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Higgs diphoton rate enhancement from supersymmetric physics beyond the MSSM
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We show that supersymmetric ‘“‘new physics” beyond the minimal supersymmetric standard model can
naturally accommodate a Higgs mass near 126 GeV and enhance the signal rate in the 7 — 7y channel,
while the signal rates in all the other Higgs decay channels coincide with Standard Model expectations,
except possibly the & — Zv channel. The new physics that corrects the relevant Higgs couplings can be
captured by two supersymmetric effective operators. We provide a simple example of an underlying
model in which these operators are simultaneously generated. The scale of new physics that generates
these operators can be around 5 TeV or larger, and outside the reach of the LHC.
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L. INTRODUCTION

The ATLAS and CMS collaborations at CERN recently
presented strong experimental evidence for a Higgs-like
resonance around 126 GeV [1], marking a historic achieve-
ment in particle physics. The signal rates in the ZZ* and
WW* channels are in good agreement with the Standard
Model (SM) predictions. The bb and 7F 7~ signal rates are
also compatible with the SM, although with substantial
error bars. At the time of writing, the signal rate in the
h — vyvy channel is about 1.5-2 times larger than the SM
prediction. This discrepancy is only at the level of two
standard deviations, and there are theoretical uncertainties
[2]. Nevertheless, it is interesting to contemplate whether
physics beyond the SM can be responsible for this discrep-
ancy (for recent work in this direction, see Ref. [3]).

In this work we shall assume that the excess in the
diphoton channel is due to beyond the SM physics that has
a negligible effect on channels other than & — 7. Indeed,
this channel is sensitive to new physics, since it is a loop-
level process in the SM. With this in mind, we shall focus on
the minimal supersymmetric (SUSY) extension of the SM
(MSSM) close to the “decoupling limit” [4], in which the
lightest neutral CP-even Higgs boson 4 is SM-like.

It is surprising that, despite its large number of parame-
ters, the MSSM has difficulties in accommodating an
enhancement of the h — yy partial decay width T';,,
without affecting the other partial decay widths. In fact
this requirement seems to single out loop-induced contri-
butions from very light color singlet superpartners with a
significant coupling to the Higgs, meaning strongly mixed
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light stau sleptons, at around 100 GeV [5]. However, this
introduces issues with vacuum stability and may even be
possible to rule out at the LHC. In addition, large radiative
corrections are needed to obtain a mass of m;, = 126 GeV
for the lightest Higgs of the MSSM. This requires large
supersymmetry-breaking terms, such as TeV stop masses
and/or a large top A term. The lack of evidence for super-
partners in the direct SUSY searchers at the LHC also
indicates that soft terms should be large. However, large
supersymmetry-breaking terms lead to severe fine-tuning
[6,7] in most versions of the MSSM' (with or without
universal gaugino masses or Higgs soft masses at the UV
scale different from the other scalar soft masses). This
situation suggests that a solution to the problems of the
Higgs mass and the diphoton rate is not in the SUSY-
breaking sector but rather in the one that preserves
supersymmetry.

Following this idea, the purpose of this work is to answer
whether one can have a minimal supersymmetric extension
of the Higgs sector that allows for m;, = 126 GeV without
undue fine-tuning and a simultaneous h — 77y enhance-
ment, no changing of the other Higgs branching ratios,
while also complying with the negative SUSY searches so
far. To this end, one way to proceed is suggested by
minimal extensions of the MSSM Higgs sector, like the
next-to-MSSM (NMSSM) model which contains an addi-
tional singlet chiral superfield (see Ref. [9] for a review),
and by models where the soft By term is promoted to a
SUSY operator [10]. In the NMSSM an enhancement of the
h — 7y branching ratio is possible, but unfortunately this
also alters other couplings beyond the SM level [11].
Further, the NMSSM also remains badly fine-tuned

"For a discussion of the negative impact of the electroweak
fine tuning on the x? fit of such models, see also Ref. [8].
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(fine-tuning A > 200) for m;, =~ 126 GeV [12]. There are
known ways to bypass this problem such as in the so-called
“generalized” version of NMSSM with a superpotential
mass term for the singlet superfield, where the electroweak
fine-tuning is significantly reduced to more acceptable
levels (A = 30) [12-14]. These are examples of explicit
supersymmetry-preserving modifications of the MSSM
that can render more natural the interpretation of the
resonance at 126 GeV as the lightest Higgs.

In this work, instead of considering such specific
models, we shall relax the rigid, minimal structure of the
MSSM Higgs sector and perform an effective field theory
analysis of the most relevant SUSY-preserving operators
in this sector. This approach should recover, in a particular
region of the parameter space, scenarios such as those
presented above (generalized NMSSM, etc). We show
that it is possible to naturally accommodate a Higgs
mass of 126 GeV, an enhanced Higgs coupling to photons,
and simultaneously SM-like Higgs couplings to the other
particles, using only a few supersymmetry-preserving
operators with small coefficients.

In general there is a large set of operators that one could
consider in the Higgs sector [15]. Regarding the Higgs
mass, it is known that the presence of the effective
dimension-five superpotential operator [16,17]

1

M(Hu Nk (1.1)
can accommodate m; = 126 GeV without undue fine-
tuning [13]. The suppression scale M represents the mass
scale of the SUSY degrees of freedom that have been
integrated out to generate Eq. (1.1). Concerning I'j,,,
from the list of effective operators of dimensions d = 5
and d = 6 in the Higgs sector [13,18], one notices the
presence of a SUSY effective operator

s (H, - H TR, ), (12)

where W, is the electroweak gauge field strength super-
field. The operator (1.2) can significantly increase the
h — v+ partial width. Note that this increase, and even-
tually also the change in the & — Zvy partial width, can be
accomplished without affecting the other partial widths.”
Based on these observations, we intend to investigate closer
the phenomenological impact of Egs. (1.1) and (1.2).

As a simple example will show, these operators can be
generated simultaneously by an underlying microscopic
model, making their combination rather natural. The effect
of both operators is maximized for small tan 3, where the
MSSM tree-level contribution to the Higgs mass is mini-
mized. This means that the impact of the d = 5 operator in
accommodating an m;, = 126 GeV is rather significant. To

*When W, corresponds to the gauge field strength of SU(3)¢
gauge group, the operator (1.2) can affect the h — gg partial
width (not considered in this work).
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our knowledge, the particular combination of the effective
SUSY operators in Egs. (1.1) and (1.2) has not been studied
in the past for the problems we address.> One can also use
this information to set bounds on the scale M of new physics.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II we calculate
the corrections from the effective operators to the Higgs
mass and mixing angle. In Sec. III we discuss how these
operators correct the Higgs couplings and signal rates, with
a focus on the decoupling limit. The results in terms of the
Higgs mass and the partial widths for the & — yy and h —
Z7y channels are discussed in Sec. IV. Section V provides
an example of the origin of the effective operators, and
Sec. VI contains our conclusions, while some details con-
cerning the on-shell Lagrangian are given in the Appendix.

II. CORRECTIONS FROM SUSY OPERATORS
TO THE HIGGS COUPLINGS

The effective model we consider consists of the usual
MSSM Higgs sector, extended by the operators discussed
in the introduction. The relevant part of the Lagrangian is,
in standard notation,

L= [d“e Z (1 — m26*6*)H} eV H,

i=u,d
+ (dea,m v BOY)H, - H, + H.c.) + 0+ 0,
@.1)

where the chiral superfields have components H; =
(h;, ¥, F;), and m; and B are the soft terms. Os is the
only operator of dimension five that one can write in the
Higgs sector, up to nonlinear field redefinitions [20], and
has the form
0 = % f d*6(H, - Hy)* + H.c. (2.2)
For the component fields expression of Os, see Eq. (A3).
There is a long list of operators in the Higgs sector of
dimension d = 6 [13,18,20]. A careful analysis of these
operators shows that of all these, there is one of them that
can couple, in a supersymmetric way, to two gauge bosons:

1
(96:WZ Cs

s=1,2 16g K

f d*6Tr(Wew,),(H, - H,;) + H.c.

(2.3)

Here g, and g, denote the U(1)y and SU(2); gauge cou-
plings, respectively, and k; is a constant that cancels the
trace factor. W is the SUSY field strength of the U(1)y
(SU(2),,) vector superfield V; (V,) of components (A, V, ,,
D,/2), s=1, 2. Os and Oy provide a minimal set of
operators that is enough for our purposes. One can

>The operator in Eq. (1.2) was separately discussed in
Ref. [19].
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also consider SUSY-breaking effects associated to these
operators [see the Appendix, Eq. (A3)], but we only seek
supersymmetric solutions to our problem. The effective
expansion is reliable when ¢, = O(1) and M is the
largest scale in the theory. One can choose one of ¢,
for example c,, and set it to ¢, = 1 by redefining M. But it
is useful to keep ¢ to easily trace or turn off the effects of
Os. Also, to modify the diphoton rate ¢; or ¢, (or a
combination thereof) is enough, so together with the scale
M, we effectively have only two parameters. Keeping both
1, generates an additional interesting coupling; see later
in the text.

Additional operators of d = 6 can be present. Although
they could have an impact on the Higgs mass [18], they
have an additional scale suppression relative to* @s. There
|
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is an operator similar to Og but involving instead the
SU(3) gauge group, which we do not consider here; this
would change dramatically the Higgs decay rate to gluons,
away from the SM values. We take the good agreement
with the SM in most channels as evidence that if present,
the coefficient of this operator must be small. Finally,
another reason to restrict our analysis to Osg is that, as
discussed later, they can be simultaneously generated by
underlying physics.

A. On-shell Lagrangian

The calculation of the on-shell Higgs Lagrangian ex-
tended by Os and O is detailed in the Appendix. The
result is

r= —%[DgD“(l 422 g + He )) L 2— 1)]

- | +2C°hd

“(Uhal? + ha2) + [

(_ /\a /\a

= o /\2>(Ihd|2 T h,1?) + He. ]

+{4M2 (h, - h)li(As0* D, XS — DA+ A$)] + Hee. + 2 — 1)}

+ MO[2(hu “ha)(g e ) — (hy

&) _1 . aApmV g
+{4—M2[ S, hd)<F Fi,, +

- \/E(hu

iy + ¢, - hy)*]+ He.
EelwpUFg,u,Vnga)

g+ P h)TEASFL, — w%] Fe—)+ H}

+ [uB(hy - h,) + He] — m2lhgl> — m2lh, 2,

where m? = m? + |u|?, i = u, d. For the explicit form of D§D4 and D7, see Eqgs. (A7) and (A8).
Equation (2.4) contains all the information one needs to extract the corrections to the Higgs masses and couplings. In
particular, notice the presence of new, supersymmetric couplings:

(2.4)

2
(h hd)< TrF2 + 12 TrF%> - |M + 2%@ h, | (hyl* + |h,)?) + He, (2.5)

which are important below. There are also direct Higgs-Higgsino and Higgsino-gaugino couplings that can be relevant for
dark matter models. From Eq. (2.4) we find the Higgs scalar potential V,:

~ ~ 2 C
V, = m2lhg® + @2lh,|* — [wBhy - h, + He] + &|h§hu|2[1 + 2—]‘;2(}1[, “h, + H.c.)]

g2C2)+Hc]]+4 )
M M

+ [(2;_,(;M*)(|hd|2 + 1,12 (hy - h,) + He. ]

(R + 1))

# 2R = PR+ [ m)(6150 4

(g% =g} +¢d), (2.6)

that last term in the first line above does not contribute to
the neutral Higgs sector masses.

We also include dominant loop corrections, although
they do not play the same crucial role they do in the
MSSM. In the small tan 8 regime and for dominant top
Yukawa coupling, the one-loop and leading two-loop
correction to V), is [21]

which depends on two parameters: ¢, from the effective
dimension-five operator and the combination (gjc; +
g3¢y) from the effective dimension-six operator. Note

*Strictly speaking, this is true for the small tan 3 region, which
will actually be the relevant region in our case.
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e
AV, = 8l [, @7
where
_ 3h! M; X, 1
5= pop [lna t 1t (3h7 — 16g3)
M- M-
X (X, + 21n—'>1n—’]
m,; my
2(A, — pcot B)? ( (A, — pcot B)Z)
X, = 1-— , (2.8)
M? 12M?

t

with M? = m; m;,, and g3 is the QCD coupling.

B. Higgs mass and mixing angle

The scalars receive mass corrections from the usual
one-loop radiative corrections but now also from the
effective operators. Here we take the parameters ¢y, ¢,
¢, to be real. We find the following result for the mass of
the lightest Higgs scalar h:

1
my, = > {m + g+ Smisin® B — Jwh+ Amj, (29)

where

w = [(m% — m2)cos2B + Smsin?B]?

+ sin228(m3 + m%)? (2.10)

and where Am? is the contribution due to the higher-
dimensional operators:

2 2 2
Ami = (Z,u ;—;)sl + (Z,u @) 5y + (glcl + gzcz)s3

( )’
M3

(2.11)
with

2 + 2
5 =02 sin2B{1 4 Umat mz) mz)}

Jw
4 4
5y = ——sin22f + ——1-1 +L(m2 + m%)sin 228
4u? Jw 2ur AT

1
2 232,,4¢in 2
+ W(MA + mz) v sin 2ﬂ

vt v*sin2p
=__gj el
57 St e

+ 656m% cos 2B + 3(4m3 — Sm%) cos 4],

[8m% — (4 + 38)m?
(2.12)
where we kept (small) effects from the interplay between

the effective operators and the one-loop correction to V.
The mass of the CP-odd Higgs boson is
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5 ZB,LL _ 2U2 Co
my = —u
sin28 sin2B\M

vt cos22B (gic, | gic, 1
- — + +0|l—) (.13
32 sin2p (M2 M2) <M3) 1)

which does not receive one-loop corrections. The mixing
angle « is given by

1 202 Co
tan2a = — 5[(;71/2‘ + m2)tan2pB — c0s2p (Z,u M)

2
- (2;—;) v* tan 28
N (g?czl N g%C;) vt (m3f, —ZmifA)]’ 2.14)
M M 32Dcos 2B

with
D =m} — m% + (sec2B — 1)6m%/2
fz=4cos2B — (2—5cos2B + 6cos4B
—3cos6B)8/4
fa =cos2B + 3cos6p. (2.15)

One can see the corrections to tan 2« due to the effective
operators, which are used below.

We also note that the new operators correct the gauge
field kinetic terms when the Higgs fields receive vacuum
expectation values (VEVs). The corrected gauge couplings
are the ones that appear in the following.

III. CORRECTIONS TO THE PARTIAL WIDTHS
OFh— yyAND h— Zy

In this section we study how the new operators correct
the Higgs couplings to the SM particles. To this end, we
parametrize these corrections in terms of the usual MSSM
Higgs couplings.

A. Higgs couplings and signal rates
The renormalizable part of the Lagrangian for the light-
est neutral CP-even Higgs scalar & can be written [22] as
L= —c,@hﬁ — ccﬂhcé - cbﬂhbl;
v v v

2

m _ m
—c,—httr +cZ—ZhZ“ZM

v v

+ ey 2y hWHEW,, 3.1)
v
where the dimensionless coefficients are given by
cos & sin &
Ct:cc:sinﬁ’ Chchz_w, (3.2)

cz = cy =sin(B — a),

where the mixing angle « is given in Eq. (2.14). In the
scenario under consideration, all loop corrections to the
tree-level coefficients in Eq. (3.2) are negligible. The usual
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SM values for the couplings in Egs. (3.1) and (3.2) are
obtained in the decoupling limit, in which &« — 8 — 7/2,
implying that cos @ — sin 3, sina@ — — cos 3, and hence
c;—cM=1,wherei=tc,b, 7,2 W.

We work in the limit when loop contributions from
superpartners and other Higgs scalars are negligible. The
dimension-five part of the Higgs Lagrangian, which takes
into account one-loop contributions from SM particles as
well as the contributions from the effective operators in
Eq. (2.4) can be written as

o
£dim5 = C}gOOpﬁhTrGMVG#V + (CI)(,)OP + C?MSSM)

“EM loop BMSSM
wy
X Ty hF*'F,, + (cyz +coy

(3.3)

QEM
————hZM"'F .
4rsin 6,,v mr

The one-loop contributions to these coefficients are given
by’ [24]

e = e AY + ep A = 1.03¢, = (0.05 + 0.07i)cy
CI;)OP — CWJZ\()/W) + C,ﬂ(;f) ~ —8.36¢cy + 1.84c,

Cle;ip _ CWA(Z"";) + Ctﬂg)y ~ 5-8OCW — 0.316',,

3.4)

where, in the last steps, we have inserted m;, = 126 GeV
in the one-loop form factors A, for which the explicit
expressions are given in Appendix A 2. In the decoupling
limit, where ¢; = ¢ =1 in Eq. (3.2), the ¢'° coeffi-
cients in Eq. (3.4) approach the values they have in the SM,
which, for m, = 126 GeV, follow trivially from Eq. (3.4),

cg® — SM ~ 0.98 + 0.07i

loop SM
Cyz — Cyy = 5.49.

yP — M ~ —6.52
(3.5)

In order to obtain the ¢EMSM and ¢BYSSM coefficients in

Eq. (3.3), we extract the relevant component interactions
from the operators in Eq. (2.3), written in Egs. (2.4) and (2.5),

veos(B + a)
8M?
+ 2(c; — ¢y)sinb,, cos 0,,hFH'Z,,,),

0¢ D ([cicos?8,, + cpsin?6, JhFHF,,

where we have used
1
V2

RehY = —sinah+cosaH, Reh)=cosah+sinaH,

hy hg=hh; —hShS,  hY=—(v; +Reh? +ilmh?),
Ay, =cosO,A, —sinb, Z,, A(23,1 =sinf,,A, +cosb,Z,
(3.6)

and v, =wvcosB, v,=vsinB, with v =246 GeV.
Moreover, the hypercharge gauge boson A}, and the (third

5See also Ref. [23] for additional studies of h — Zvy.
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component of the) SU(2); gauge boson A(zii have been
rewritten in terms of the photon A, and the Z boson Z,.
Note that there is also a dimension-five operator generated
from Eq. (2.3) that involves the Higgs scalar / and two field
strengths of the Z boson (as well as an analogous operator
involving two field strengths of the W boson). However,
since these operators will have couplings comparable to
the yy or Zy couplings, but strongly phase space sup-
pressed, we expect them to be irrelevant with respect to the
usual dimension-three Higgs coupling to the Z and W bosons
in Eq. (3.1). Therefore, we do not consider them.

The contributions to Eq. (3.3) from Eq. (3.6) are given by

mv2cos (B + a)

C];MSSM — 5 (cicos?6,, + c,sin?6,,)
M AEM
, ( | 3.7
TV COS + «a .
CEI%/ISSM = Mz—'g(c2 — ¢)sin?%6,, cos 6,,.
QEM

In the decoupling limit, where cos (8 + a) — sin23, we
see that the coefficients in Eq. (3.7) are maximized for
small tan .

We can now define the relevant Higgs partial decay
widths, normalized to the corresponding SM value, in
terms of the dimensionless ¢ coefficients in Egs. (3.2),
(3.4), (3.5), and (3.7),

loop
Uyii _ Digg _ | |?
= |c.2 “hsg _ [Cs
'SM il 'sM M |
hii hgg g
loop BMSSM | »
Lhyy _ eyt 48)
SM SM ’ .
1—‘h'y)/ c’)’
loop BMSSM
thZ _ C’}/Z + C)/Z 2
SM SM
thZ CyZ
as well as the corresponding branching ratios (BRs),
loop
BRyi _ | |? BRiuge _ | ¢ 2
SM ’ SM SM
BR;; Ciot BRhgg Cg " Crot
loop BMSSM
BR;,, _ | Ty 2
SM SM ’
BR;, €y Crot (3.9)
loop BMSSM
BR,WZ _ Cyz + Cyz 2
SM SM
BRhVZ €57 Crot
The coefficient ¢, in Eq. (3.9) can be written as
cloop 2
2 2RRSM g SM
lewll> =" > le® BRI + “sr | BRiy  (3.10)
i=t,c,b,1,Z,W 8

where we have neglected the contributions from, for ex-
ample, h — yy and h — Zvy as well as possible invisible
decays. Let us now define the inclusive as well as the
individual gluon-gluon fusion (ggF), vector boson fusion
(VBF), and vector boson associated (VH) production cross
sections, normalized with respect to the corresponding SM
values,
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. _ . .
T |cloop/ C§M|2 0.;2/11: + ey P(oMe + o) where. we have denoted cy, ¢z = cw, since the Higgs
SV SV 1 SM_ 1 oM , couplings to Z and W bosons coincide in Eq. (3.2). We can
Tincl OgeF T OVBF T OVH 3.11) now write, for example, the signal rates in the inclusive and
OggF | loop / SM|2 OVBF _ OvH _ 2 dijet channels of the # — yvy decay mode, again normal-
W—|Cg /Cgl) SM —W—|Cv|y ized with the SM
ooF OVEE OV ized with respect to the SM,
J
Y | .oop, sM2 SM 4 2 SM Y 2 SM
incl _ Tincl BRiyy Rliet _ €aerlCe /M PO agr + €lpplev oV + €lulevl*ovii BR,,, (3.12)
Yy SM RRSM vy Y __SM Y _SM Y _SM SM ’ :
Tincl BRhy'y €gor T ook T €yBrOVBE T EVHOVH BRh'yy
[
where the €” coefficients are the selection efficiencies for , N r cBMSSM
. . . .. R. = Rincl — Rdljet _ Chyy _ 1+ y.dec (3.18)
the different production modes in the dijet-tag category of vy Yy ¥y [SM SM ) .
final states. hyy Y
and the same for the 7 — Z+ channel,
B. Decoupling limit BMSSM
. . . incl dijet Fth Zy,dec
Let us now take the decoupling limit, in which Rz, =R7y, =Rz, = ™M 1+ oS (3.19)
hZy Zy

loop loop loop
Ci _ Cg _ Cy _ CyZ 1 (3 13)
oM M M M ’ ’
i 8 Y vZ

where i = t, ¢, b, 7, Z, W. This implies that |¢,, ] = 1 in
Eq. (3.10) and that

Ui _ BRy; thg - BRhgg —

= = 1 (3.14)
SM SM SM SM ’ :
Fhii BRhii thg BRhgg
whereas
BMSSM
Fhw _ BRhw _ I Cy.dec 2
SM SM SM ’
thy BRhyy cy il
r BR ¢BMSSM (3.15)
hyZ _ hyZ _ | 1+ yZ,dec
SM SM SM
thz BRhyZ Cyz

for which the coefficients in Eq. (3.7) are given by, in the
decoupling limit,

2 .
v~ sin2B .
CBMSSM — 7 PP (0 00520, + c,8in26,,)
v.dec M? 1 W 2 v
aEM
2 g (3.16)
v~ sin
BMSSM _ — in2
BYSM = ————(cp — ¢|)sin?6,,cos 0.

2
M AEM

In the decoupling limit, the production cross sections in
Eq. (3.11) are all equal to their SM corresponding SM
value,

Tincl _ TeeF _ OVBE _ OVH _
p SM

SM SM — SM P @G.17)
ggF VBF VH

incl g
Thus, all signal rates, for any production mode, associated
with the channels 7 — ii, fori = ¢, ¢, b, 7, Z, W, as well as
h — gg, will be equal to their corresponding SM value. In
the h — vy channel, we see that the signal rates in
Eq. (3.12) (as well as any other signal rate in the 7 — y7y
channel) will be given by the corresponding normalized
partial width,

In summary, in the decoupling limit, all the partial decay
widths, except for I';,, and T';z,, are all equal to their
corresponding SM value. This implies that all the produc-
tion cross sections, as well as the signal rates in all other
channels, are equal to their SM values. Moreover, as seen
in Egs. (3.18) and (3.19), the partial decay widths for 7 —
vy and h — Z7, normalized with respect to the SM values,
coincide with the corresponding signal rates. Hence, in this
limit, Ty, /T3, and Tz, /T3 can be compared directly
to the measured signal rates. From Eq. (3.16) notice that if
¢y = ¢y, one can change I, without affecting I',z,,.

IV. RESULTS

We can now evaluate the effect of the operators in
Egs. (2.2) and (2.3) on the mass of the lightest neutral
CP-even Higgs particle 4 and on the partial decay widths
I'yy, and I'; 7., which directly correspond to the rates in the
decoupling limit, as discussed in the previous section.

The Higgs mass in Eq. (2.9) as a function of tan S8 is
displayed in Fig. 1. It is well known that we can accom-
modate a Higgs mass at 126 GeV by tuning the soft
parameters in the loop correction (2.7), but this usually
demands a large tan 8, which we do not consider here
(since then additional Yukawa couplings that we do not
include become important). With the d = 5 operator (2.2),
one can easily obtain a value of mj, = 126 GeV (see
Fig. 1); this has an acceptable fine-tuning A <30 [13],
even for small tan 8 < 10, which is an otherwise very fine-
tuned region of the MSSM. Therefore, the impact of the
d = 5 operator in reducing fine-tuning is more important
than usually thought.

The dimensionless parameter € = cyu/M measures the
extent to which the contribution from Os to the mass can be
considered perturbative, and for the given numbers, it is
below € < 0.06. The mass contributions from Oy rarely
have any visible effect on curves such as those as in Fig. 1,
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FIG. 1 (color online).

40

tan 3

The mass of the lightest Higgs particle £ as a function of tan 8, for M = 5 TeV, u = 300 GeV, my = 1 TeV,

no mixing (X, = 0), M; =1 TeV (left panel), M; = 500 GeV (right panel), ¢; = ¢, = —1, and for various values of the Os
coefficient cy. The solid curves include the MSSM loop corrections.

but they are included for completeness. We included only a
subset of the loop corrections, which is relevant at low
tan 3, so we expect the curves to differ from the complete
result by few GeV only, which we confirmed in our ex-
amples using FeynHiggs [25].

Setting the scale M of new physics around 5 TeV as in
the example above (which means that the new physics may
not be discovered at the LHC), one would like to examine
the signal rates for A — y7y and h — Z7y. These signal
rates R,, and Ry, in the decoupling limit, given in
Egs. (3.18) and (3.19), are shown in Fig. 2 as functions of

FIG. 2 (color online).

the coefficients c¢; and ¢, of the operators in Eqs. (2.2) and
(2.3). Concerning the & — yvy channel, from the depen-

dence on ¢ and ¢, in 3WEM in Eq. (3.16), and from the

fact that ¢M is negative in Eq. (3.5), we see that the
maximal enhancement of R,, in Eq. (3.18) is obtained
for negative values of both ¢; and c,. In contrast, for
positive (and not too large) values of the two coefficients,
the h — 7y signal is depleted with respect to the SM
prediction, as can be seen in Fig. 2. We emphasize again
that we actually do not need both coefficients ¢; and c,
[corresponding to the U(1)y and SU(2); operators in

The h — vy signal rate R,,,, (solid black lines) in Eq. (3.18) and the & — Zy rate Ry, (dashed blue lines) in

Eq. (3.19) are shown as functions of the coefficients ¢; and ¢, of the operators in Egs. (2.2) and (2.3). In the plots we have set tan 8 = 3
(left panel) and tan 8 = 7 (right panel), M = 5 TeV, and we have taken the decoupling limit.
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FIG. 3 (color online).

The h — vy signal rate R,,,, from Eq. (3.18) as functions of the scale M, where we have set the coefficients of the

two operators in Eq. (2.3) equal, c; = c¢,. We have set M; = 1 TeV, u = 300 GeV, my = 1 TeV, and X; = 0. Dashed blue lines provide
rough estimates of the range of validity of the effective field theory. To contrast with Fig. 2, note that Fig. 2 has a fixed value M = 5 TeV.

Eq. (2.3)] to achieve enhancement; we could set e.g.
¢, = 0, but the flexibility this additional parameter affords
is useful in the next figure. The maximum allowed en-
hancement continues to decrease for larger values of tan 3,
unless of course if we simultaneously lower M.

From Eq. (3.16) we see that CE%(?ECM is maximized when
¢, and ¢, have opposite signs. Moreover, since c?}’[ is
positive in Eq. (3.5), in order to achieve an enhancement
of Rz, in Eq. (3.18), it is required that (¢y — ¢;) > 0. Thisis
seen in Fig. 2, where R, is maximized for large positive

R,z
27 tan3 =3 1
\\
\\\\ C2<5 i
C =1 -
1 02:"1 e ——— |
_ - ("Zj/E)
5 7
M [TeV]

FIG. 4 (color online).

values for ¢, and large negative values for c;. Notice that
the dependence on the sign of ¢; and ¢, for R,,,, and Rz, is
not specific to this scenario or SUSY. It simply follows from
electroweak symmetry breaking, as can be seen in Eq. (3.6).

In Figs. 3 and 4, we show a different representation of
the same physics as in Fig. 2, where we fix the coefficients
¢, and ¢, in each curve, and instead vary the overall scale
of new physics M. As expected, the effect of the higher-
dimensional operators decreases with increasing M, but
even for M approaching 10 TeV, there can be some small

R,z

2 tan 3 =7 1

4 5 6
M [TeV]

The h — Zy rate Rz, from Eq. (3.19) for various values of the coefficients ¢; and c; of the operators in Egs. (2.2)

and (2.3), if we require R, = 1.3 and vary —5 < ¢; <5 for fixed c,. The curve ends when ¢, goes out of range for R, = 1.3 with the
given parameters. We have set M; = 1 TeV, u = 300 GeV, my = 1 TeV, and X, = 0. Dashed blue lines provide rough estimates of the
range of validity of the effective field theory expansion. Again, to contrast with Fig. 2, note that Fig. 2 has a fixed value M = 5 TeV.
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effect. This perhaps somewhat counterintuitive behavior is
simply because the relevant SM couplings are small to
begin with, as emphasized in the introduction. Since the
“new physics” that generated these operators comes from
a scale around or larger than 5 TeV, it will not be within
easy reach of the LHC.

In Fig. 4 we have illustrated the behavior of R, if we
require, for example, R,, = 1.3 (i.e. interpret the diphoton
excess as signal) and vary —5 <c¢; <5, so each curve
represents a particular value of ¢, and ends at some upper
bound value of M where it is no longer possible to achieve
the prescribed value of R,, = 1.3. We see that above
tan 8 = 5 or so, one would have to rely on the scale M
being not too far above 5 TeV.

With hindsight, it may appear that the analysis of the
effects of Os in Eq. (2.2) and O¢ in Eq. (2.3) could have
been performed mostly independently of each other. To be
clear, we did not assume this; as a matter of principle, we
always include the contribution to, e.g., the mixing angle «
from Eq. (2.2) when computing the effects of Eq. (2.3).
But we emphasize that the R, contributions arising from
the dimension-six operators in Eq. (2.3) are maximized
for small tan 8; see Eq. (3.16). Therefore, since the
usual MSSM tree-level contribution to the Higgs mass is
minimized for small tan 8, the contribution from the
dimension-five operator to the tree-level Higgs mass is
crucial in order to accommodate a 126 GeV Higgs mass,
as is seen in Fig. 1.

V. GENERATING THE EFFECTIVE OPERATORS
FROM UNDERLYING PHYSICS

The natural question is then what new physics could
generate the effective operators discussed. In this section
we discuss a simple example of an underlying model from
which both O5 and O, arise simultaneously in the low-
energy effective theory, upon integrating out some massive
supersymmetric degrees of freedom. Consider a model that
contains the following superpotential, involving a massive
gauge singlet chiral superfield® 3,

1
WD (u+ AS)H, - H, + 5#522, (5.1)
and a gauge kinetic function 7 that depends on 3,
r(X)Tr(W, W) with (%) D % (5.2)

where A is a dimensionful suppression scale. If the SUSY
mass ug is sufficiently large with respect to the energy
scale under consideration, then 3 can be integrated out
supersymmetrically via its holomorphic equation of mo-
tion, which sets

®Gauge singlet fields with a supersymmetric mass term appear
in general versions of the NMSSM [12-14].

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 88, 025017 (2013)

A 1
> =—-—H,; H,——— Tr(W,W&) + - - -,
Ms psA

(5.3)

where the dots stand for higher-dimensional terms (further
suppressed by wg, A). By inserting this solution back into
the original Lagrangian, we obtain the following terms:

)\2
[ dze(qu Hy — 2 (H,
2us
A

- M—AH[] : HuTr(WaW“))
N

+ f d“e(
where we have included operators up to dimension six. We
see that operators Os, Oy of Egs. (2.2) and (2.3) were
simultaneously generated as a consequence of integrating
out 3.

The dimension-six Kédhler potential operator in the
second line of Eq. (5.4) gives corrections to the quartic
Higgs scalar potential and hence to the tree-level Higgs
mass. However, in comparison to our dimension-five
operator in the first line of Eq. (5.4), this operator is
suppressed by a higher power of ug. As long as ug is
sufficiently large, the corrections from this dimension-six
operator will be smaller in size with respect to the correc-
tions from the dimension-five operator.

It should be acknowledged that this example is
not renormalizable since the gauge kinetic term (5.2) has
dimension d = 5. To have a renormalizable microscopic
model, one should also specify the degrees of free-
dom responsible for generating this d =5 operator.
Nevertheless, this operator with a moduli-dependent gauge
kinetic function is generically present in models derived
from supergravity or string theory.

Finally in order to connect with the discussion in the rest
of the paper, we should assume that the dimension-five
operators in Eq. (5.2) only involve the U(1)y and SU(2);
gauge field strength, and not also the SU(3) one that could
in principle be also present. In string models, something
along these lines could be achieved by, for example, con-
sidering a brane model in which the dimensionality of the
branes that give rise to the U(1)y and SU(2), gauge fields is
different from those that give rise to the SU(3). gauge
field. In this way, since the U(1)y and SU(2); branes and
the SU(3). branes, respectively, wrap different cycles of
the internal geometry, they depend on different gauge
singlet moduli fields associated with the different cycles.

A |2
AN, 1) H, - Hu>), (5.4)
Ms

VI. CONCLUSIONS

Recent LHC data on the Higgs mass and its couplings to
the photon, and the negative SUSY searches, present in-
creasing difficulties for MSSM-like models to naturally
accommodate a Higgs mass near 126 GeV, without undue
fine-tuning, and a potential enhancement of the 7 — yy
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partial decay rate, without affecting other partial decay
widths. Motivated by these observations, in this work we
investigated whether supersymmetric effects beyond the
MSSM could simultaneously accommodate these results.
Using an effective approach, we identified two effective
operators of dimensions d = 5 and d = 6 that can address
these problems and give the leading-order corrections to
the Higgs quartic coupling and the Higgs coupling to
photons, respectively.

We showed that the MSSM with small, supersymmetric
corrections due to these effective operators can simulta-
neously naturally accommodate a Higgs boson with a mass
near 126 GeV, an enhanced Higgs coupling to photons (and
also Zv) relative to the SM expectation, and finally SM-
like Higgs couplings to the other SM particles. The scale of
the supersymmetric effective operators is in the region of
5 TeVor even larger and is therefore possibly not within the
LHC reach. The corrections from the dimension-six opera-
tors to the Higgs coupling to photons (and Zvy) are maxi-
mized for small tan 8 which is also the region where the
dimension-five operator produces the most dramatic effect
relative to the MSSM. This suggests that it is natural to
consider these operators together, and this is further sup-
ported by the fact that both of them can be generated
simultaneously by an underlying model, as we showed.

There remains the question of how the existence of these
operators can be tested. Let us assume that the signal rate in
the 7 — vy channel is confirmed to be higher than the SM
expectation while the signal rates in all the other channels
coincide with the SM values. If at the same time, one can
rule out light stau sleptons in the mass range (of 150 GeV or
so) needed in order to enhance the diphoton signal with the
correct amount, this would cause a real problem for the
MSSM, and physics beyond the MSSM will be required.
Should the excess go away when further data is analyzed,
our results will remain useful to provide bounds on the
scale M of supersymmetric new physics beyond the
MSSM. Either way, this suggests that the diphoton rate is
a useful, sensitive probe in this context.
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APPENDIX

1. Details concerning the Lagrangian

Here we derive the Lagrangian of Sec. II. Unlike in the
text, we also include SUSY-breaking effects associated
with operators Os, Og, by using the spurion field. The
starting point is

L= fd“e Z (1 — m26*62)H} eV H,

i=u,d
+ {/'dza,u(l + B6*)H, - H, + H.c.} + 05 + O.
(A1)
The superfield components are V; = (A, V,,, D{/2),
H; = (h;, ¢, F;). Also H, - H, = €/H,H}, with €'/ e"/ =

Sk eliehl = §ikgil — §ilgik 2= 1_  h,-h,
hOh% — h h; . Further,

1
@5 = M [dzﬂ(co + C602)(HM : Hd)2 + H.c.
C
= 3720 ha) by Fy 4 Fy-hg = - )

—mpm+¢fmm+%mfmy+nm
(A2)

and

f d*6(c, + c.O*)Tr(WW,),(H, - H;) + H.c.

16¢2
- _ 1 rVpo
{(h ‘hy) [ (Ao D, A — D, A5+ AS) + DD — 2(F‘”“’F§M,, ie . FgWng(,ﬂ

/

Cs aya
+ W(l’lu . ]’ld)(/\Y /\S) + H.c.

(A3)
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Above we introduced D, A=9 #):“ — gtb¢ VZ A¢ for covariant derivatives of the gauginos.
From L one finds the equations of motion for the auxiliary fields of Higgs superfields:

; c
Fif = —eq”h{f[,u-l-Z—o(hd'hu)— 2/\aAa_ 2/\2]
M 4M 4M (A4)

e

Fii =~ th"[ + 2% (hy - h A9AG — /\2]
P+ 250 ) = 4o e

where g is a SU(2); doublet index. For the auxiliary fields of the vector superfields, we find

\/_Cz

a — _ t7a t7ra _ & .
D2 = [gz(th hd + l’luT hu)<1 W(hu l’ld + HC)) 4.M2

((hy wd+¢uluma+Hcﬂ (AS)

D, = —I:g1<h2;<—%>hd - hi(%)thl 2M2 (h, - hy + H.c. )) \/1:/1021 (hy " Yg+ Wy hg) A + H.c.)], (A6)

with 7% = /2. The squares become

2 2
D30 = 21— (2, ot ) [TORP = 11 + 4]

4
V2 c
- 7gz[hleahd + hIT“hu][z—A/ZIz(hu R MY Hc] (A7)
2 2 \/E
D? = %[1 - (2M2h - hy + He. >] (gl = 10, PP = g,[h ( Z)hd + h*(z)h ]
C
X [2—1‘;2 (hu . lﬂd + lpu . hd)/\l + H.C. ] (AS)

Os and Og and Eqs. (A4)—(A8) give the corrections to the MSSM Higgs Lagrangian. Using the corrected auxiliary fields in
the usual MSSM Higgs Lagrangian, additional terms suppressed by 1/M and 1/M? are generated. The full on-shell
Lagrangian is then

£=£D+£F+£l+£2+£3+£SSB' (A9)
Eliminating the D-dependent terms in L, one finds [see Eqs. (A5)—(A8)]
1
Ly = Z _ED?DHI:1+ 5 (hy hd—l—Hc)] (A10)

s=1,2

and uses Eq. (A8). Eliminating the F-dependent terms in L gives Lp:

—Lp=IFP +|F,) =

M+2;—/(;hd-h

+ |h, %) + [ ( 4M2 A§AS — 4—M2 )\2)(|hd|2 + |h,|?) + Hc]

(Al1)

Apart from auxiliary field contributions, there are also terms in the Lagrangian with space-time derivatives, which
contribute to the kinetic terms for Weyl fermions ¢, 4, A{, when the neutral singlet hg, 4 components of 4, ; acquire a
VEV:

Ly =2 (h, h)li(A4o*D, X4 — D, Xs3#A%)] + He. + 2 — 1). (A12)

4M aM?
When the Higgs neutral singlets acquire a VEV, these terms produce wave function renormalization of Weyl kinetic terms
and a threshold correction to gauge couplings g, and g,.

There are also terms contributing to fermion masses when the Higgs fields acquire VEVs,

/

L,= (h “hg)(A5A5) "’ (hu ha) (A Ay) + —[2(h “h) (=, pa) = (hy =Yg+ b, - hy)*]+ Heo (A13)

4M2
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Further, there are some interaction terms generated:

%)

4M2 F3

1 anv i
£y = L[ S (P P+ 5 e F P ) = VB -+ ) ASFS, = e 034 ]

2uv

+Q~D+H4. (Al4)

Finally, the Lagrangian contains (F- and D-independent) corrections from supersymmetry breaking due to spurion
dependence in the dimension-5 operator as well as the usual soft terms of the MSSM. All these together give Lggp:

C/
Losg = —Vssp = [MO (hy = hg)* + uB(hg - h,) + H-C-] — m2|hyl> — mi|h,|%

This concludes the presentation of the Lagrangian to 1/M? order. From L we find the scalar potential V;, for the Higgs
sector shown in the text, Eq. (2.6), in which as usual #, ; denote SU(2) doublets. From this one obtains

m%l = m%,loop + Am%’ (AIS)
with
1
My toop = E{mi +m% 4+ dmZsin?2B — Jw}  w=[(m} — m%)cos2B + SmZsin? B + sin22B(m3 + m%)?  (A16)
and
9 Co C6 Co 2 CIO 2 Co C6 2 Cq 2 Cy 1

Amj, = fi 2MM + /2 _2M + /3 ZMM + fa _2M + /s 2,U«M _ZM + fe g'WngZW +0 )
(A17)

where

2 42 2 2
£, = v*sin 2,3{1 + W} f,= %{1 - %[(mg — m2)cos 23 + m§5sin2/3]}
AR 22 +v—4 —1+L( 2 + m2)sin?2 N (m% + m2)*v*sin22
f3 P sin-2( N 20 my + mz)sin“23 Y my + mz) v sin“28
4 4
fo= =} + mYPsin?4B fs = = (m + my)[m} + 2m] — (2 + 8)m}) cos2]sin4f
16w 4w?
4 1
fo= ;—2 sin ZBI:I + U_[Smﬁ — (4 +38)m% + 66m% cos2B + 3(4mi — Sm2) 0054[3]] (A18)
w
and finally
mﬁ = .ZBM - .v2 (ZILL @) + <2C_6)U2 — v—4 CO,S ZZB (g%(;l + ngz%) + (9(%)
sin23 sin2f M M 32 sin2B \ M M M
2. One-loop form factors
The form factors in Eq. (3.4) are given by
3 3
AL =T A, AP = Apm) AV = Ay, AV =NQIA ().

(A19)

0,21y — 4Qsin>0,,)
cos 8,

Jq(z‘? =cos 0,A;(Ty, Ay), ﬂ% = N. Al/z(rl, A,

where 7; = 4m?/m3, A; = 4m?/m%, N, = 3, Q, = 2/3, Tg’) =1/2 and
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A plr) = 27277 P+ (7= D (Y], A1) = -2 2+ 37+ 3 = 1)f(+ )],
Aip(r, A) =1(1, A) — I(7, A), A, (1, A) =43 —tan?0,) (7, A) + [(1 + 277 Htan?0,, — (5 + 27 ]I, (7, M),
(A20)
where
TA 72)\2 B
B ) = 5 s ) = A+ e - ) .
A
L(r, ) = — h[f(r”) — f(AH],
and
arcsin 2,/x x=1
flx) = { [log ”W 77] i1 (A22)
Vx~! — 1arcsin \/x x=1
80 = L;[logiy—“}x ”T]Z x> 1. (A2
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