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A Fermiophobic Higgs boson can arise in models with an exadidiggs sector, such as models
with scalars in an isospin triplet representation. In a gjpemodel with a scalar triplet and sponta-
neous violation of lepton number induced by a scalar sirfgiet, we show that fermiophobia is not
a fine-tuned situation, unlike in Two Higgs Doublet Modelse ¥tudy distinctive signals of fermio-
phobia which can be probed at the LHC. For the case of a smgfidHinass a characteristic signal
would be a moderatB(H — ~+) accompanied by a large(H — JJ) (whereJ is a Majoron), the
latter being an invisible decay. For the case of a large Higgss there is the possibility of dominant
H — ZZ, WW and suppressed — .JJ decay modes. In this situatio®(H — ZZ) is larger
thanB(H — WW), which differs from the SM prediction.

[. INTRODUCTION

The Standard Model (SM) of the electroweak and strong intienas is a very successful model, al-
though the Higgs sector still needs to be probed by expetsnditne LEP lower bound on the Higgs mass
my > 114.4 GeV [1] has been complemented at Fermilab by ruling out tgerebetween 160 and 170
GeV [2]. In the meantime the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) exments ATLAS EL] and CMSHA] will
soon join the search for the Higgs boson. In the SM, the Higg#os is composed of one Higgs doublet
underSU(2)r, nevertheless, there is no reason why the Higgs sector magentarger, and extensions
are very often explored [5]. Higgs bosons in isospin tri resentationﬂ[B] have been studied, and are
primarily motivated by a neutrino mass generation mecm

, for example via spontaneous violation of
lepton numberu8]. The phenomenology of the model has bedrstudied E}

], and more recently, renewed

attention has been given to the detection prospects of thiglyland singly charged scalars at the LI-B [10]
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(for earlier studies see e.q. [11]).

Fermiophobic Higgs bosons |12]e., neutral Higgs bosons with negligible couplings to fernsiocan
arise in models with Higgs triplets, as well as in two Higgsidlet models (2HDM). A Higgs boson of this
type, denoted by, would dominantly decay via; — ~v for my < 95 GeV, and viahy — W*W~ and
hy — ZZ for my 2 95 GeV, for a Higgs with SM like couplings to gauge bosans [18]tHe latter case,
the decay rates satisty(hy — W+W ™) /I'(hy — ZZ) 2 2, in the region of large Higgs mass [14].

In this article we study the appearance of fermiophobic Bliggsons in a particular Higgs Triplet Model
(HTM) that includes a singlet, a doublet and a triplet Higg#dfi the so-called “123 models”. These models
are characterized by a spontaneous violation of a glgiya) symmetry through a vacuum expectation value
of a SU(2) x U(1) Higgs singlet(c). Therefore, this broken symmetry produces a massless ©Go&ls
Boson called a Majoron (J). Within this model we show thatfi@phobia is not a fine-tuned situation as in
the 2HDM. In fact, the model has a tendency towards fermibjghmainly due to the hierarchy of the three
vacuum expectation values. Furthermore, we emphasizenarszen which the decay of the fermiophobic
Higgs boson to Majorons via — JJ is partially suppressed, thereby allowing branching satb a
fermiophobic Higgs into gauge bosons which can be probetidoy HC. Our work is organized as follows.
In sectionI] we introduce the Higgs Triplet Model and in Secf{lllithe scenario of fermiophobia with
Majoron suppression is described. In seclioh IV the dechffsedfermiophobic Higgs boson are discussed,

with phenomenology studied in sectioh V. Conclusions argained in sectioh V1.

II. HIGGSTRIPLET MODEL

The Higgs Triplet Model (HTM) which we will study [9], inclues a complex triplet Higgs field with

lepton number, = —2 and hypercharg® = 2, a complex doublet Higgs field, with lepton number

0
- 17) W
¢_

and a complex singlet Higgs fietd with lepton number. = 2 and hypercharg® = 0. The model without

L = 0 and hypercharg& = —1,

A AT/V2
AT/VZ AT

A =

the singlet field has received much attention recently [463 we note the phenomenology of the charged

scalars (doubly and singly) at the LHC is essentially ideitin both models.



A. Higgs Potential and Mass Spectrum
The scalar potential can be written as follows:

V(g,A,0) = pioto+ u5elo + 3 tr(ATA) + A\ (67¢)” + Aoftr(ATA))?
+A30Tdtr(ATA) + Ay tr(ATAATA) + A5 (0T ATAQ)
+B1(070)* + Ba(¢'9) (0'0) + Bs tr(ATA)oTo
—k(¢T Ago + h.c.). 2)

wherep?, i = 1,2, 3, are mass squared parameters; = 1, ...,5 are dimensionless couplings not related
to the singlet,5;, © = 1,2,3 are dimensionless couplings related to the singlet, raigla dimensionless

coupling that mixes all three Higgs fields.

The electroweak symmetry is spontaneously broken whendb&al components of the Higgs fields

acquire vacuum expectation valugsi = 1, 2, 3. We shift the Higgs fields in the following way,

£+R1+i[1
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finding minimization conditions, or tree-level tadpole atjans, given by,

¢ =

Viineal = tiR1 +taRa +t3R3 =0, 4)
where
ty = vi(p; + Brof + 3P2v3 + 5B303) — 3kusvs

ty = wvo(us 4+ \vs + %Agvg + %/\5213% + %ﬁgv% — %m)lvg) (5)

ts = v3(u3 4+ Aov] + $A305 + M3 + X503 + 28507) — Lkvpvs.

In ref. [9] cases where different vacuum expectation vatwesequal to zero are analyzed, but these scenar-

ios are not relevant for our purposes. In the following weuass all vev’s are non zero.



The quadratic potential can be written as follows,

Ry I
V;]uadratic: %[RMR%RS}M% R2 +%|:[17[27I3}M§ I2 +
Rg I3
¢+
[¢—, A—}Mi +md ATTATT (6)

The CP-even neutral Higgs mass matrix is given by,

2 1,.2v3 |t 1,2
20107 + gRU3 2 + o Bav1v2 — KU2U3 B3v1v3 — 5KV5
2
M3 = ,822)12}2 — RUoU3 2)\1@% + 2—22 ()\3 + )\5)1)21)3 — KU1V (7)

Bavivg — %m;% (A3 + A5)vovs — kvrvg 2(Ag + Ag)v3 + %m)%z—; + f)—i

where we have eliminated the mass parameténssing the tadpole equations. This mass matrix is diago-

nalized by an orthogonal matri®, which can be parametrized with three angles,

—1 0 0 C13 0 S13 C12 S12 0
OR = [0 c93 S93 0 1 0 —s12 c12 0
_0 —S893 (€23 —S513 0 C13 0 0 1
C13C12 C13512 513
= | —cossi2 — s23513C12 C23C12 — 593513512 52313 (8)
L 5§23512 — €23513C12 —S23C12 — €23513512 C23C13

wheres o = sin 619, c19 = cos 812, and similarly for the other two angléss andf-s.

The CP-odd neutral Higgs mass matrix is,

1,.2v3 | t1 1,2
2 KUY 5y + m KU2V3 5KV,
2
M; = KU9V3 2Kv1v3 + 5—22 KU1V9 . 9
1,2 1,.,2v 4 t3
5KV, KU1U2 7KV s T 03

Clearly, this mass matrix has two zero eigenvalues, of which is unphysical and corresponds to the
neutral Goldstone boson. The other one is physical andsymrels to the Majorod. The third eigenvalue

is the CP-odd neutral Higgd, and has a mass given by,

2 2
2 K U1U2 U2U3
my=-|—+—+4vv 10
% 2(@3 = 13> (10

As one can see, a value fer+£ 0 is essential in our model in order to have a massive CP-odggtigson.



The charged Higgs mass matrix, given by

203 /va —V/2
Mi = %(K/UI'UQ — %)\5’[12213) . (ll)
—V2 vy/vs

also has a zero eigenvalue, corresponding to the chargetsi@oé boson. It is diagonalized by an orthog-

onal matrixO, such thatD M% O = diag(m?, ,0). The rotation matrix is,

c S 1 V2v3 —w
o, = | o~ __ 5o (12)

s, e VU203 | w03

wheres, = sinf., c. = cosf,, andd, is the angle of rotation. The massive eigenvalue is thesing|

charged Higgs boson, with a mass,

1 U1 1
mis =5 </<;£ - §A5> (v3 + 2v3) (13)

Finally, the doubly charged Higgs boson has the followingsna

2
2 _ 1, W% 1y 9 2
MA++ = 5/{2}—3 — 3A505 — A3 (14)

B. Gauge Sector

The kinetic terms of the Higgs fields are,
Lisnetic = (Du8)! (D6) + T | (D, A)/(D"A)| + 8,000 (15)
where the covariant derivatives can be written as,
Dy =0y +igT Wi +i3g'YB, (16)
where the action of the isospin and hypercharge operdt@sdY on the Higgs doublet and triplet is

Top = 3700, ToA = —375A - 1A7,

Yo = o, YA = 2A (17)

Gauge bosons receive contributions to their masses frothéhdoublet and triplet. After these scalar fields

acquire vacuum expectation values, we find,

1 1
why = SRR ), m = (6 )0+ o) 18)

which leads to the following-parameter at tree-level,

(19)



2 +0.0007

The experimental measurementgdb given byp = 1.0002 7 (004

and this restricts the value of the triplet
vev to be smaller than a few GeV. Nevertheless, in order iefgatringent bounds from astrophysics, we
will work with v3 < 0.35 GeV [9]. From eq.[(ID) we see that the small valuedoimplies in turn a small
value for the coupling: in order to have a CP-odd Higgs mass; below 1 TeV. Another consequence of
the small value fors is that the vacuum expectation value of the Higgs doulgletill be very close to 246

GeV, as indicated by the gauge bosons masses ih_€qg. (18).

1. FERMIOPHOBIA AND MAJORON SUPPRESSION

Fermiophobia was first introduced in [12], where it was steelsthat the mechanism for the generation
of fermion masses could be independent of the mechanisninéogeneration of the masses of the gauge
bosons (e.g. a 2HDM in which the fermions receive mass fra@hgue vacuum expectation value, while
the gauge bosons receive mass from both).

We investigate the possibility that the lightest CP-evegddiboson is fermiophobic, in which case the
conventional decay mode#{ — bb, 7~ 7T, are suppressed. In addition, we study the singlet content
of this Higgs boson, looking for cases in which the fermidphdiiggs has a suppressed mixing with the
singlet field, a situation which we call “Majoron suppressidf the fermiophobic Higgs has a large mixing
with the singlet, it will decay mainly into two Majorons, witi leads to a missing energy signature. In this
paper we focus on signatures of fermiophobia which are leisibdetectors.

We start by doing a general scan of the parameter space as$oll

0.5GeV < v < 1TeV, v9 = 246 GeV vg < 0.35GeV

0< k<01, |51,273| <4, |>\15| <4. (20)

Our aim is to see how large the parameter space is for fermmphand Majoron suppression for the
lightest CP-even Higgs boson. In addition to €qJ] (20), weeaesthe current experimental limits for the
masses ofl?, H*, andA** (m4 > 90 GeV, my+ > 80 GeV, ma++ > 136 GeV), and we also require
90 < mp, < 300 GeV.

In the left frame of Fig[ll we show a frequency histogram frohicl one can see the values of the
matrix eIemenO}%2 (see eq.[(8)), with no other restriction on the parametetkarlLagrangian, except for
a correct minimization of the scalar potential. In this pha see the rather unexpected result that a sharp
maximum is obtained aﬂ)};? = 0, indicating a high concentration of points in the fermiopizoregion.
Therefore we conclude that fermiophobia is not a fine-turedario in this model.

In Table[l we show the fraction of points from the general soéthe parameter space (defined by
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FIG. 1: Frequency histogram foD}? (left frame) andD} -0} (right frame) in a general scan of parameter space.

eq. [20)) that lie in a given region around the exact fermadgpd point|O12| = 0. Clearly it is not necessary
to deviate too much frod’O}ﬂ = 0 in order to encapsulate an important number of the pointaiarpeter
space. In other words, the model has a “preference” for fggshobia. The reason for this is that the CP-
even neutral mass matrix in e@l (7) has diagonal elementshwdre much larger than the non-diagonal
elements in a large region of parameter space, maﬁiﬁgnaturally small. This feature is present in our

model due to both the hierarchy of the three vacuum expeaotatilues and the smallness of theoupling.

Fraction of ScapMax. |0}?| value
45% 0,070
40% 0,0086
30% 0,0014
20% 0,00056
10% 0,00019

TABLE [: Fraction of points in the general scan of the paranspace that are within a given region around the point

of exact fermiophobia defined hp}?| = 0.

In the right frame of FiglJ1 we show a two-dimensional frequehistogram in the plan®t — 012,
within the same scan as before. The peak ar@dfjd= O}? = 0 (or equivalentlyO}? = 1) corresponds to
a fermiophobic Higgs with suppressed couplings to the Magoimplying that the visible decay modes of
this Higgs boson are not suppressed. The concentrationraingder space points arouﬁdé” = lis again
due to the hierarchy of vacuum expectation values.

In Table[Il we display the fraction of points within a givergren around the exact fermiophobic and

Majoron suppressed case, defined|@§53| = 1. Itis surprising how little deviation from this point is nec



Fraction of ScafMin. |O}}| value
41.5% 0.9
41.0% 0.999
36.6% 0.99999
27.8% 0.999999
14.0% 0.9999999

TABLE II: Fraction of points in the general scan of the paré&nspace that are within a given region around the point

of exact fermiophobia and Majoron suppression definefC’y| = 1.

essary to find a large fraction of the scan points around tmeié@hobic and Majoron suppressed situation,

indicating that it is not a fine-tuned case in this model.

A. Imposing Fermiophobiain the CP-even Higgs Sector

We are interested in the possibility of having a light CPremeutral Higgs boson with suppressed cou-
plings to fermions (fermiophobia). A light fermiophobic dgjs boson is characterized B} = c13s12 =
0, since it is mainly the Higgs doublégtwhich couples to fermions (the triplet coupling to the feoms is
suppressed). With the condition, = 0 we find general fermiophobia. The diagonalizing matrix iis th

case is,

:]:013 O 513
ORr = | Fso3 513 tcog 2313 (21)

+C23 S13 +S523 €23 C13

where= corresponds teign(c;2). The diagonalized CP-even Higgs mass matrix is giveiNd}, ) giag, =
OrMZ%0%, and implies the following consistency conditions,
) 513 C13 ) )
Mg = F <£ - g) Mpi3 + Mpss
513
My, = jFaM%m (22)
513

2 . 2 523 C23 1 ) 2
Mpgoo = F—MpgisF | — — — | —Mbgos + MEgs3
C13 C23 523 /) C13



which allow us to eliminate three parameters of the poteimtiavour of the three angles in el (8). These

three parameters are chosen as,

1 )

_ 2 1,..2Y3

B = =5 <MR11 — KV —
1

2v U1
1
= — (M2 23
B2 vlvz( R12 + KU203) (23)
1
A o= =M}
1 22}5 R22

with the above expressions found from ég. (7).
We do a scan of parameter space, imposing fermiophobia walggust described. The free parameters

are varied according to,

0.5GeV < v < 1TeV, vg = 246 GeV vy < 0.35GeV
0< k<01, |53| <4, |)\25| <4, (24)
912:0, 0<913<27T, 0<923<27T.

checking that,, 52, andA; have all an absolute value smaller than 4.
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FIG. 2: Charged Higgs and doubly-charged Higgs boson masses astdarof the fermiophobic Higgs mass.

In order to study the masses of the scalars in the pure fehmkmp limit, in Fig.[2 we show a scatter
plot of my+ andma++ (left frame), and a scatter plot of 4 andmyg, (right frame), resulting from the
scan. The correlation between the singly and doubly charigds boson masses is understood from the

small value of the triplet vev, which implies that the chaldtiggs bosons satisfy,

2 ~ 2 1 2
Mg+ = My — Z)\E,'Uz
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This indicates that the singly charged Higgs boson massiasarrower region than the doubly charged

Higgs mass, and this effect can be seen in the figures. Ndtéhieamplies,
m%ﬁ ~ %(mi + m2A++) (26)

which is a very good approximation up to ord@(vs).

The correlation between the CP-odd Higgs massand the lightest CP-even Higgs masg;, seen in
the right frame of Fid. 2 is explained by inspecting the CBreMiggs boson mass matrix in €gl. (7), and the
CP-odd mass in ed._(110). Due to the hierarchy of vevs we sége tha

2
e~ i, (27)

&Q

PVIQ ~ 2
(MP)33 = miy 50;

where the last relation comes from the fact that most of the the CP-even Higgs mass matrix is nearly
diagonal, with th¢M?,)33 element being the smallest.
Another point we wish to emphasize here is the relation betwtle couplings of the fermiophobic

Higgs boson to charged scalars and to gauge bosons. In thiealefe of Fig.[8 we show the relation
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FIG. 3: Fermiophobic Higgs boson couplings to a pair of charged Rilgft) and to a pair of gauge bosons(right).

between the couplings;A*"A~~ andhyHT H~ (see appendiX]A for Feynman rules), when we vary all
parameters as indicated in €q.1(24). The couplings arelglparportional to each other, as can be inferred
from the Feynman rules, which in the fermiophobic casefyatis

)\(th++A__)
NhyHTH™)

=14 O(v3) (28)

These couplings can have a magnitude as large as 4 TeV, githioumost of the parameter space they are

< 300 GeV. Similarly, in the right frame of Fid.l3 we plot the retati between the couplings, W+t W~
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andh;ZZ.
)\(h1W+W_) _ 2 22130}1%3 + 'UQO}%Z (29)
NhZ2Z) W 40308 + 02082
and if we take the exact fermiophobic limit we get,
AhWHTW—
AWIWVIWT) 1ee, (30)

NhiZZ)
which is half the value for a SM Higgs boson. This has implara that will be evaluated in the next
sections. Note that this limit changes drastically with akout non-zero value fo@}f. Notice also that
the couplingsh ;W W~ andh;ZZ are much smaller in this fermiophobic limit than the equeévelSM
couplings.

Within the same scan of parameter space in the fermiophakitasio given by eqgl.(24) we explore in
Fig.[4 the magnitude of couplings with and without a Majordn.the left frame of Fig[ 4 we have the
relation between tha(hsZ.J) and\(hyZ A) couplings. The\(h;Z A) coupling can be large, but it is not
relevant for the decay of a fermiophobic Higgs, simeg, is rarely larger thamn + m 4, as indicated in
Fig.[d. On the contrary, the couplindhZ.J) is very small and irrelevant for production of a fermiophmobi
Higgs boson. Nevertheless, the dedgy— Z.J is possible and it is characterized by missing energy. We

evaluate its branching ratio in the next section.
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FIG. 4: Relation between couplings with and without Majoron in tleemRiophobic scenario.

In the right frame of Figl 4 we see the relation betweenXtie;.JJ) and A\(hsWWW) couplings. The
coupling A(hWW) is diminished compared to the value in the SM, implying tihet decay raté ; —
WW is small. Nevertheless its branching ratio, together with comparable BR foh; — ZZ, will
dominate unless the invisible decay — JJ is large. This decay is controlled by the couplih@;.J.J),
also displayed in the right frame of Figl 4. We see that thigpting can be large, in which case the

fermiophobic Higgs will be invisible. In this scenario, onas to look for the second lightest Higgs boson.
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B. Imposing Fermiophobia and M ajoron Suppression

We impose exact fermiophobia and Majoron suppression bydiitie value otosf13 = ¢13 = 0in

eq.[8). The diagonalizing matrix in this case is,

0 0 +1 0 0 +1
OR = | —C23812 F S23C12 (€23C12 F S23S512 0 = |—sinf cosf 0 (31)
593812 F C23C12  —S23C12 F c23512 0 Fcos Fsinf 0

where+ corresponds teign(s;3), andf = 6,5 & 693 is introduced as a new independent parameter. The
last definition indicates that only one angle controls thation matrix in this scenario.

The diagonalized CP-even Higgs mass mafhg% ) 4io, = OrRM%O%, implies,

Mpys = 0

M2y = 0 (32)
1

Mpyy = B (MF1; — M) tan 26

From these equations we eliminate the following paramédters the list of independent parameters given

in eq. [20),

2

KU
53 B 2U1U3 v
KR = ()\3 + )\5)—3
U1
us3 2 1 ou3 2
B2 = lﬁ:v—l + 5010 (2511)1 + 5m}2v_1 - 2)\12)2) tan 26 (33)

We do a scan of the parameter space, imposing fermiophotiajoron suppression. The free parameters

are varied according to,

0.5GeV < v < 1TeV, v9 = 246 GeV vy < 0.35GeV

61| < 4, 15l <4, 0<6<2r. (34)

checking thats,, 53 andx have values smaller than 4.
First we notice the clear dependence of the doubly charggdsHinassn++ on A3, shown in Fig[b.
This dependence is easily understood from the expressiothéomassmna++ in eq. [14), which after

replacingx from eq. [33) transforms into,

1
m§+m§&%—Aw§ (35)
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FIG. 5: Doubly charged Higgs mass dependence\grtoupling in the Fermiophobic and Majoron suppressed sce-

nario.

with the equality holding in the exact fermiophobic and Majo suppression scenario. Singge < vs,
this relation would enable a direct determination)@ffrom experiments. Note also that the relation in
eq. [26) is valid also in the fermiophobic plus Majoron suggsion scenario (since it is a special case of the

fermiophobic case), thus providing a measurement thatoalidate or refute the model.
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FIG. 6: Relation between couplings with and without Majoron in teemkiophobic and Majoron suppressed scenario.

In the left frame of Figl 6 we plot the relation between tharfiephobic Higgs couplings to a pair of
charged Higgs\(h;H+tH ™) and to a pair of doubly charged Higgs bosoria;A*t+A~"). Clearly, the
suppression of the Majoron component in the fermiophobiggllireduces dramatically the value of these
couplings (compare with the left frame of Fig. 3), which argortant for the decay rate for thhg —
mode.

In the right frame of Figl.J6 we study couplings that involveear two Majorons. To be more specific,

we see the relation betweexih;Z.J) andA(hsJ.J), the first one corresponding to: decay with missing



14

energy, and the second one corresponding to an invisiblaydethe couplingh(h¢Z.J) maintains its

magnitude compared with the previous scenario, Xfiit; J.J) is much smaller, an expected effect since

this scenario is defined by a null singlet component jin

IV. FERMIOPHOBIC HIGGSBOSON DECAYS

A fermiophobic Higgs boson will have four main decay modes ¢f them into a pair of massive gauge
bosonshy — W*W ™ andh; — ZZ, where one or two of the gauge bosons may be off-shell depgndi

on the Higgs mass, and the other two into one or two photgns: v andh; — ~Z, decays which are
generated at one-loop |15].

In the later cas€jl’ gauge boson contribute to the one-loop generated decayheitiraphs,

g W+ g
h h
;f 77777 W:t f 77777 %
Y, Z zZ

7

present already in the SM. These graphs are complementad imadel with singly and doubly charged
Higgs bosons,

AVAAVYAV AR Ht ATT Y
hf 77777 . EH+’A++ hf 77777 4,/ \
AR 7, Z v, Z

The decay rate foh s — ~ is given by,

oy —m%fr (i) (a) (rw) (36)
= Fo(ta) gnaa + 4Fy(TA) ghan — Fi(tw) gnww 36
102473 m3,

C(hy = vy)

whereFy and F are loop functions associated to scalar and vector bosndsalicit expressions can be

found in ref. [16]. They are a function ef = 4m?/m§, wherei = H, A, W. The dimensionless couplings

gnmH andgpan are,

~ m _ ~ m _
Gnirn = —o—MhsHYHT),  Ghan = —o—A(hyATTATT) (37)
gMig+ GMA++
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where in the fermiophobic case with}; # 0 we find,
MheHTH™) = AMhfATTATT) ~ OF B3v1 (38)

up to terms ofO(v3). In the fermiophobic case with Majoron suppression scenavhereo}%1 = 0, the

terms that were sub-leading in the previous case, domimate n

/\(th+H_) ~ 2\u3
)\(th++A__) ~ 2N+ A — %)\5)2)3 (39)

which translate into a diminished influence of the chargealass in the decay rate fdry — ~v. The
other contribution tdvy — ~+ is from theW loop, controlled by the dimensionless couplifgy v, which

satisfies in both scenarios:

. 1 _ O3
dnww = ——AhyWHW™) = TZn TS (40)
gmw mw
This implies that in the case of fermiophobia with Majorompgression all the contributions frollr loops

to'(hy — ) are suppressed.

V. PHENOMENOLOGY OF AHTM FERMIOPHOBIC HIGGSBOSON

In the SM the main Higgs boson decay channelsfare bb andh — 777~ (for m;, < 130 GeV). In
fermiophobic models though, like the ones based on the 2HPM T or the HTM, the fermionic decays
are suppressed. As a consequence, decay channels into lgzsares become the most important ones,
including the one-loop generated decdys— v andh — ~Z. Here we study the decay rates of a
fermiophobic Higgs boson into gauge bosons in our HTM, iditig decay modes with Majorons. For an
analysis in the 2HDM see [17, 18]. In the left frame of Hi§. 7 sk®w the fermiophobic Higgs boson
branching ratiof3(h; — XY') as a function of its mass. ¢, which include four gauge bosons modes;
z7,WW,andyZ, and modes with one or two Majorong.J andJ~Z. We randomly vary the parameters
in the potential as indicated in ef.{24), imposing exachfephobia with Majoron suppression via €q.1(33).

We also use the following experimental restrictions forlttiggs masses,
mpg+ > 80GeV, max+ > 136GeV, my >90GeV and my > 90GeV.

We highlight from the left frame of Fif] 7 three distinctiveatures: (i) decay modes with Majorons are very
important for low Higgs masses; (ii) decay modes with two shasgauge bosons can dominate for large
masses, with a distinctive ratiB(hy — WW)/B(hy — ZZ) as compared with the SM; (iii) radiative

decays are suppressed with the exceptiofmoét very low masses.



16

A e e O I LI R T R B B B B £
40 160 180 200 220 240 260 280 300 100 120 140 160 180 200 220 240 260 280 300
m, (GeV) m, (GeV)

FIG. 7: Branching ratios for the two-body fermiophobic Higgs deshy — XY as a function ofn in the fermio-
phobic scenario with the Majoron suppression approximatio the left frame parameters are varied freely, while in

the right frame they are restricted as indicated in the text.

In the right frame of Fig.]7 we restrict a few of the free pargarein order to better visualize the above
features. The dispersion of allowed points in parametecesfmreduced by imposing)0 < v; < 1000
GeV andgz < 0.3.

In the case of the aforementioned feature (i), we see in th&aene that the decay modg — J.J can
dominate at masses; < 160 GeV, while it becomes smaller than% for m; < 110 GeV in the restricted
case in the right frame. This decay is invisible, since thgokta escapes detection. Its effect would show
up as a diminished production cross section for the visibleagls of: ;. The decay modé; — JZ is also
very important, and manifests itself agalecaying into two fermions plus missing energy. In the retett
case in the right frameh; — JZ dominates for massed$2 < m; < 155 GeV, being reduced to a few
percent for large Higgs masses.

Regarding feature (i), both decay modes — WW, ZZ are aboveb% for massesn; > 190 GeV,
while in the restricted case (right frame) the two branchatgs are larger thas’; for even smaller masses
(my > 130 GeV). It is also very interesting to note that the deéay— ZZ can have a branching ratio
larger thanh; — WW, in contrast with the SM wher&(hy; — WW)/B(hy — ZZ) ~ 2.5. This
situation appear fom, > 190 GeV in the right frame of Fid.]7. In the restricted case, the bsanching
ratios interchange dominance aroung ~ 190 GeV. This is a very important feature of the model since
it can differentiate it from other models. The reason fos ttxehavior lies in the Higgs boson couplings to
gauge bosons, and can be understood froni eq. (29).

For feature (i) we see in the left frame of Fig. 7 that theiasidely generated decay; — ~v can be
potentially important at the LHC £ 6%) only for very low Higgs masses:;, < 107 GeV, while theZy
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TABLE IIl: HTM parameters for four scenarios.

Parameter Scenario 1 Scenario 2 Scenario 3 Scenario 4 BcBnainits

1 639.54 931.26 919.58 950.94 862.93  GeV
v3 0.29 0.13 0.026 0.34 0.072  GeV
At 0.85 2.53 2.81 1.78 2.24 -
A2 3.98 3.45 2.86 0.72 -0.86 -
A3 0.68 2.90 1.81 1.11 1.36 -
A 2.72 2.54 0.90 -1.68 -0.38 -
As -0.37 -2.62 -1.52 0.87 1.10 -
By 0.45 0.17 0.20 0.27 3.58 -
tan(20) -0.3 -1.25 1.1 -0.34 -0.015 -
mi, 96.55 92.40 95.18 244.78 27233 GeV
M 122.18 219.57 178.89 216.06 239.98  GeV
Mmass 143.29 296.46 234.40 182.89 20253  GeV
ma 96.44 94.27 94.81 244.78 27233 GeV
hH*HF -3.98 1.97 -2.33 0.95 026  GeV
hATEATF  -2.30 0.93 -0.14 -0.49 012 GeV
W W 012 057x10°1 —0.11x10"'  —0.14  3.05x10~2 GeV
hZz -0.31 015 —027x10"1  —0.36  7.78x10"2 GeV
hJJ =033 x 1072 0.66 x 1073 —0.14 x 1073 —1.12 x 10~ 3.60 x 10~ GeV

hZJ 0.33 x 1072 -0.11 x 1072 0.21 x 107* 2.61 x 10™* —6.15x 107° -

mode is irrelevant with a largest value-6f0.1% at intermediate masse85 .S m ¢ <160 GeV. These results
can also be seen in the restricted case in the right frame.

As we mentioned, one characteristic of our model is thattie 3(hy — ZZ)/B(hy — W) can
be larger than unity, while in fermiophobic 2HDM and in the SikMs smaller than unity. From ed._(29)
we see that if the triplet vev vanishes we recover the SM.r&iothe other hand, with exact fermiophobia
whereO}%2 = 0 we get an inverted ratio with respect to the SM one. The olsviuestion is how much
deviation from exact fermiophobia is heeded to reestaltitistEM limit. A similar question is by how much
the visible branching ratios change when we deviate fronstiemario of exact Majoron suppression. We
explore these issues in the following figures.

We define five scenarios in order to explore the effects fromiatiag from exact fermiophobia and
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Majoron suppression. The choice of parameters is randoim thvé following exception: the first three

scenarios are chosen such that the decay— ~v is enhanced, and the last two are chosen such that

B(hy — ZZ) > B(hy — WW) for large Higgs masses, in contrast to the SM prediction.

The first three scenarios are characterized by a small feholic Higgs mass, while the last two by a

large one. Another difference between them is that in thetfiree scenariosiy+ < ma++ as opposed

to the last two whereny+ > ma++. This can be easily explained using Eql(25). The five scenaiie

defined in Tabl&Tll.

Each scenario, defined y}? = O} = 0, is analyzed in the next five figures. In the left frames we

explore the effects of deviation from exact fermiophobéking O < 0. In the right frames we explore the

effects of deviation from exact Majoron suppression, tglﬁl‘}%1 2 0. In Fig.[8 we consider scenario 1. The
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0
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0,001
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FIG. 8: Higgs branching ratios for scenario 1, with; = 96.55 GeV. Deviation from exact fermiophobia in the left

frame, and deviation from exact Majoron suppression in tghtrframe.

enhancement of the decay — ~ is achieved by choosing a light Higgs boson, which in scenaris

my, = 96.55 GeV. The relevant BR arB(hy — vv) andB(hy — JZ), and they are close )% for exact
fermiophobia and Majoron suppression, with the invisiblede3(h; — J.J) dominating. Deviation from
exact fermiophobia is seen in the left frame: b&tfh; — ~vy) andB(hy — JZ) grow up t040% because
theh;.JJ coupling vanishes Whe@}f ~ 0.0001. After that, they decrease sharply. The effect of deviation
from exact Majoron suppression is seen in the right framlevisible decay modes diminish rapidly with
increasingDk. In Fig.[d we have scenario 2, also with a low Higgs mass gf= 92.4 GeV. In this case the
couplingh.JJ does not vanish and all bosonic decay modes decrease mumaditorwhile the fermionic
ones increase. In particulaB(hy — vv) ~ 7% for O} = 0.0001. The behavior of the BR as a function
of O}%l is similar to the previous case. Scenario 3 is analyzed inHg This is the third scenario with a

low Higgs massi,;, = 95.18 GeV, which enhances the dechy — ~~. This scenario is characterized by
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FIG. 9: Higgs branching ratios for scenario 2, withhy = 92.4 GeV. Deviation from exact fermiophobia in the left

frame, and deviation from exact Majoron suppression in tghtrframe.
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FIG. 10: Higgs branching ratios for scenario 3, with = 95.18 GeV. Deviation from exact fermiophobia in the left

frame, and deviation from exact Majoron suppression in tgbtrframe.

the fact that all Higgs couplings to a pair of gauge bosonsstaat some point in the displayed parameter
space. One effect is that the Higgs decay into gauge bosorigsesiup to higher values (6]?}22, for example
hy — vy =~ 2% for O}§ = 0.01, too small for the LHC, but useful for the ILC. In the right in@ we see
that the couplingi;J.J vanishes forOH ~ 7 x 1077, with the effect that visible decay modes increase
their branching ratio. After this point the decay channelshi visible channels rapidly decrease. In the
following two figures we analyze scenarios 4 and 5, charzetgiby a large Higgs mass, where the decay
modesh; — ZZ andhy — WW are very important. In Fid. 11 we have scenario 4, charaeterby
my = 244.78 GeV. In the left frame we see that the decay mobdes— ZZ andh; — WW remain

betweer30% and70% when we deviate from fermiophobic limit, even up(ﬁif < 0.01. In addition, we
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FIG. 11: Higgs branching ratios for scenario 4, witlh; = 244.78 GeV. Deviation from exact fermiophobia in the

left frame, and deviation from exact Majoron suppressiotharight frame.

see thatB(hy — ZZ) > B(hy — WW) up to O} ~ 0.001, while for larger values o®}? the ratio

returns to the SM one. In the right frame, one see that theterifrom exact Majoron suppression causes

the BR of the decay mode; — .JJ to increase until it becomes the largest onedgt < 0.002. However,

B(hy — ZZ) andB(hy — WW) never go belowl0% in the displayed parameter space.

1e . g - T y
- E = o, E
3 : wWwW
-~ 0,15_ E -~ 0715_ \ 3
B : IR ; 77
x 0,01F ] A 001 JZ \\ ]
= F ] = i
& 0,001L ] & 0001 ]
R : ER :
0,0001 & ] 0,0001% .
- . YZ E
05k ] le-05 J
R I £ \\\ |
le-0g o v AL A ] Y| E T STITY RN \....| L]
06 1e-05 0,0001 0,001 0,01 ¢-07 1e-06 le05 0,000l 0,001 0,01
0 0,

FIG. 12: Higgs branching ratios for scenario 5, witlk; = 272.33 GeV. Deviation from exact fermiophobia in the

left frame, and deviation from exact Majoron suppressiotharight frame.

The last scenario 5, characterized fy = 272.33 GeV, is shown in Figl 12. We see in the left

frame that the deviation from exact fermiophobia causescthplingsh ;W W andh;Z Z to vanish for

O} ~ 0.0003 andO}? ~ 0.0006, respectively. The invisible decay peaks uRt6 between these zeros,
but bothB(hy — ZZ) andB(hy — WW) never fall simultaneously belovd0%. In the right frame we
see thatB(hy — ZZ) andB(hy — WW) remain fairly stable a60% and30% respectively when one
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deviates from exact Majoron suppression, uhfil— J.J becomes equally important é)t}z1 ~ 5 x107°.
After that point,W W and ZZ modes fall fast, reaching% atO% ~ 0.0002.

We remind the reader that Talble | shows i of the allowed parameter space satisfies fermiophobia
to a level of]O}f\ < 0.0014, and that Tablell indicates tha6.6% of parameter space satisfy fermiophobia
and Majoron suppression to a level |df}§’| > 0.99999. These numbers tell us that the model “prefers”
fermiophobia and/or Majoron suppression, which in turn esrfrom the hierarchy of the three vacuum

expectation values.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

We have studied the Higgs sector of a model with scalar figldsrglet, doublet and triplet isospin
representations. In this model the singlet scalar field iaes/@ vacuum expectation value, which sponta-
neously breaks lepton number and leads to a vacuum expectatiue for the scalar triplet field, the latter
providing a mass for the neutrinos. The lightest neutrale@&h scalar §/) can be a fermiophobic Higgs
boson (i.e. a scalar with very suppressed couplings to ters)i We have studied distinctive signals of
fermiophobia which can be probed at the LHC, and we have shbatrfermiophobia is not a fine-tuned
situation, unlike in Two Higgs Doublet Models. Characticisignals are possible for both the cases of
small and heavy Higgs boson mass. For a light fermiophobggsiboson a distinctive signal would be a
moderateB(H — ~v) accompanied by a large(H — JJ) (whereJ is a Majoron), the latter being an in-
visible decay. For the case of a large Higgs boson mass tleg iecdesH — ZZ, WW can be dominant,
while the channeH — JJ is suppressed. In this situatioB(H — ZZ) is larger thanB(H — WW),
which differs from the SM prediction and provides a test far model.

Appendix A

Here we present the relevant Feynman rules which involveighéest Higgs boson in our HTM. The
notation used here is the same as that used in séction II.
Higgs-Higgs-Higgs Interactions
i (O [(O1")?v181 + 2(01*)* (v3k + v182) + 5(0OF*) 01 B3+
J 07207 vak] + OF [3(0F) 20282 + L(OF?)?va (A5 + A3)+
(O1)*vo\1 + K(0107°01* + 12011 OF + v301' OF) ] +
HO— - — - - WU J OF [3(01")?vsBs + 3(OF*)?(v1k + v3(As + A3)) + v260;' OF* +
(O1°)?vs(Az + A1)])
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