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Abstract

We present one-loop formulas for the decay of CP-odd Higgs A0 → ℓℓ̄V with ℓ ≡ e, µ and
V ≡ γ, Z in Higgs Extensions of the Standard Model, considering two higgs doublet model with
a complex (and real) scalar, two higgs doublet model as well as triplet higgs model. Analytic
results for one-loop amplitudes are expressed in terms of Passarino-Veltman functions following
the standard notations of LoopTools. As a result, physical results can be generated numerically
by using the package. In phenomenological results, the total decay widths and the differential
decay rates with respect to the invariant mass of lepton pair are analyzed for two typical models
such as two higgs doublet model and triplet higgs model.

Keywords: Higgs phenomenology, One-loop Feynman integrals, Analytic methods for Quantum Field

Theory, Dimensional regularization, Future lepton colliders.

1. Introduction

Discovering the scalar Higgs potential, subsequently answering the nature of dynamic of
the electroweak spontaneous symmetry breaking (EWSB), is one of the priority tasks at future
colliders, e.g. High-luminosity Large Hadron Collider (HL-LHC) [1, 2] as well as future Lepton
Colliders (LC) [3]. It is well-known that the scalar potential is extended by including scalar
singlets or scalar multiplets in many of beyond the standard models (BSM). As a result, there
exist many new heavy scalar particles, for examples, neutral CP-even and CP-odd Higges, singly
charged Higgses as well as doubly charged Higgses in many of BSMs. The precise measurements
for decay widths and the production cross-sections of the scalar particles are important for the
indirect and direct searches for new physic signals at future colliders. From the measured data,
we can therefore verify the nature of scalar Higgs potential and understand deeply the dynamic
of EWSB. Recently, direct production of a light CP-odd Higgs boson has been performed at
the Tevatron and LHC [4], search for a CP-odd Higgs boson decaying to Zh in pp collisions has
performed at the LHC [5, 6]. Probing for a light pseudoscalar Higgs boson in µµττ events at the
LHC in [7] and in the di-muon decay channels in pp collisions at

√
s = 7 TeV [8] has reported.

From theoretical views, the detailed evaluations for one-loop radiative corrections to the
decay rates and the production cross-sections for the standard model-like Higgs boson (SM-like
Higgs) as well as for all new scalar particles in many of BSMs play a crucial role for probing
new physics signals at future colliders. One-loop contributing to the decay and production
processes of SM-like Higgs, CP-even Higgses have computed in many Higgs Extensions of the
SM (HESM). It is worth to refer to typical works in this paper, for examples, in the works of
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following papers [9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21] and the references in therein.
One-loop radiative corrections to the CP-odd Higgs (A0) production processes in the HESM
have evaluated at LHC [22, 23, 24] and at future LC [25, 26, 27, 28]. Furthermore, the decay
channels of the CP-odd Higgs including one-loop and beyond one-loop corrections have also
computed in many of BSMs as in [29, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34]. In this work, we present the first
calculations of one-loop contributing for decay channels A0 → ℓℓ̄V with ℓ ≡ e, µ and V ≡
γ, Z within many of HESM frameworks, including two higgs doublet model with a complex
(and real) scalar, two higgs doublet model as well as triplet higgs model. Analytic results
for one-loop form factors are expressed in terms of Passarino-Veltman scalar functions (PV-
functions) following the standard notations of LoopTools [35]. Subsequently, physical results
can be computed numerically by using the package. In phenomenological results, the decay rates
of CP-odd Higgs and its differential decay widths with respect to the invariant mass of lepton
pair are examined for two typical models such as two higgs doublet model (THDM) and triplet
higgs model (THM).

Overview of the paper is as follows. We first review two specific classifications of HESMs in
detail in this work such as two higgs doublet model with a complex scalar field and triplet higgs
model in the section 2. We then present in concrete the evaluations for one-loop contributions
to the decay amplitudes A0 → ℓℓ̄V in the section 3. Phenomenological results for the HESMs
are shown in section 4. Conclusion and outlook are devoted in section 5. In appendices A,B we
derive all related couplings to the processes under consideration in the above-mentioned models.
Proving one-loop mixings of A0 with scalar CP-even Higgs φ, of with Z boson as well as the
mixings of φ with Z boson are vanished in appendices C,D.

2. Higgs Extension Standard Models

In this section, we review the Higgs Extensions of the Standard Models, examining two higgs
doublet model with a complex scalar field (noted as THDMS, or STHDM hereafer) [36], with
soft breaking Z2 symmetry and triplet higgs models. From the general STHDM, we can reduce
to the next minimum two higgs doublet models (NTHDM) [37, 38] and THDM [39, 40, 41, 42,
43, 45, 46, 47]. We then turn our attention to the second classification of HESM, triplet higgs
model (THM), in the subsection 2.2.

2.1. STHDM

In this subsection, we arrive at STHDM, the two higgs doublet model with adding a complex
scalar field S, following the soft breaking Z2 symmetry. In this model, two scalar fields Φ1 and
Φ2 are doublets of SU(2)L with hypercharge Y = +1/2. The additional complex scalar S is
a scalar singlet of SU(2)L with with hypercharge Y = 0. In this paper, we only concern the
CP-conservating case for the scalar sector. As a result, all parameters in scalar potential are
considered to be real parameters. Furthermore, the scalar potential follows the soft breaking
term of Z2 symmetry, e.g. Φi → −Φi for i = 1, 2. Under the above assumptions, the most
generalized gauge invariant formulation in accordance with the renormalizable condition for the
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scalar potential is given by:

VSTHDM = m2
11|Φ1|2 +m2

22|Φ2|2 −m2
12(Φ

†
1Φ2 + Φ†

2Φ1) +
λ1

2
|Φ1|4 +

λ2

2
|Φ2|4 (1)

+λ3|Φ1|2|Φ2|2 + λ4|Φ†
1Φ2|2 +

λ5

2
[(Φ†

1Φ2)
2 + (Φ†

2Φ1)
2]

−m2
S|S|2 +

λS

2
|S|4 + λSΦ1

|Φ1|2|S|2 + λSΦ2
|Φ2|2|S|2

+
{

− m′2
S

4
S2 +H.c.

}

.

The potential includes a scalar sector from THDM, a singlet complex Higgs part and the mixing
term of THDM with singlet complex scalar S. In the above scalar potential, the last term is
broken softly the U(1) symmetry.

For the electroweak spontaneous symmetry breaking, the scalar fields can be parameterized
as follows:

Φ1 =

(

φ+
1

(v1 + ρ1 + iη1)/
√
2

)

, Φ2 =

(

φ+
2

(v2 + ρ2 + iη2)/
√
2

)

, S =
vs + ρ3 + iχ√

2
. (2)

By minimizing the potential, we find the following system equations:

m2
11 =

v2
v1
m2

12 −
1

2
λ1v

2
1 −

1

2
λ345v

2
2 −

1

2
λSΦ1

v2s , (3)

m2
22 =

v1
v2
m2

12 −
1

2
λ2v

2
2 −

1

2
λ345v

2
1 −

1

2
λSΦ2

v2s , (4)

m2
S = −1

2
m′2

S +
1

2
λSv

2
s +

1

2
λSΦ1

v21 +
1

2
λSΦ2

v22, (5)

where the notation λijk··· = λi + λj + λk + · · · has used. In this model, χ becomes a stable dark
matter (DM) candidate. After the EWSB, the mass of χ is given by:

m2
χ = m′2

S = −m2
S +

1

2
m′2

S +
1

2
λSv

2
s +

1

2
λSΦ1

v21 +
1

2
λSΦ2

v22. (6)

In scenario of m′2
S = 0, it means there isn’t soft breaking term in this case. As a result, χ

becomes a massless Nambu-Goldstone boson. For the case of m′2
S > 0, χ has non-zero masss, χ

is a pseudo-Nambu-Goldstone boson. In the scope of this paper, the role of χ isn’t related to
the processes under concern. Therefore, we skip discussing χ in the rest of this paper.

The charged scalars part can be collected in the form of

Lφ±

mass = −
(

m2
12 −

1

2
λ45v1v2

)

(

φ−
1 , φ−

2

)

(

v2/v1 −1
−1 v1/v2

)(

φ+
1

φ+
2

)

. (7)

The CP -odd scalar sector is presented as the same form as follows:

Lη
mass = −1

2
(m2

12 − λ5v1v2)
(

η1, η2
)

(

v2/v1 −1
−1 v1/v2

)(

η1
η2

)

. (8)

Physical mass terms can be obtained by diagonalying the above matrices. This can be done by
applying the following rotation matrices:

(

φ+
1

φ+
2

)

= R(β)

(

G+

H+

)

,

(

η1
η2

)

= R(β)

(

G0

A0

)

, R(β) =

(

cβ −sβ
sβ cβ

)

, (9)
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where the rotation angle β is given by:

tβ =
v2
v1
. (10)

We know that G± and G0 are being massless Nambu-Goldstone bosons giving the masses
for the weak gauge bosons W± and Z, respectively. The remaining physical states H± and A0

become charged Higgs and CP-odd Higgs. Their masses are then given by

M2
H+ =

v21 + v22
v1v2

[

m2
12 −

1

2
λ45v1v2

]

, (11)

M2
A0 =

v21 + v22
v1v2

(m2
12 − λ5v1v2). (12)

As the same procedure, the CP -even scalars ρ1, ρ2, and ρ3 can be first collected in the from
of

Lρ
mass = −1

2

(

ρ1, ρ2, ρ3
)

M2
ρ





ρ1
ρ2
ρ3



 . (13)

Where the elements of the matrix M2
ρ are shown as follows:

(M2
ρ)11 = λ1v

2
1 +

v2
v1
m2

12, (M2
ρs)22 = λ2v

2
2 +

v1
v2
m2

12, (14)

(M2
ρ)33 = λSv

2
s , (M2

ρ)12 = λ345v1v2 −m2
12, (15)

(M2
ρ)13 = λSΦ1

v1vs, (M2
ρ)23 = λSΦ2

v2vs. (16)

The matrix M2
ρ can be diagonalized by applying the rotation matrix O as follows:

diag(M2
H1
,M2

H2
,M2

H3
) = OTM2

ρO. (17)

As a result, the mass eigenstates Hi are then related to the flavor bases ρi for i = 1, 2, 3 via the
rotation matrix O as





ρ1
ρ2
ρ3



 = O





H1

H2

H3



 . (18)

Detail the form of O is given explicitly in Appendix A. Finally, we get the physical masses
CP-even Higgses. One of Hi becomes the SM-like Higgs boson. In this paper, we note that h0 is
the SM-like Higgs boson and Hj for remaining CP-even Higges in the model under consideration
for the later computation.

We turn our attention to kinetic terms of the above Lagrangian. The terms are expressed as
follows:

Lkin = (DµΦ1)
†DµΦ1 + (DµΦ2)

†DµΦ2. (19)

Masses for the weak gauge bosons can be derived from expanding the kinetic terms. In detail,
mass terms can be collected in the form of

LV
mass =

g2

4
(v21 + v22)W

−,µW+
µ +

1

2

g2

4c2W
(v21 + v22)Z

µZµ. (20)

Here, we use cW = cos θW which is cosine of Weinberg’s angle. In this equation, we fix v =
√

v21 + v22 ∼ 246 GeV at electroweak scale. The masses of W and Z bosons then read

MW =
gv

2
, MZ =

gv

2cW
. (21)
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Finally, we consider the Yukawa sector. In order to avoid Tree-level Flavor-Changing Neutral
Currents (FCNCs), four independent types of Yukawa couplings are listed as follows:

Type I: L(I)
Y = −yℓiL̄iLℓiRΦ2 − ỹijd Q̄iLd

′
jRΦ2 − ỹiju Q̄iLu

′
jRΦ̃2 +H.c. (22)

Type II: L(II)
Y = −yℓiL̄iLℓiRΦ1 − ỹijd Q̄iLd

′
jRΦ1 − ỹiju Q̄iLu

′
jRΦ̃2 +H.c. (23)

Type X: L(X)
Y = −yℓiL̄iLℓiRΦ1 − ỹdijQ̄iLd

′
jRΦ2 − ỹuijQ̄iLu

′
jRΦ̃2 +H.c. (24)

Type Y: L(Y )
Y = −yℓiL̄iLℓiRΦ2 − ỹijd Q̄iLd

′
jRΦ1 − ỹiju Q̄iLu

′
jRΦ̃2 +H.c. (25)

Here Φ̃2 = iσ2Φ∗
2, lepton doublet LiL = (νiL, ℓiL)

T for generation index i = 1, 2, 3 and quark
doublet QiL = (u′

iL, d
′
iL)

T. The mixing matrices ỹijd for down-quarks and ỹiju for up-quarks can
be diagonalized by following rotation matrix (Ud)ij. In detail, we have

(Ud)
†
ij ỹ

jk
d (Ud)kl = ydiδil, (26)

(Uu)
†
ij ỹ

jk
u (Uu)kl = yui

δil. (27)

The quarks basis u′
i and d′i are related to their mass basis ui and di through

d′i = (Ud)ijdj , u′
i = (Uu)ijuj. (28)

The Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa matrix is then identified as

CKMij = (Uu)
†
ik(Ud)kj. (29)

Since we aren’t interested in neutrino physics in this work, we assume the lepton sector is the
same as in the SM. After the EWSB, the four types of Yukawa interactions can be written in
the form of

LY ⊃ −
∑

f=ℓj ,dj ,uj

[

mf f̄ f +
3

∑

i=1

κf
Hi

mf

v
Hif̄ f + κf

A0

mf

v
A0f̄ iγ5f

]

. (30)

The couplings of Hi and A0 to fermion pair are taken the form of

gHiff̄ = −κf
Hi

mf

v
, gA0ff̄ = −iκf

A0

mf

v
γ5. (31)

The coefficients κf
Hi

and κf
A0 are are shown in detail in Table 1. Here we note h0 is SM-like Higgs

bososn and Hj for new heavy CP-even Higges in the corresponding models in the following Table.

κ-factors Type I Type II Type X Type Y

κ
ℓj
Hi

O2i/sβ O1i/cβ O1i/cβ O2i/sβ
κ
dj
Hi

O2i/sβ O1i/cβ O2i/sβ O1i/cβ
κ
uj

Hi
O2i/sβ O2i/sβ O2i/sβ O2i/sβ

κ
ℓj
A0 1/tβ −tβ −tβ 1/tβ

κ
dj
A0 1/tβ −tβ 1/tβ −tβ

κ
uj

A0 −1/tβ −1/tβ −1/tβ −1/tβ

Table 1: The factors κf
Hi

and κ
f

A0 are are listed for four types of STHDM. The elements of the rotation matrix

Oij are given explicitly in Appendices A, B. It is noted that h0 is noted for the SM-like Higgs boson and Hj are
for remaining CP-even Higgeses in the mentioned models.

5



Other couplings relating to the processes under consideration are listed in Table 2. In the
Table 2, a general form of the couplings are shown in the second column. In the third column,
we present the couplings in STHDM. While the couplings in THDM can be reduced from the
third column and are presented in the last column. For the vertices of scalar particle with vector
boson pair, we express the couplings in terms of κ-factor of the SM’s couplings. The couplings
for SM-like Higgs to vector boson pair in the SM are given gSMh0ZZ = eMW

c2
W

sW
, gSMh0WW = eMW

sW
.

Vertices HESM STHDM THDM

A0Zµ φ gA0Z h0 · (ph0 − pA
0

)µ
e

s2W
(−sβO12 + cβO22) · (ph

0 − pA
0

)µ
e cβ−α

s2W
(ph

0 − pA
0

)µ

gA0Z Hj
· (pHj − pA

0

)µ
−e

s2W
(cβO2j −O1jsβ) · (pHj − pA

0

)µ
−e sβ−α

s2W
(pH − pA

0

)µ

φZµZν −i κh0ZZ · gSMh0ZZ · gµν −i [cβO11 + sβO21] · gSMh0ZZ · gµν i sβ−α · gSMhZZ · gµν
−i κHjZZ · gSMh0ZZ · gµν −i [cβO1j + sβO2j ] · gSMh0ZZ · gµν i cβ−α · gSMh0ZZ · gµν

φW±
µ W∓

ν −i κh0WW · gSMh0WW · gµν −i [cβO11 + sβO21] · gSMh0WW · gµν i sβ−α · gSMh0WW · gµν
−i κHjWW · gSMh0WW · gµν −i [cβO1j + sβO2j ] · gSMh0WW · gµν i cβ−α · gSMh0WW · gµν

Table 2: All related couplings with V ≡ γ, Z and φ ≡ h0, Hj to the processes under consideration. Hj is
for remaining CP-even Higgses in the mentioned models. Here, we have the SM couplings as gSM

h0ZZ
= eMW

c2
W

sW
,

gSMh0WW = eMW

sW
. In THDM, one has Hj = H and we have the appropriate couplings in the last column.

We note that we can derive the corresponding couplings for NTHDM by considering the
singlet scalar S being real scalar field. In order to arrive at the respective couplings in THDM,
we take the limits for the rotation matrixO in Appendix A as follows: c12 → cα and s23 = s13 = 0.

2.2. Triplet Higgs Models

We turn our attention to another type of the HESM which is triplet higgs model (THM),
a classification of the SM with adding a real Higgs triplet, denoted as ∆ with hypercharge
Y∆ = 2 [48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 61, 62, 63]. The most general form of the
scalar potential of THM with obeying the renormalizable condition and the gauge invariance is
taken the form of:

VTHM(Φ,∆) = −m2
ΦΦ

†Φ+
λ

4
(Φ†Φ)2 +M2

∆Tr(∆
†∆) + [µ(ΦT iσ2∆†Φ) + H.c]

+λ1(Φ
†Φ)Tr(∆†∆) + λ2(Tr∆

†∆)2 + λ3Tr(∆
†∆)2 + λ4Φ

†∆∆†Φ. (32)

Here, σ2 is Pauli matrix. All Higgs self couplings λi (i = i, 4) are considered as real parameters.
For the EWSB, two Higgs multiplets are parameterized as follows:

∆ =
1√
2

(

δ+
√
2 δ++

v∆ + η∆ + iχ∆ −δ+

)

and Φ =
1√
2

( √
2 φ+

vΦ + ηΦ + iχΦ

)

, (33)

where vacuum expectation values (VEV) the two neutral Higgs are corresponding to vΦ and v∆.
The electroweak scale is fixed at v =

√

v2Φ + 2v2∆ ∼ 246 GeV for agreement with the SM case. In
order to obtain the masses of physical scalar bosons, one rotates the flavor bases into the physics
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states. The relations are shown as follows:
(

φ±

δ±

)

=

(

cβ± −sβ±

sβ± cβ±

)(

G±

H±

)

, (34)

(

ηΦ
η∆

)

=

(

cα −sα
sα cα

)(

h0

H

)

, (35)

and
(

χΦ

χ∆

)

=

(

cβ0 −sβ0

sβ0 cβ0

)(

G0

A0

)

, (36)

where the rotation angles are given tβ± =
√
2v∆
vΦ

, tβ0 =
√
2tβ± and the mixing angle α between

two neutral Higgs is taken into account. After the EWSB, charged Nambu-Goldstone bosons G±

and neutral Nambu-Goldstone bosons G0 are eaten by charged gauge bosons W± and neutral
gauge boson Z, respectively. As a result, all gauge bosons gain their masses. The remaining
fields become the physical Higgs states. The Higgs spectrum of the THM includes pair of doubly
charged Higgs H±±, two singly charged H±, a neutral CP-odd A0, and two CP-even H and
h0 being the SM-like Higgs boson. The masses of Higgses are expressed in terms of the Higgs
self-coupling parameters and µ as follows:

M2
H±± =

√
2µv2Φ − λ4v

2
Φv∆ − 2λ3v

3
∆

2v∆
, (37)

M2
H± =

(v2Φ + 2v2∆) [2
√
2µ− λ4v∆]

4v∆
, (38)

M2
A0 =

µ(v2Φ + 4v2∆)√
2v∆

, (39)

M2
H =

1

2

{

λv2Φs
2
α + c2α

[√
2µ

v2Φ
v∆

(

1 + 4
v∆
vΦ

tα
)

+ 4v2∆
(

(λ2 + λ3)− (λ1 + λ4)
vΦ
v∆

tα
)

]}

, (40)

M2
h0 =

1

2

{

λv2Φc
2
α + s2α

[√
2µ

v2Φ
v∆

(

1− 4
v∆
vΦtα

)

+ 4v2∆
(

(λ1 + λ4)
vΦ
v∆tα

+ (λ2 + λ3)
)

]}

. (41)

As same procedure, the Yukawa Lagrangian is expressed in terms of the mass eigenstates as
follows:

LYukawa = LSM
Yukawa − LT

i yνC(iσ2∆)Li +H.c, (42)

where LT
i = (Le, Lµ, Lτ ) are three left-handed lepton doublets, yν is the 3× 3 Yukawa coupling

matrix and C is the charge conjugation operator. Expanding the Yukawa sector, one arrives the
couplings of A0f̄ f and φf̄f for φ = h0, H . The corresponding couplings are shown in Table 3.
We also express the couplings in terms of κ-factors in the Table 3 as

gA0f̄f = −iκf
A0

mf

v
γ5, gφf̄f = −κf

φ

mf

v
. (43)
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Vertices HESM THM κ-factors

A0f̄ f gA0ℓ̄ℓ i

√
2 tβ±

v
mℓ γ5 −

√
2 tβ±

gA0d̄d i

√
2 tβ±

v
md γ5 −

√
2 tβ±

gA0ūu −i

√
2 tβ±

v
mu γ5

√
2 tβ±

φf̄f gh0f̄ f

mf

v
cα −cα

gHf̄f −mf

v
sα sα

Table 3: The couplings of A0f̄f and φf̄f are shown in this Table. We have used φ = h0, H in the THM.

Other couplings relating to the processes under consideration are shown in Table 4. In this
Table, the notations V ≡ γ, Z and φ ≡ h0, H are used.

Vertices HESM THM

A0Zµφ gA0Zh0 · (phµ − pA
0

µ )
−ie

s2W
(2sαcβ0 − sβ0cα) · (phµ − pA

0

µ )

gA0ZH · (pHµ − pA
0

µ )
−ie

s2W
(2cαcβ0 + sβ0sα) · (pHµ − pA

0

µ )

φZµZ
µ −iκh0ZZ · gSMh0ZZ · gµν −i(cβ0cα + 2sαsβ0) · gSMh0ZZ · gµν

−iκHZZ · gSMh0ZZ · gµν −i(−cβ0sα + 2cαsβ0) · gSMh0ZZ · gµν
φW±

µ W∓
ν −iκh0WW · gSMh0WW · gµν −i(cαcβ± +

√
2sαsβ±) · gSMh0WW · gµν

−iκHWW · gSMh0WW · gµν −i(−sαcβ± +
√
2cαsβ±) · gSMh0WW · gµν

Table 4: All related couplings with V ≡ γ, Z and φ ≡ h0, H to the processes under consideration. Again, the
couplings for SM-like Higgs vector boson pair in the SM are given gSMh0ZZ = eMW

c2
W

sW
, gSMh0WW = eMW

sW
.

3. One-loop formulas for decay of A0
→ ℓℓ̄V in HESM

In this section, the detailed evaluations for one-loop contributing the decay processes A0 →
ℓℓ̄V in the HESM frameworks are presented. At tree-level, one has two following topologies
contributing to the processes, as plotted in Fig. 1. When V becomes external photon, we have
only the first topology relating to the decay channel. Noting that photon can attach to both
lepton and anti-lepton. Therefore, we have two Feynman diagrams accordingly in this case.
When V becomes Z boson, we have two additional diagrams showing in the second topology in
Fig. 1. Here, φ can be the SM-like Higgs as well as other CP-even Higgeses in the HESM.
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A0

V

ℓ

ℓ̄

A0 ℓ

ℓ̄

V

φ

Figure 1: Tree-level topologies contributing to the decay processes. In the plots, φ = h0 for the SM-like Higgs
boson and φ = Hj for remaining CP-even Higgses in the considered models.

Working in on-shell renormalization scheme, we have listed all topologies appear in the decay
channels within ’t Hooft-Feynman (HF) gauge at one-loop level. In all the below topologies, the
first one-loop diagram in Fig. 2 (a) can be ignored, since there isn’t the tree-level couplings of CP-
odd Higgs to vector W , Z bosons. Within on-shell renormalization conditions, the counterterm
diagram Fig. 2 (b) is included all field strength renormalizablized constants for external lines, the
renormalizablized coupling constant for A0f f̄ , the renormalizabled mixing angle of A0, G0, etc.
However, this term is expressed in terms of tree-level amplitude and one-loop self-energies from
the renormalizabled constants. Thus, the contribution is proportional to yℓ × O(α) (yℓ = mℓ/v
is the Yukawa coupling). As a result, this contribution is assumed to be small in comparison
with other ones and it can be omitted in the present paper, as same course of the works in
Ref. [17, 18, 19, 66]. The next diagrams in Fig. 2 (c, d) as well as diagrams (e, f) in Fig. 3 also can
be ignored in our current calculation because their contributions are proportional to yℓ ×O(α).
Mixing of A0 with φ (as plotted in diagram (g)) and mixing of φ with V ≡ Z (depicted in
diagram (h)) are vanished as shown in the appendices C,D. Self-energy diagrams in Fig. 4 (k, l)
give zero contributions to the decay processes (see appendix D for detail). Furthermore, mixing
of A0 with V ≡ Z, γ will be canceled due to Slavnov-Taylor identity [31].

9



A0 V

ℓ

ℓ̄

A0 V

ℓ

ℓ̄

(a) (b)

A0

V

ℓ

ℓ̄

A0

V

ℓ

ℓ̄

(c) (d)

Figure 2: One-loop diagrams contributing to the decay processes A0 → ℓℓ̄V in HESM within the HF gauge.
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A0

φ

V

ℓ

ℓ̄

A0

φ

V

ℓ

ℓ̄

(e) (f)

A0

ℓ

ℓ̄

V

V ∗
0

φ

A0

V

V ∗
0

ℓ

ℓ̄

φ

(g) (h)

Figure 3: One-loop diagrams contributing to the decay processes A0 → ℓℓ̄V in HESM within the HF gauge.
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A0

V

V ∗
0

ℓ

ℓ̄

φ

A0

V

φ

φ

ℓ

ℓ̄

(k) (l)

A0

ℓ

ℓ̄

V

V ∗
0 A0 φ

ℓ̄

V

ℓ

(m) (n)

Figure 4: One-loop diagrams contributing to the decay processes A0 → ℓℓ̄V in HESM within the HF gauge.

Lastly, we list all Feynman diagrams contributing to the processes under consideration in
Fig. 5. They are considered to be dominant contributions to the processes. In the first topology
(o), CP-odd Higgs only couple to fermions, we hence have fermion loop in this case. The dominant
contributions are from top, bottom quarks and tau lepton exchanging in the loop. The diagram
(p), one takes into account W,Z propagating in the loop. Finally, we have box diagram (q) with
Z boson exchanging in the loop contributing to the processes.

A0

V

V ∗
0

ℓ

ℓ̄

A0

φ

V

ℓ

ℓ̄

ℓ̄

V

A0

ℓ

(o) (p) (q)

Figure 5: One-loop diagrams contributing to the decay processes A0 → ℓℓ̄V in HESM within the HF gauge. They
are considered to be dominant contributions to the processes.
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The total amplitude for the decay A0(p) → ℓ(q1)ℓ̄(q2)Vµ(q3) is expressed as the sum of each
group Gi for i = 1, 2, 3 listed in the following paragraphs

ATotal = AA0→ℓℓ̄V
Tree +AA0→ℓℓ̄V

1-loop . (44)

The related kinematic variables for the processes are included as follows:

p2 = M2
A0 , q21 = q22 = m2

ℓ , q23 = M2
V , qjk = (qj + qk)

2 for j, k = 1, 2, 3. (45)

The above kinematic variables follow the relation:

q12 + q13 + q23 = M2
A0 +M2

V + 2m2
ℓ ⋍ M2

A0 +M2
V . (46)

First, tree-level amplitude for the decay processes A0 → ℓℓ̄V can be expressed as follows:

AA0→ℓℓ̄V
tree =

iκℓ
A0

(q13 −m2
ℓ)(q23 −m2

ℓ)
· mℓ

v
· u(q1)

{

2
(

q13 −m2
ℓ

)

(

aV ℓℓ̄ − vV ℓℓ̄ γ5

)

p · ǫ∗(q3)

+
[

aV ℓℓ̄

(

q23 − q13
)

+ vV ℓℓ̄

(

q13 + q23 − 2m2
ℓ

)

γ5

]

/p/ǫ
∗(q3)

}

v̄(q2)

+
∑

φ=h0,Hj

i
2mℓ

q12 −M2
φ

gφA0V

{

u(q1)
[

vφ ℓℓ̄ + aφ ℓℓ̄ γ5

]

v̄(q2)
}

p · ǫ∗(q3). (47)

For CP-even Higgs boson φ ≡ h0, Hj, the axial-vector components aφ ℓℓ̄ = 0 for the CP-conserving
case. In the above formulas, when V or V ∗

0 being Z-boson, one has M2
V = M2

Z , ΓV0
= ΓZ and

the involved couplings are replaced by

vZff̄ =
e

s2W
(I3,f − 2s2WQf), aZff̄ = − e

s2W
I3,f . (48)

In the case of V or V ∗
0 being photon, one has M2

V = 0, ΓV0
= 0 and the corresponding couplings

read as

vγff̄ = eQf , aγff̄ = 0. (49)

We next consider one-loop amplitude which can be evaluated from Fig. 5. These diagrams are
divided into three following groups in Figs. 6, 7, 8. In detail, one-loop amplitude is calculated
as follows:

A1-loop =

3
∑

i=1

AV
Gi
. (50)

Where V can be external photon γ and Z boson. Each one-loop amplitude can be derived in the
following paragraphs. It is noted that V being γ, we have only one diagram in Fig. 6 attributing
to the amplitude. When V become external Z boson, we take into account two more topologies
in Figs. 7, 8 contributing to the amplitude.

We first arrive at group G1 (as depicted in Fig. 6) in which one-loop Feynman triangle
diagrams with V ∗

0 -pole. We denote that V ∗
0 can be γ∗, Z∗ in this calculation. Since, there is no

the coupling of CP-odd Higgs with vector boson at tree-level. We have only fermion loop in this
case.
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A0

f

V

V ∗
0

ℓ

ℓ̄

Figure 6: Group 1−One-loop Feynman diagrams V ∗
0 -poles contributing to the processes. We denote that V ∗

0 can
be γ∗, Z∗ in this calculation.

Considering all fermions f exchanging in loop, one-loop amplitude reads as follows:

A(V )
G1

=
∑

V ∗
0 =γ∗,Z∗

∑

f

u(q1)
[

(vV ∗
0 ℓℓ̄ − aV ∗

0 ℓℓ̄ γ5

)

γµ
]

v̄(q2)
F

(V )
G1,f

·
(

εµνρσ p
ρqσ3

)

· ǫ∗,ν(q3)
(

q12 −M2
V0

)

+ iMV0
ΓV0

. (51)

In this formulas, εµνρσ anti-symmetry tensor Levi-civita is taken into account. While one-loop

form factor F
(V )
G1,f

is written in terms of scalar one-loop integrals in the form of

F
(V )
G1,f

= i
κf
A0

2π2

NC
f m2

f

[M4
A0 − 2M2

A0(M2
V + q12) + (M2

V − q12)2]
· mf

v
× (52)

×
{

2 aV ∗
0 ff̄ aV ff̄

[

(

q12 −M2
A0 −M2

V

)

B0(M
2
V , m

2
f , m

2
f)

+
(

M2
V −M2

A0 − q12
)

B0(q12, m
2
f , m

2
f ) + 2M2

A0B0(M
2
A0 , m2

f , m
2
f)
]

+
[

vV ∗
0 ff̄ vV ff̄

(

2M2
A0

(

M2
V + q12

)

−
(

M2
V − q12

)2 −M4
A0

)

+aV ∗
0 ff̄ aV ff̄

(

M4
A0 − (M2

V − q12)
2
)]

C0(M
2
V , q12,M

2
A0 , m2

f , m
2
f , m

2
f)

}

.

We next consider one-loop amplitudes with φ-poles including the W± bosons and Z boson
exchanging in the loop (seen Fig. 7). In this case, we note φ for h0 or new heavy CP-even Higges
Hj in the considered models. Evaluating the processes in THDM and THM, we have Hj = H .
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A0

φ

V

ℓ

ℓ̄

Figure 7: Group 2− One-loop Feynman diagrams with φ-poles including the W± bosons and Z boson exchanging
in the loop.

The amplitude is decomposed in form of

AV
G2

=
∑

φ=h0,Hj

[

u(q1) 1 v̄(q2)
]

×
[

∑

P=W/Z

F
(V )
G2,P

]

× [p · ǫ∗(q3)]
(

q12 −M2
φ

) . (53)

One-loop form factors are expressed as follows

F
(V )
G2,W

= − i α

2π s2W

mℓ

q12 − 4m2
ℓ

· gφA0V · gφWW × (54)

×
[

B0(m
2
ℓ , 0,M

2
W )− B0(q12,M

2
W ,M2

W ) + (M2
W −m2

ℓ)C0(m
2
ℓ , q12, m

2
ℓ , 0,M

2
W ,M2

W )

]

,

F
(V )
G2,Z

= − i

2π2

mℓ

q12 − 4m2
ℓ

· gφA0V · gφZZ × (55)

×
{

[

(aZℓℓ̄)
2 + (vZℓℓ̄)

2
][

B0(m
2
ℓ , m

2
ℓ ,M

2
Z)− B0(q12,M

2
Z ,M

2
Z)
]

+
[

(aZℓℓ̄)
2(M2

Z + q12 − 6m2
ℓ) + (vZℓℓ̄)

2(M2
Z − q12 + 2m2

ℓ)
]

C0(m
2
ℓ , q12, m

2
ℓ , m

2
ℓ ,M

2
Z ,M

2
Z)

}

.

Finally, we concern the group G3 (as Fig. 8), taking all one-loop Feynman box diagrams
which have φ ≡ h0, Hj with Hj being new heavy CP-even Higges in the mentioned models and
V ≡ Z boson propagating in the loop.
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ℓ̄

V

A0

ℓ

V ℓ/ℓ̄

V
φ

A0
V

φ

V

ℓ

ℓ̄

ℓ/ℓ̄

V

Figure 8: Group 3− One-loop box diagrams with exchanging Z boson and φ in the loop.

The corresponding one-loop amplitude can be written in the form of

AV
G3

=
∑

φ=h0,Hj

u(q1)

{

(aZℓℓ̄)
2 + (vZℓℓ̄)

2 − 2aZℓℓ̄ vZℓℓ̄ γ5

}

× (56)

×
{

F
(V )
0,G3

× /ǫ∗(q3) +
∑

k=1,2

F
(V )
k,G3

· [qk · ǫ∗(q3)]× /p

}

v̄(q2).

The one-loop form factors are expressed in terms of scalar one-loop functions as follows:

F
(V )
0,G3

= −i gφA0Z · gφZV

16π2

{

C0(m
2
ℓ ,M

2
V , q13, m

2
ℓ ,M

2
Z ,M

2
φ) (57)

+M2
Z D0(m

2
ℓ , q12,M

2
V , q13, m

2
ℓ ,M

2
A0 , m2

ℓ ,M
2
Z ,M

2
Z ,M

2
φ)

+2
[

q13 −M2
A0

]

D1(m
2
ℓ , q12,M

2
V , q13, m

2
ℓ ,M

2
A0 , m2

ℓ ,M
2
Z ,M

2
Z ,M

2
φ)

+q12 D2(m
2
ℓ , q12,M

2
V , q13, m

2
ℓ ,M

2
A0 , m2

ℓ ,M
2
Z ,M

2
Z ,M

2
φ)

+
[

q13 +M2
A0

]

D3(m
2
ℓ , q12,M

2
V , q13, m

2
ℓ ,M

2
A0, m2

ℓ ,M
2
Z ,M

2
Z ,M

2
φ)

}

−{q13 ↔ q23} − terms,

F
(V )
1,G3

= −i gφA0Z · gφZV

4π2
D2(m

2
ℓ , q12,M

2
V , q13, m

2
ℓ ,M

2
A0 , m2

ℓ ,M
2
Z ,M

2
Z ,M

2
φ), (58)

F
(V )
2,G3

= −F
(V )
1,G3

{

q13 ↔ q23

}

. (59)

After collecting the one-loop form factors, we check numerically for the calculation by verifying
all factors are ultraviolet (UV) and infrared (IR) finiteness. One finds the results are good
stability. In this paper, we skip showing numerical results of the test. Since the information is
not important for our discussion (see our previous works for example of the numerical test [17, 19,
66]). Having all correctness one-loop amplitudes, the decay rates are then evaluated as follows:

ΓA0→ℓℓ̄V =
1

256π3M3
A0

qmax
12
∫

qmin
12

dq12

qmax
13
∫

qmin
13

dq13
∑

pol.

∣

∣ATotal

∣

∣

2
. (60)
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Where the total amplitude is expressed as follows:

∑

pol.

∣

∣ATotal

∣

∣

2
=

∑

pol.

∣

∣ATree

∣

∣

2
+ 2

∑

pol.

Re
{

A∗
TreeALoop

}

+
∑

pol.

∣

∣ALoop

∣

∣

2
. (61)

The limitations of integration are expressed for the general vector boson V in final state as
follows:

qmin
12 = 4m2

ℓ , (62)

qmax
12 = (MA0 −MV )

2, (63)

q
max(min)
13 =

M2
A0 +M2

V + 2m2
ℓ − q12

2
± 1

2

√

(

1− 4m2
ℓ

q12

)[

(M2
A0 +M2

V − q12)2 − 4M2
A0M2

V

]

.

(64)

We comment that the last term in Eq. (61) belong to order of two-loop corrections. However,
as we show in later since the interference between tree and one-loop amplitude to be very small
contributions. This behavior also holds for the interference between tree and two-loop amplitude.
With light fermions in final states in scalar particle decays, the loop amplitude is dominant
contributions as many previous works [18, 17, 19, 66]. Therefore, we also take the last term in
Eq. (61) into account for our analysis.

4. Phenomenological results

In the phenomenological results, we focus on two typical HESMs in this paper such as THDM
and THM as examples. For numerical results in this work, we apply the input parameters as
follows. For the masses of gauge bosons and their decay widths, one takes MZ = 91.1876 GeV,
ΓZ = 2.4952 GeV, MW = 80.379 GeV, ΓW = 2.085 GeV. The mass of the SM-like Higgs boson
and its total decay width are Mh0 = 125.1 GeV, Γh0 = 4.07 ·10−3 GeV. For fermion sector, we use
the input parameters as me = 0.00052 GeV, mµ = 0.10566 GeV and mτ = 1.77686 GeV. In the
quark sector, their masses are taken as mu = 0.00216 GeV, md = 0.0048 GeV, mc = 1.27 GeV,
ms = 0.93 GeV, mt = 173.0 GeV, and mb = 4.18 GeV. The Gµ-scheme is taken into account
for the following numerical investigations. In this scheme, the Fermi constant is treated as an
input parameter with the value Gµ = 1.16638 · 10−5 GeV−2. The electroweak constant is then
obtained subsequently:

α =
√
2/πGµM

2
W (1−M2

W/M2
Z) = 1/132.184. (65)

We note that the other input parameters for generating the decay rate and its distributions are
scanned appropriately in the parameter space corresponding to the models under consideration.

4.1. THDM

We first arrive at the phenomenological analysis for THDM. In detail, we are going to examine
the decay rates of CP-odd Higgs decay into ℓℓ̄V with V being photon and Z boson. Besides that,
we also interested in the differential decay widths with respect to the invariant mass of lepton
pair. Before studying the detailed physical results, we first review briefly the current parameter
space for THDM, e.g. the theoretical and experimental constraints on physical parameter space
for THDM. It is well-known that theoretical constraints reply on tree-level unitarity of the theory,
vacuum stability conditions for the scalar Higgs potential as well as the requirements of pertur-
bative regime. These subjects have examined in Refs. [40, 41, 42, 43, 45]. Following the above
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constraints, the theoretical bounds on the parameters λi for i = 1, 2, · · · , 5 and m11, m12, m22

have given in the above references. In the aspect of the experimental limitations, the electroweak
precision tests (EWPT) for THDM have implicated at LEP [46, 47]. Furthermore, from the direct
and indirect searching for the masses of scalar particles in THDM have performed at the LEP,
the Tevaron and the LHC as summarized in [44]. In addition, implicating for one-loop induced
decays of h → γγ and h → Zγ in THDM have performed in Refs. [20, 21] and the references
therein. Combining all the above constraints, we can take logically the parameter space for our
analysis in THDM as follows. We select 126 GeV ≤ MH ≤ 1000 GeV, 60 GeV ≤ MA0 ≤ 1000
GeV and 80 GeV ≤ MH± ≤ 1000 GeV in the type I and type X of THDM. For the Type-II
and Y, we can scan consistently the physical parameters as follows: 500 GeV ≤ MH ≤ 1000
GeV, 500 GeV ≤ MA0 ≤ 1000 GeV and 580 GeV ≤ MH± ≤ 1500 GeV. In both types, one takes
2 ≤ tβ ≤ 20, 0.95 ≤ sβ−α ≤ 1 for the alignment limit of the SM (we take sβ−α = 0.995 for all
below physical results) and m2

12 = M2
Hsβcβ. Furthermore, the constraints on tβ, MH± from flavor

experimental data have also performed for the THDM with the softly broken Z2 symmetry in
Ref. [65]. In Ref. [65], the small values of tβ are favoured in explaining the flavor experimental
data. To complete our discussions, we are also interested in considering the small values of tβ
(scan it reasonably over the region of 2 ≤ tβ ≤ 10 for examples) in our work. In our analysis, the
decay widths of SM-like Higgs is taken from experimental value. While the total decay width of
CP-even Higgs H is calculated at LO as in [14] (see Appendix B for more detail). We are going
to present the phenomenological results for all decay processes A0 → ℓℓ̄γ, ℓℓ̄Z in THDM in the
following subsections. We emphasize that we only study phenomenological results for THDM
with types I, II because there are same Yukawa couplings in types I and X as well as types II
and Y.

4.1.1. Decay processes A0 → ℓℓ̄γ

First, the physical results for decay channels A0 → ℓℓ̄γ in THDM are presented. The effects
of one-loop contributing to the decay rates are examined. The total decay widths as a function
of MA0 at tβ = 5, 10 are shown in Fig. 15. In the plots, we change 150 GeV ≤ MA0 ≤ 600 GeV.
In the left panel figures, the physical results for the THDM with type I are shown at tβ = 5
(in the above figure) and tβ = 10 (in the below figure), respectively. While the similar data
for the THDM with type II is plotted in the right panel figures. In the plots, the black-dotted
points are for total decay rates and the red-squared points show for tree-level decay widths.
While the triangle points with green color present for one-loop the decay widths and the blue-
squared points are the decay rates calculated from the interference between tree and one-loop
amplitudes. It is interested to observe that the one-loop decay widths are dominant in this case.
In general, the decay rates are proportional to MA0 and 1/tβ. In all scatter plots, the small
figures in the corner of each plot show for the decay widths computing from the absolute value
of the interference between tree and one-loop amplitudes. It is indicated that these terms give
a very small contributions in comparison with other ones. As a result,the contributions can be
omitted as we discussed in previous section. From the data, the one-loop effects on the decay
rates are significance attributions and they should be taken into account for physical analysis.
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Figure 9: Total decay rates for A0 → ℓℓ̄γ in the THDM with types I and II are presented. In the left panel, we
show the decay rates at tβ = 5 (the above figure) and at 10 (the below figure) for the THDM with type I. We
present the decay rates at tβ = 5, 10 for the THDM with type II in the right panel, as same convention. In the
plots, we vary 150 GeV ≤ MA0 ≤ 1000 GeV.

Differential decay rates with respect to mℓℓ for A0 → ℓℓ̄γ as function of tβ in the THDM
with types I and II are shown in Fig. 10 for type I (on the left panel) and for type II (on the
right panel). In the plots, we set MA0

= 200 GeV for all the above figures and MA0
= 500 GeV

for all the below figures, respectively. In the plots, we vary 2 ≤ tβ ≤ 10. Overall, we find that
the decay decay rates are decreased with mℓℓ. There are two peaks observing in the differential
decay widths which are corresponding to γ∗-peak and Z∗-peak. The decay rates develop to the
peaks and are decrease rapidly with mℓℓ beyond the peaks. Moreover, expression for one-loop
form factors in Eq. (52) indicates that the form factors are largest at q12 = m2

ℓℓ → M2
A0
. In fact,

the one-loop factors in Eq. (52) are taken the form of

F
(γ)
G1,f

∼ 1

[M4
A0 − 2M2

A0(M2
V + q12) + (M2

V − q12)2]|M2
V
=0

=
1

[q12 −M2
A0]2

. (66)

Subsequently, one finds the peak of decay rates at mℓℓ → MA0
. The data is also shown that

the decay rates are inversely proportional to tβ. At tree-level amplitude in THDM with type II,
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we find that the couplings of A0 to lepton pair are proportional to tβ as in Table 1. At high
mass region of MA0 , the decay rates of tree level amplitude are more significance contributions,
as indicated in previous data. It explains for the reason that decay rates are proportional to tβ
in high mass regions of MA0 in THDM with type II.

dΓ
dmℓℓ

dΓ
dmℓℓ

dΓ
dmℓℓ

dΓ
dmℓℓ

Figure 10: Differential decay rates with respect to mℓℓ for A
0 → ℓℓ̄γ as function of tβ in the THDM with types I

and II. In the left panel, we show the decay rates at MA0
= 200 (above figure) and at 500 GeV (below figure) for

the THDM with type I. We present the decay rates at MA0
= 200, 500 GeV for the THDM with type II in the

right panel, as same convention. In the plots, we vary 2 ≤ tβ ≤ 10.

4.1.2. Decay processes A0 → ℓℓ̄Z

We turn our attention to the decay processes A0 → ℓℓ̄Z. In Fig. 11, we present the total
decay rates of A0 → ℓℓ̄Z as functions of MA0

at tβ = 5, 10 for both types I and II of THDM.
The data points are presented in these plots following the same previous notations. In all plots,
we set 300 GeV ≤ MA0 ≤ 1000 GeV. We show the results for type I of THDM on the left
panel of the figures at tβ = 5 (the above plot) and tβ = 10 (the below plot). The same data
for type II of THDM is shown in the right panel. In all plots, the small figures in the right
corner of each figure, we plot the decay rates of the interference between tree amplitude and
one-loop amplitude. Again, there contributions are much smaller than other contributions and
can be ignored in this calculation. To avoid the numerical instability of the results which are
from the narrow peak of SM-like Higgs boson, one applies a cut on q12 ≥ qmin

12 = (M2
h0 +1) GeV2.
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Generally, one find that the decay rates are proportional to MA0
. Difference from the channels

A0 → ℓℓ̄γ, in processes A0 → ℓℓ̄Z, we don’t find that the decay rates depend certainly on tβ in
type I and are proportional to tβ in type II. We observe that one-loop contributing for the decay
rates are significance and they should be taken into account for physical analysis.
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Figure 11: Total decay rates for A0 → ℓℓ̄Z in the THDM with types I and II are shown in the plots. In the left
panel, we show the decay rates at tβ = 5 (above figure) and at 10 (below figure) for the THDM with type I. We
present the decay rates at tβ = 5, 10 for the THDM with type II in the right panel as same notation. In the
plots, we vary 300 GeV ≤ MA0 ≤ 1000 GeV and take MH = 500 GeV. To avoid the numerical instability of the
results, one applies a cut on q12 ≥ qmin

12 = (M2

h0 + 1) GeV2.

We also interested in the differential decay rates with respect to mℓℓ as shown in Fig. 12. In
the processes A0 → ℓℓ̄Z we have two more one-loop topologies (Figs. 7, 8) contributing to the
channels. In the left panel figures, the results for THDM with type I are shown at MA0

= 300
GeV (in above figure) and at MA0

= 800 GeV (in below figure). The corresponding results for
THDM with type II are presented in right panel plots. In general, we observe the same behave
of the decay rates in the case of A0 → ℓℓ̄γ, or the decay rates are generally decreased with
mℓℓ. However, beyond the peaks of γ∗-peak and Z∗-peak we have two more peaks which are
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corresponding to h0 and H in this case. In the case of MA0
= 300 GeV, there aren’t peaks of

MH since we set MH = 500 GeV in the numerical analysis. At MA0
= 800 GeV, we observe very

small peak at mℓℓ = 500 GeV in type I because the contribution from H-pole is smaller than
other ones. In the case of type II, the attribution from H-pole is enhanced by tβ. As a result, this
contribution is significance in this case. Subsequently, we have a visible peak of mℓℓ = MH = 500
GeV.

At high mass region of MA0 , the decay rates of tree level amplitude are more significance
contributions which are proportional to tβ in type II. At MA0 = 800 GeV, one finds that decay
rates are proportional to tβ in high mass regions for mℓℓ ≥∼ 450 GeV in THDM with type II.

dΓ
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Figure 12: Differential decay rates with respect to mℓℓ for A0 → ℓℓ̄Z as function of tβ in the THDM with types
I and II are shown in the plots. In the left panel, we show the decay rates at MA0

= 300 (above figure) and at
800 GeV (below figure) for the THDM with type I. We present the decay rates at MA0

= 300, 800 GeV for the
THDM with type II in the right panel, as same convention. In the plots, we vary 2 ≤ tβ ≤ 10 and set MH = 500
GeV.

4.2. THM

We next consider the phenomenological results for the THM in this paper. The constraints
on the physical parameters in the THM by including the theoretical constraints as well as ex-
perimental data are first reviewed and the subjects have studied in Refs. [48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53,

22



54, 55, 56, 57, 58, 59, 61, 62, 63]. Combining all of the current constraints, we take the param-
eters for the THM logically as follows: cα = 0.995 for the alignment limit of the SM, varying
2 ≤ tβ± ≤ 10 and setting MH = 500 GeV. The decay widths of CP-even Higgs H is calculated

as in Eq. (84) with following coefficient couplings as κf
H = cα, κ

V
H = cα cβ± +

√
2sα sβ±.

4.2.1. Decay processes A0 → ℓℓ̄γ

Total decay rates for A0 → ℓℓ̄γ are shown as functions of MA0
in Fig. 13. In the left (and

right) figure, the results for tβ± = 5 (and tβ± = 10) are plotted, respectively. In these plots,
the red-dotted points present for tree decay rates and the blacked-dotted points are for the total
decay rates. While the green-dotted points show for the decay rates from one-loop amplitude.
The small figures in the corner of the corresponding plots are the absolute value of decay rates
evaluating from the interference tree and one-loop amplitudes. The results of the interference
tree and one-loop amplitudes can be omitted in this case. In general, the total decay rates are
proportional to MA0 and are sightly proportional to tβ± .
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Figure 13: Total decay rates for A0 → ℓℓ̄γ in the THM. In the left panel, we show the decay rates at tβ = 5. We
present the decay rates at tβ = 10 in the right panel. In the plots, we vary 150 GeV ≤ MA0 ≤ 1000 GeV.

We next concern the differential decay widths with respect to mℓℓ for channels A0 → ℓℓ̄γ
in the THM. In the left figure, we show the results for MA0

= 300 GeV. While the results for
MA0

= 800 GeV are plotted in the right figure. In all cases, we vary 2 ≤ tβ± ≤ 10. In general, we
find that the decay rates are decreased with mℓℓ and proportional to tβ±. We observe two peaks
of decay rates which are from γ∗-pole and Z∗-pole. The last peak of decay rates at mℓℓ = MA0

because one-loop form factors in Eq. (52) are dominant when q12 = m2
ℓℓ → M2

A0
.
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dΓ
dmℓℓ

dΓ
dmℓℓ

Figure 14: Differential decay rates with respect to mℓℓ for A0 → ℓℓ̄γ as function of tβ± in the THM. In the left
panel, we show the decay rates at MA0

= 300 GeV. We present the decay rates at MA0
= 800 GeV for the THM

in the right panel. In the plots, we vary 2 ≤ tβ ≤ 10.

4.2.2. Decay processes A0 → ℓℓ̄Z

Total decay rates for the processes A0 → ℓℓ̄Z in THM are presented. In the left panel, we
show the decay rates at tβ+ = 5. We present the decay rates at tβ+ = 10 in the right panel.
In these plots, we vary 150 GeV ≤ MA0 ≤ 1000 GeV. To avoid the numerical instability of
the results which are from the narrow peak of the SM-like Higgs boson, one applies a cut on
q12 ≥ qmin

12 = (M2
h0

+ 1) GeV2. In all plots, we use the same notations as previous cases. Two
small figures in the corner of these plots are shown for decay rates of the interference between
tree and one-loop amplitudes. The results indicate that these contributions are very small in
comparison with other attributions and they can be ignored in this computation. In general, the
total decay rates are proportional to MA0 and sightly proportional to tβ± .
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Figure 15: Total decay rates for A0 → ℓℓ̄Z in the THM. In the left panel, we show the decay rates at tβ+ = 5.
We present the decay rates at tβ+ = 10 in the right panel. In the plots, we vary 300 GeV ≤ MA0 ≤ 1000 GeV.
To avoid the numerical instability of the results, one applies a cut on q12 ≥ qmin

12 = (M2

h0
+ 1) GeV2.
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Differential decay rates with respect to mℓℓ are presented in Fig. 16. In the left panel, we
show the decay rates at MA0

= 300 GeV. We present the decay rates at MA0
= 800 GeV for

the THM in the right panel. In the plots, we vary 2 ≤ tβ+ ≤ 10. In general, we find that the
decay rates are decreased with mℓℓ and proportional to tβ±. One find two peaks corresponding
to γ∗-peak and Z∗-peak in these plots. Furthermore, we also observe a narrow peak of h0. The
peak from H give small contribution and it is invisible in these plots. As same previous cases,
the decay rates develop to the peaks and decrease rapidly beyond the peaks.

dΓ
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Figure 16: Differential decay rates with respect to mℓℓ for A0 → ℓℓ̄Z as function of tβ± in the THM. In the left
panel, we show the decay rates at MA0

= 300 GeV. We present the decay rates at MA0
= 800 GeV for the THM

in the right panel. In the plots, we vary 2 ≤ tβ+ ≤ 10.

5. Conclusions

In this work, we have presented a general one-loop formulas for the decay of CP-odd Higgs
A0 → ℓℓ̄V with V ≡ γ, Z within Higgs Extension Standard Models, including two higgs doublet
model with a complex scalar, two higgs doublet model as well as triplet higgs model. Analytic
results are expressed in terms of PV-functions following the standard notations of LoopTools.
As a result, physical results can be generated numerically by using the package. In phenomeno-
logical results, we have studied the decay rates of CP-odd Higgs and the differential decay widths
with respect to the invariant mass of lepton pair for all decay channel A0 → ℓℓ̄γ, ℓℓ̄Z in THDM
and THM. One finds that one-loop contributing to the decay rates and the differential decay
rates are significance contributions and they should be taken into account at future colliders.
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Appendix A: The effective Lagrangian for STHDM

In this Appendix, we derive effective Lagrangian containing all the related couplings to the
processes under consideration in STHDM. From the kinetic terms, we have

LK = (DµΦ1)
†(DµΦ1) + (DµΦ2)

†(DµΦ2) (67)

⊃ − e

2sW cW
(cβO2j −O1jsβ)(A

0Zµ∂
µHj −HjZµ∂

µA0)

+
e

2sW cW
(−sβO12 + cβO22)(A

0Zµ∂
µh0 − h0Zµ∂

µA0)

+
1

2

e2v

s2W c2W
[cβO1j + sβO2j ]Z

µZµHj +
eMW

sW
[cβO1j + sβO2j ]W

±
µ W∓,µHj

+
1

2

e2v

s2W c2W
[cβO12 + sβO22]Z

µZµh
0 +

eMW

sW
[cβO12 + sβO22]W

±
µ W∓,µh0. (68)

Where the rotation matrix of mixing all neutral CP-even Higgses is shown as below:

O =





c13c12 −(c23s12 + s23s13c12) s23s12 − c23s13c12
c13s12 c23c12 − s23s13s12 −(s23c12 + c23s13s12)
s13 s23c13 c23c13



 . (69)

The generalized Yukawa Lagrangian of STHDM is presented as follows:

−LY = −Q̄L
mu

vi
Φ̃iuR − Q̄′

L

md

vj
ΦjdR − L̄L

ml

vk
ΦklR +H.c (70)

The four Yukawa Lagrangian types as follows

• Type I:

−LY = −Q̄L
mu

v2
Φ̃2uR − Q̄′

L

md

v2
Φ2dR − L̄L

ml

v2
Φ2lR +H.c (71)

⊃ imucβ

v
√
2sβ

A0ūiγ5u
i − imdcβ

v
√
2sβ

A0d̄iγ5d
i − imlcβ

v
√
2sβ

A0 l̄iγ5l
i

− mu

v
√
2sβ

O2jHjū
iui − md

v
√
2sβ

O2jHjd̄
idi − ml

v
√
2sβ

O2jHj l̄
ili

− mu

v
√
2sβ

O22hū
iui − md

v
√
2sβ

O22hd̄
idi − ml

v
√
2sβ

O22hl̄
ili. (72)

• Type II

−LY = −Q̄L
mu

v2
Φ̃2uR − Q̄′

L

md

v1
Φ1dR − L̄L

ml

v1
Φ1lR +H.c (73)

⊃ imucβ

v
√
2sβ

A0ūiγ5u
i +

imdsβ

v
√
2cβ

A0d̄iγ5d
i +

imlsβ

v
√
2cβ

A0l̄iγ5l
i

− mu

v
√
2sβ

O2jHjū
iui − md

v
√
2cβ

O1jHjd̄
idi − ml

v
√
2cβ

O1jHj l̄
ili

− mu

v
√
2sβ

O22hū
iui − md

v
√
2cβ

O12hd̄
idi − ml

v
√
2cβ

O12hl̄
ili. (74)
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• Type X

−LY = −Q̄L
mu

v2
Φ̃2uR − Q̄′

L

md

v2
Φ2dR − L̄L

ml

v1
Φ1lR +H.c (75)

⊃ imucβ

v
√
2sβ

A0ūiγ5u
i − imdcβ

v
√
2sβ

A0d̄iγ5d
i +

imlsβ

v
√
2cβ

A0 l̄iγ5l
i

− mu

v
√
2sβ

O2jHjū
iui − md

v
√
2sβ

O2jHjd̄
idi − ml

v
√
2cβ

O1jHj l̄
ili

− mu

v
√
2sβ

O22hū
iui − md

v
√
2sβ

O22hd̄
idi − ml

v
√
2cβ

O12hl̄
ili. (76)

• Type Y:

−LY = −Q̄L
mu

v2
Φ̃2uR − Q̄′

L

md

v1
Φ1dR − L̄L

ml

v2
Φ2lR +H.c (77)

⊃ imucβ

v
√
2sβ

A0ūiγ5u
i +

imdsβ

v
√
2cβ

A0d̄iγ5d
i − imlcβ

v
√
2sβ

A0 l̄iγ5l
i

− mu

v
√
2sβ

O2jHjū
iui − md

v
√
2cβ

O1jHjd̄
idi − ml

v
√
2sβ

O2jHj l̄
ili

− mu

v
√
2sβ

O22hū
iui − md

v
√
2cβ

O12hd̄
idi − ml

v
√
2sβ

O22hl̄
ili. (78)

Appendix B: The effective Lagrangian for THM

We next derive the couplings relating to the processes under consideration in the THM. From
the kinematic terms, one has

LK = (DµΦ)
†(DµΦ) + Tr[(Dµ∆)†(Dµ∆)] (79)

⊃ e(2sαcβ0 − sβ0cα)

s2W
(ZµA

0∂µh0 − Zµh0∂µA
0) +

e(2cαcβ0 + sβ0sα)

s2W
(ZµA

0∂µH − ZµH∂µA
0)

+
e2v

s22W
(cβ0cα + 2sαsβ0)h0ZµZµ +

ve2

s22W
(−cβ0sα + 2cαsβ0)HZµZµ

+
eMW

sW
(cαcβ± +

√
2sαsβ±)h0W±

µ W∓,µ +
eMW

sW
(−sαcβ± +

√
2cαsβ±)HW±

µ W∓,µ. (80)

The Yukawa Lagrangian for THM can be expanded as follows:

LY = LSM
Y − LT

i yνC(iσ2∆)Li +H.c, (81)

⊃ i
sβ0Yl√

2
(l̄LA

0lR − l̄RA
0lL) + i

sβ0Yd√
2

(d̄LA
0dR − d̄RA

0dL)− i
sβ0Yu√

2
(ūLA

0uR − ūRA
0uL)

−cαYf√
2
(f̄Lh

0fR + f̄RhfL) +
sαYf√

2
(f̄LHfR + f̄RHfL) (82)

= i
sβ0Yl√

2
A0l̄γ5l + i

sβ0Yd√
2

A0d̄γ5d− i
sβ0Yu√

2
A0ūγ5u− cαYf√

2
h0f̄ f +

sαYf√
2
Hf̄f. (83)

We can collect all couplings of CP-even and CP-odd Higgs to fermion pair from the above
Lagrangian.
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The total decay width of CP-even Higgs H is calculated at LO as in [14]

ΓH ≈
∑

f

Nf
C MH

8π

(

κf
H

mf

v

)2
(

1−
4m2

f

M2
H

)3/2

(84)

+
∑

V=Z,W

M3
H

64π cV M4
V

(

κV
H

2M2
V

v

)2(

1− 4M2
V

M2
H

+
12M4

V

M4
H

)

√

1− 4M2
V

M2
H

.

Where cV = 1(2) for W (Z) respectively. The coefficient couplings κf
H ∼ cβ−α, κ

V
H = cβ−α for

THDM and κf
H = cα, κ

V
H = cα cβ± +

√
2sα sβ± for THM, respectively.

Appendix C: Mixing of A0 with φ and A0 with V ∗

In this Appendix, we consider one-loop mixing of A0 with φ and the mixing of A0 with V ∗
0 .

As we mention in section 3, mixing of A0 with vector bosons V ∗
0 will be vanished due to the

Slavnov-Taylor identity [31].
All one-loop diagrams of the mixing of A0 with φ are shown in Fig. 17 in which all fermions,

W boson, Goldstone boson and charged Higgs are exchanged in the loop.

A0

ℓ

ℓ̄

V

V ∗
0

φ

f

W±/G±/H±

Figure 17: Group 4 One-loop self-energy Feynman diagrams mixing of A0 with φ are plotted. All fermions, W
boson, Goldstone boson and charged Higgs are exchanged in the loop.

The one-loop amplitude for the mixing of A0 with φ is decomposed as follows:

AV
G4

=
∑

φ=h0,Hj

u(q1)
[

vV ∗
0
ℓℓ̄ − aV ∗

0
ℓℓ̄ γ5

]

v̄(q2)

[

FA0φ
G4,f

+ FA0φ
G4,(W,··· ,H±)

]

· /ǫ∗(q3)
(

M2
A0 −M2

φ

)

[

(

q12 −M2
V0

)

+ iMV0
ΓV0

] . (85)

One-loop form factors FA0φ
G4,f

are expressed as follows:

FA0φ
G4,f

= −i
NC

f m2
f

4π2
gφV ∗

0 V

{

(vA0ff̄ vφff̄ − aA0ff̄1aφff̄)A0(m
2
f)

+
[

aA0ff̄ aφff̄ M
2
A0 − vA0ff̄ vφff̄ (M

2
A0 − 4m2

f)
]

B0(M
2
A0 , m2

f , m
2
f)
}

. (86)
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All related couplings in THDM is given by

vh0ff̄ =
e

2sWMW

cα
sβ

, vHff̄ =
e

2sWMW

sα
sβ

, aφff̄ = 0. (87)

We verify easily that the form factor FA0φ
G4,f

becomes zero because we have vA0ff̄ = 0 for CP-odd
Higgs boson A0.

We mention the second term of G4 involving all Feynman self-energy diagrams contributing
to the mixing A0 with φ with considering all vector bosons, Goldstone bosons, charged scalar

particles in the loop. One-loop form factor FA0φ
G4,(W,···H±) is expressed in terms of scalar scalar

one-loop functions as follows:

FA0φ
G4,(W,··· ,H±) = −i

gφV ∗
0 V

16π2

{

(gA0H−W+ gφH+W− + gA0H+W− gφH−W+)× (88)

×
[

A0(M
2
H±)− 2A0(M

2
W ) + (M2

W − 2M2
A0 − 2M2

H±)B0(M
2
A0 ,M2

H±,M2
W )

]

−(gA0H−G+ gφH+G− + gA0H+G− gφH−G+)B0(M
2
A0 ,M2

H± ,M2
W )

}

.

We note that one-loop form factors FA0φ
G4,(W,··· ,H±) tend zero by replacing the corresponding cou-

plings in THDM:

gA0H−W+ ≡ gA0H+W− =
e

2sW
, (89)

gh0H+W− ≡ −gh0H−W+ = − e

2sW
cβ−α, (90)

gHH+W− ≡ −gHH−W+ =
e

2sW
sβ−α, (91)

gA0H−G+ ≡ −gA0H+G− =
e

2sWMW

(

M2
A0 −M2

H±

)

, (92)

gh0H+G− ≡ gh0H−G+ =
e

2sWMW

(

M2
h0 −M2

H±

)

cβ−α, (93)

gHH+G− ≡ gHH−G+ = − e

2sWMW

(

M2
H −M2

H±

)

sβ−α. (94)

Appendix D: Mixing of V with φ

We next consider the mixing of V with φ. All self-energy diagrams contributing to the mixing
of V with φ are shown in Fig. 18.
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A0

W±/G±/u±

V

V ∗
0

ℓ

ℓ̄

H±/f

φ

A0

H±/f

V

V ∗
0

ℓ

ℓ̄

φ

W±/G±/u±

Figure 18: Group 5 One-loop Feynman diagrams for the mixing of V with φ.

Self-energy Feynman diagrams for one-loop CP-even Higgs boson φ mixing with external
vector boson V , the amplitude is decomposed as follows:

AV
G5

=
∑

φ=h0,Hi

∑

V0=γ,Z

u(q1)
(

aV ∗
0 ℓℓ̄ γ5

)

v̄(q2)×

[

∑

f/W±/H±

F
(V,φ)

G5,f/W±/H±

]

(p · ǫ∗(q3))
(

M2
V −M2

φ

)

[

(

q12 −M2
V0

)

+ iMV0
ΓV0

] . (95)

One-loop form factors are expressed as follows

F
(V,φ)
G5,f

=
−i NC

f (mℓ m
2
f )

π2
gφA0V ∗

0
× (96)

×
[

(aφff̄ aV ff̄ − vφff̄ vV ff̄ )B0(M
2
V , m

2
f , m

2
f )− 2 vφff̄ vV ff̄ B1(M

2
V , m

2
f , m

2
f )
]

,

F
(V,φ)
G5,H± =

−i mℓ

4π2
[gφA0V ∗

0
· gφH±H∓ · gV H±H∓][B0 + 2B1](M

2
V ,M

2
H±,M2

H±), (97)

F
(V,φ)
G5,W± =

−i mℓ

4π2
gφA0V ∗

0

{

(gφu−ū− gV u−ū− + gφu+ū+ gV u+ū+)B1(M
2
V ,M

2
W ,M2

W ) (98)

+[gφW−G+ gVW+G− + gφW+G− gVW−G+ ][B0 − B1](M
2
V ,M

2
W ,M2

W )

+[gφG±G∓ gV G±G∓ + 3 gφW±W∓ gVW±W∓][B0 + 2B1](M
2
V ,M

2
W ,M2

W )
}

.

Noting that the form factor F
(V,φ)
G5,f

are simplified by applying aφff̄ = 0. The result reads

F
(V,φ)
G5,f

=
i(NC

f mℓ m
2
f )

π2
· gφA0V · vφff̄ · vV ∗

0 ff̄ · [B0 + 2B1](q12, m
2
f , m

2
f ). (99)

The form factors become zero by using PV-functions reduction for B1 as follows

B1(k
2, m2

1, m
2
2) =

m2
2 −m2

1 − k2

2k2
B0(k

2, m2
1, m

2
2) +

m2
1 −m2

2

2k2
B0(0, m

2
1, m

2
2). (100)
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For the form factor F
(V,φ)

G2,W±, applying the following relations for the couplings as

gφWW = −sβ−α(−cβ−α)
eMW

sW
, (101)

gφG±G∓ =
e

2MW sW
M2

φ sβ−α(cβ−α) = −
M2

φ

2M2
W

gφWW , (102)

gφW±G∓ = ± e

2sW
sβ−α(cβ−α) = ∓ 1

2MW
gφW±W∓, (103)

gφu±ū± =
eMW

2sW
sβ−α(cβ−α) =

1

2
gφW±W∓. (104)

The factors F
(V,φ)
G2,W± become

F
(V,φ)

G2,W± =
−i mℓ

4π2
gφA0V gφW±W∓

{1

2
[gV ∗

0 u−ū− + gV ∗
0 u+ū+]B1(q12,M

2
W ,M2

W )

+
1

2MW

(gV ∗
0 W+G− − gV ∗

0 W−G+)[B0 − B1](q12,M
2
W ,M2

W )
}

,

These will be vanished once V ∗
0 being Z-boson, the remaining couplings read

gV ∗
0 u±ū± = ±e

cW
sW

, (105)

gV ∗
0 W±G∓ = eMW

sW
cW

. (106)

In the case of V ∗
0 being photon, the related couplings are

gV ∗
0
u±ū± = ±e, (107)

gV ∗
0 W±G∓ = −eMW . (108)

We also verify that the factors F
(V,φ)
G2,W± = 0 for both V ∗

0 = γ∗, Z∗.

Similarly, the form factor F
(V,φ)

G2,H± is also eliminated by the relation in Eq. (100).
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