExp/l 96 5,Ibs LEXP
iy
o(i—hy)BR(h,—f)
() LS

(33)

The second line forces the best fit value of o(i — h,)
BR(%, — f) to be bounded from below by zero. Also, in
the second line, the uncertainty has been changed from the
expected to observed signal rate. If the best fit value of the
signal cross section is at zero, then 0{ Obs 18 how far away it
can fluctuate from zero at 95% C.L. Hence, this form of the
x* allows for upward fluctuations with a best fit value of
the signal cross section away from zero as well as bounding
the best fit value of the cross section to be positive.
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The usual use of the reported 95% C.L. upper bounds is
to put a strict upper bound on resonance cross sections:
o(i = hy)BR(hy — f) < 6] oy [88-90]. To check that our
proposal is consistent, it must be checked that this
interpretation can be derived from Eq. (33). Assuming a
one-parameter fit, the value of the resonance cross section
at the minimum y? is

[o(i = hy)BR(hy = f)],2.

o &{,Obs - yif.Exp if &{,Obs 2 a{,Exp (34)
= o F
0 if ai(,Obs < Gi,Exp

Then, the one-parameter fit limit is found by requiring
Ay* =y — y2., < 3.84, where 2. is the minimum y°. It
can then be shown that Eq. (33) gives the limit
o(i = hy)BR(hy = f) < 6] oy, (35)
which is consistent with the usual interpretation of these
bounds.
With these results, all heavy scalar searches can be
combined into one y2,

)(%lz - Z&{hz)z'
Lf

(36)

Unlike imposing a hard cutoff on the heavy resonance rates,
this method will allow for fluctuations in some channels
that are consistent with a global fit at 95% C.L. The

m, = 400 GeV
If] <4, A=3TeV

combined limits from scalar searches and Higgs measure-
ments are found by combing the y? in Egs. (21) and (36),

)(”zrot :)(%11 +X%2' (37)

B. Results for heavy resonance searches
and Higgs precision

As with the Higgs boson, the main production channel of
h, is gluon fusion due to the large gluon parton luminos-
ities. Hence, we will only consider the ggF initial state. To
calculate this, we reweight partial widths with the NNLO +
NNLL SM-like Higgs predictions provided by the LHC
Higgs Cross Section Working Group [72],

I'(hy — g9)
GggF(pp - hZ) = Ggg’%é)ﬁNNLL(pp - hz) FSM<;12 - 99) ’
(38)

where the subscript SM indicates the prediction for a
SM-like Higgs boson at a mass m,. The same higher order
corrections used for /1; decays, as discussed in Sec. IV, are
incorporated into %, decays. We also correctly account for
the (1 + 11a,/4x) difference in the NLO contributions to
h, — gg from quark loops and g — g — h, contact inter-
actions [59,65,66,71], as discussed previously. For h,
decay rates the renormalization scale is set to m, for tree
level decays and m, /2 for loop level decays. The values of

& and &/

ggF,0Obs g9F Exp
are given in Tables IIT and IV in Appendix C.

for the final states under consideration

m, = 600 GeV
If] <4m, A =3TeV
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FIG. 5. 95% C.L. allowed regions from (black solid) heavy scalar searches, (black dotted) heavy scalar searches with I', < 0.1m,,

(blue dot-dashed) Higgs measurements, (blue dotted) Higgs measurements with I’y < 0.1m,, (red dashed) combined heavy scalar
searches and Higgs measurements, and (red dotted) combined heavy scalar searches and Higgs measurements with I, < 0.1m,. These
are shown for 1,;; vs sin@ with all other parameters profiled over. Two scalar masses are considered: (a) m, = 400 GeV and
(b) m, = 600 GeV. The new physics scale is A = 3 TeV. The regions within the contours are allowed.
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FIG. 6. 95% C.L. allowed regions from (black solid) heavy scalar searches, (black dotted) heavy scalar searches with I', < 0.1m,,
(blue dot-dashed) Higgs measurements, and (red dotted) combined heavy scalar searches and Higgs measurements. The regions within
the contours are allowed. These are shown for (a)—(c) fsc and (d)—(f) f; vs sin @ with all other parameters profiled over. Three scalar
masses are considered: (a),(d) m, = 200 GeV, (b),(e) m, = 400 GeV, and (c),(f) m, = 600 GeV. The new physics scaleis A = 3 TeV.
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For all results presented in this section, we keep cross
sections and widths to order A~2. As discussed in Sec. III,
this is valid power counting for 4, processes in the small
mixing limit. Finally, we always require that Wilson
coefficients are bounded by |f;| < 4z and fit to all relevant
Wilson coefficients and scalar trilinear couplings,

SinevfGG’f+7f—7fb7fr7f‘r’fﬂ’and/{211' (39)
As with Higgs rates, the h, rates are invariant under
the simultaneous parity transformation sin@ — —siné
and f; — —f;. Hence, we only show results for f; >0
and results for f; < 0 can be found by performing the
transformation.

Figure 5 shows the two-dimensional 95% C.L.
allowed regions for 4,;; vs sin @ with all other parameters

Combined Higgs and Scalar Search Limits
m, =200 GeV,A =3 TeV

profiled over. Only two scalar masses are considered, m, =
400 GeV and m, = 600 GeV, since the decay h, — hyh
is then kinematically possible. The scalar searches do not
put meaningful limits on A,;;: the upper bounds on 4,;;
come from the theoretical requirement that the scalar
potential be bounded and that the global minimum be
the correct EWSB minimum as discussed in Sec. II. As can
be seen, the Higgs measurements mainly limit the values
of siné6.

Many of the scalar searches that are included require that
h, be a narrow resonance. Hence, the results from requiring
that the £, total width, I',, be less than 10% of the &, mass
are also shown in Fig. 5. For the scalar searches, the width
constraint limits both sin® and 4,,;. When sin@ is large,
the decays h, —» WW and h, — ZZ are SM-like and large
for large m, [72]. Hence, I';/m, < 0.1 places stronger

Combined Higgs and Scalar Search Limits
m, =400 GeV,A =3 TeV
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FIG.7. Ay? for combined Higgs measurements and scalar searches as a function of sin  with all other parameters profiled over. Both

(black solid) Wilson coefficients with |f;| < 4z and (blue dashed) f; = 0, i.e., dimension-5 terms set to zero. Three h, masses are
considered: (a) m, = 200 GeV, (b) m, = 400 GeV, and (c) m, = 600 GeV.
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constraints on sin@ than just blindly applying the scalar
searches. Also, if 4,y is too large, the partial width of the
decay h, — h;h; becomes large. As a result, requiring a
narrow resonance puts strong constraints on A,;;. Higgs
measurements already strongly constrain sin 8, so the effect
of requiring a narrow resonance is much less pronounced
here. When the Higgs measurements are combined with
scalar searches, the narrow width requirement does not
meaningfully constrain the parameter space.

The two-dimensional 95% C.L. allowed regions for f ;s
vs sin@ and f, vs sin@ with all other parameters profiled
over are shown in Fig. 6.> As with the o1y limits, requiring
a narrow width in the scalar search results squeezes the
allowed parameter region for m, =400 and m, =600 GeV.
The narrow width requirement does not significantly
change the Higgs precision and combination constraints.
For the smaller m,, the narrow width requirement makes no
difference on any of the limits.

As can be seen in Fig. 6, Higgs measurements and scalar
searches are complementary. That is, the allowed regions
for scalar searches and Higgs measurements do not fully
overlap. Indeed, the combined allowed region is smaller
than the individual allowed regions. This is particularly
striking for m, = 600 GeV.

Finally, in Fig. 7, we show the Ay? distributions as a
function sin 6 for the BSM-EFT and renormalizable model
with all other parameters profiled over. In the BSM-EFT, the
shape of Ay? changes dramatically. The 95% C.L. and
68% C.L. allowed regions also change drastically and exactly
how they change depends strongly on the /1, mass. It is clear
that even 3 TeV new physics effects can make a significant
impact on the interpretation of current measurements.

VII. CONCLUSION

A common assumption of simplified models at the
LHC is that there are a few new BSM particles that can
be produced, while all other new particles are heavy and
decoupled. Under these assumptions, most studies of
simplified models are renormalizable. However, using
EFT techniques, it is possible to test the basic assumption
that all other new particles are indeed decoupled.

In this paper, we studied a popular simplified model, the
real singlet extended SM, and supplemented it with all
possible dimension-5 operators involving the scalar singlet.
We studied the effects of the effective operators on the
interpretation of Higgs signal strengths as well as searches
for heavy new resonances. As we showed, even if the new
physics occurs at 3 TeV, the interpretation of these mea-
surements and searches are changed drastically. This study
shows that even in the simplest of simplified model, the
heavy new physics is not “decoupled” even when the

The results for the remaining Wilson coefficients can be found
in Appendix D.

BSM-EFT expansion is valid. That is, it cannot be neglected
and the BSM-EFT should generically be considered.

In addition to the numerical results, we also gave a
comprehensive discussion of the counting in BSM-EFT
for production and decay rates. We showed that while in
the linear SMEFT power counting is relatively straight-
forward, power counting in a BSM-EFT is strongly
process and parameter space dependent. We also devel-
oped a new proposal to consistently combine the limits
from new resonance searches and precision measure-
ments via an y?. This method allows for fluctuations in
individual channels, while keeping the global y* within
allowable limits. This is unlike the usual cutoff method
where all resonance cross sections are strictly cut off at
the observed limits [88-90].
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APPENDIX A: THE GLUON FUSION CROSS
SECTION AND GLUON PARTIAL WIDTH

In this Appendix, we will inspect numbers for the gluon
partial width and gluon fusion cross section and confirm the
validity of the signal strength approximation in Eq. (22) in
this EFT. The cross section results of Ref. [73] gives

aggF(pp - hl)
O-ggF.SM(pp - hl)

cos@sinf

(A/TeV)
sin” @

+ (A/TeV)?

= cos? 6 + (0.517f, + 1.45f c6)

(0.0626f% + 0.492f2 . + 0.351f,f66)-
(A1)
The corresponding gluon partial width calculation in the

scalar EFT (dropping bottom quark EFT contributions for
the purposes of comparison) gives
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I'(hy = g9)
Csm(hy = g9)
cos@sinf
(A/TeV)

sin” 6
(A/TeV)?

= cos2 6 (0.526f, —+ 1.38fgg)

(0.0702f7 + 0.481f2%; + 0.367f,f66)-
(A2)

Comparing the size of the linear terms, the f, terms differ
by less than 2% and the f 5 terms differ by around 5%. For
the quadratic terms, the %, term and the f ¢, term differ
by around 2% and 5%, respectively, while the f? term
differs by around 12%. Naively, one might be worried that
the large difference in the f? term might challenge the
validity of the approximation in Eq. (22). However, as seen
in Fig. 3 and the discussion that followed, the Higgs signal
strengths constrained the mixing angle to be small, and so
the linear terms dominated over the quadratic terms. We
thus conclude that, for the parameter space allowed by
observation, the approximation is good to within around
5% or less.

APPENDIX B: FEYNMAN RULES

1. Trilinear scalar couplings

The trilinear scalar couplings are defined as

V(hy, hy) D o /1111]1 + /1211}1 hy

31
1 1
5 Ao+ 5 Dol

where A;7; and A,q; are given in Sec. II, and

(B1)

2m
Lcos 0sin” @ + 2b5 cos® @ sin O

A1 =
+ a,v cos O(cos? @ — 2 sin® 0)
2

2
3450 aT sin 0(2 cos? O — sin” 6),

+ =" cos20sinf —

(B2)
3mj3 3 3 20 o
Arpy = ——=5in"0 + 2b5c0s°0 — 3a,vcosO sin 6
v

2

3asv? v .
cos sin?6.

A C

3
+ 0s36 + da

2. h;—f—f and h;—V -V’ couplings

The vertex rules, with all momenta outgoing, are

Vi sf = —i% <cos 0+ J% v sin 9) , (B4)

g f
Vhl.%(l’l)!h(ﬁz) = _14” %Sln e(nﬂupl P2 — plyp2y)
(B5)
Vhln(m)n(pz)
& fep+ fww .
= _lriﬂwmn g(nmxpl “P2— plup2/4)? (B6)

My,
VhIW:(Pl)W;(pZ) = 2i—’7ﬂ’/ cos 6

g f
- ZW K_W sin@(1,,P1 - P2 — PPy
(B7)
M2
VhIZ,,(pl) Z(p )—21 nﬂycose
92 f
- _Zﬂsul 9(’7ny1 P2~ PluP2H)7
(B8)
gzefz
Vhlzﬂ(pl)yb(pz) = lziﬂzf Slne(’?ﬂum P2~ P1UP2,4),
(B9)

thff:—imf< s1n9+]:\vcos9> (B10)
J. v

gs fGG
VhZQy([’l)Qu(]’Z) = _l4ﬂ_ A — ¢€0s e(n/wpl P2 — P1yP2;¢)7
(B11)
thm(m)n(ﬂz)
€ fo+f
= —lrﬁwws OMuwp1 - P2 = P1uP2u)
(B12)
W
ViaWi (p)Ws(ps) = =2 = =1 sin 0
g fww
4—2%008 OMuwpP1 - P2 = PP
(B13)
Z
thzﬂ(pl)zv(pZ) = _2i_’7ﬂl/ sind
Qz Sfzz
- ETCOS e(nyupl “P2— plIJPZﬂ)v
(B14)
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9zefz
VhZZuQ’l)}’p(pZ) = —lziﬂ:zTyCOS 9(’7}411]’1 P2 — P1DP2,4),
(B15)
with g, = ﬁ, fzz = fppsin® Oy + fyw cos* Oy,

fz, = fppsin® Oy + fywcos* Oy, and Oy is the weak
mixing angle.

APPENDIX C: SIGNAL STRENGTHS/BOUNDS
1. Higgs signal strengths

We now give the signal strengths used in our fits. These
are chosen to be the measured signal strengths with the most
integrated luminosity in a given channel. All results are
from Run 2, with up to 139 fb~! of accumulated data. The
guide to nonobvious abbreviations: ggF = gluon fusion,
VBF = vector boson fusion, Wh; = Higgs associated pro-
duction with a W, Zh; = Higgs associated production
with a Z, Vh; = combination of Wh; and Zh,, and VV* =
combination of ZZ* and WW*.

2. Scalar search bounds

Now we give the relevant observed and expected scalar
cross section upper bounds from ATLAS in Table III and
CMS in Table IV. For searches for pp — hy, — hihy,
several of the experimental papers [115—118] report bounds
on the production cross section o(pp — hy, — hih;), not
including the &, decays. To do this, the CMS and ATLAS
Collaborations assume that h; decays are SM-like.
However, in our model, we also change the branching
ratios of #; and we need bounds on the cross section
o(pp = hy > hyh; — 2X2Y) including h, decays, where
X and Y are hy decay products. Hence, when the exper-
imental searches are reported as bounds on
o(pp = hy —» hyh;), we multiply the bounds by the
relevant SM h; branching ratios as provided by the LHC
Higgs Cross Section Working Group [72]. This step
eliminates the assumption that /; decays are SM-like
and provides the relevant cross section bounds for
our model.

TABLE I. ATLAS signal strengths at 13 TeV. The asterisk indicates those signal strengths are not used in our fits. The production
modes are listed in the rows and the decay modes are listed in the columns.

vy z7Z* WWw* vv* T bb Hy Zy
ggF 1037900 [104] 0.941913 [104] 1.081019 [104] * 102400 [104] * 0.617072 [105] *
VBF 1315020 [104] 1257039 [104] 0.6010:3% [104] * 1154037 [104] 099103 [106] 1.87]0 [105] *
Vh 1327033 [104] 1.53%:45 [104] * * * 1.02701% [104] * *
Wh, * * 23:13 [107] * % * * *
Zh, * * 2.9113 [107] * * * * *
1thy+th, 0.901937 [104] * * 1727938 [104] 1.207597 [104] * * *
1th, * * * * * 0.431039 [108] # *
Vh,+tth, * * * * * * 503; [105] *
ggF+VBF+1th, : : * § * * * 20295 [109]
TABLEII. CMS signal strengths at 13 TeV. The asterisk indicates those signal strengths are not used in our fits. The production modes

are listed in the rows and the decay modes are listed in the columns.

144

7z

ww*

T

bb

Hi

ggF

VBF

Vh,

Wh,

Zh,

tthy + th,
tth,

th,

0.98795 [110]
1.15793¢ [110]
0.717934 [110]
*
*
1.40%933 [110]
*

*

0.987017 [111]
0.571948 [111]
1107998 [111]
*
*
0.131073 [113]
*

*

1.287079 [111]
0.6370¢ [111]
*
2.85T 74 [111]
0.901]77 [111]
*
0.937048 [111]

k

0.395035 [111]
1.057939 [111]
*

3.0158 [111]
153410 [111]
*
0.92703% [114]
5.7 50 [114]

2451335 [111]

*

*
1277043 [111]
0.931937 [111]

k
11359038 [111]

k

0.631099 [112]
136708 [112]
5487319 [112]

*

*

k
2321757 [112]

k
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Here we show all other Wilson coefficient 95% C.L. allowed regions not shown in the main text. Figure 8 shows the

APPENDIX D: 95% C.L. LIMITS

limits on f;, and f, Fig. 9 shows the limits on f_ and f, and Fig. 10 shows the limits on f,.
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Same as Fig. 6 for (a)—(c) f, and (d)—(f) f, vs sin 8 with all other parameters profiled over. Three scalar masses are considered:

(a),(d) m, = 200 GeV, (b),(e) m, =400 GeV, and (c),(f) m, = 600 GeV. The new physics scale is A =3 TeV.
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