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Abstract. The most general Two Higgs Doublet Model potential without explicit C' P violation depends on
10 real independent parameters. Excluding spontaneous C'P violation results in two 7 parameter models.
Although both models give rise to 5 scalar particles and 2 mixing angles, the resulting phenomenology
of the scalar sectors is different. If flavour changing neutral currents at tree level are to be avoided, one
has, in both cases, four alternative ways of introducing the fermion couplings. In one of these models
the mixing angle of the C'P even sector can be chosen in such a way that the fermion couplings to the
lightest scalar Higgs boson vanishes. At the same time it is possible to suppress the fermion couplings
to the charged and pseudo-scalar Higgs bosons by appropriately choosing the mixing angle of the CP
odd sector. We investigate the phenomenology of both models in the fermiophobic limit and present the
different branching ratios for the decays of the scalar particles. We use the present experimental results

from the LEP collider to constrain the models.

1 Introduction

The SU(2) x U(1) electroweak model describes our world
at the presently attainable energies. Nevertheless, it is
hard to hide the frustration about our ignorance on the
mass generation mechanism. The spontaneous symmetry
breaking mechanism requires a single doublet of complex
scalar fields. But does nature follow this minimal version
or does it require a multi-Higgs sector?

The current search at LEP already constrains the mass
of a neutral Higgs boson with a standard model like cou-
pling to the fermions to my > 91.0 GeV [1]. Nevertheless
some multi-Higgs models allow the existence of Higgs par-
ticles with a vanishing coupling to the fermions. In this
paper we investigate all type I C'P conserving Two Higgs
Doublets models (2HDM) with such a vanishing coupling
to the fermions. We will predict the experimental signa-
tures of these particles.

Our paper is organized as follows: first we review the
different 2HDM potentials to fix our notation. Thereafter
we try to restrict the physical parameters of the potentials
with theoretical constraints. Then we will discuss the sig-
nature of the different particles and show all characteristic
branching ratios. Finally we constrain the models’ param-
eters using the current experimental data.

& e-mail: bruecher@alfl.cii.fc.ul.pt
b e-mail: rsantos@alfl.cii.fc.ul.pt

2 The potentials

The minimal version of the standard model which allows
spontaneous symmetry breaking requires one scalar dou-
blet of complex fields. To assure the renormalizability of
the theory, the most general potential is

V=—u2oie+A(67¢)" (1)

where p and A are real independent parameters. The mass
eigenstate is a C-even scalar particle, the Higgs boson.

The simplest generalization of the potential amounts
to the introduction of a second doublet of complex fields.
The most general renormalizable potential invariant under
SU(2) x U(1) has fourteen independent real parameters.
The number of predicted particles grows from one to five.
If one imposes that the potential is invariant under charge
conjugation C, the number of parameters is reduced to
ten. Defining z1 = ¢}¢1, 22 = dhdo, 23 = R{¢]¢o} and
24 = ${@lpy} it can be shown [2] that the most general
2HDM potential without explicit C' violation is:

V = —pizy — phwy — piyws + Mixd + Aol + A3l + Aaxh
+A52122 + AeT1T3 + A\rT2T3, (2)

where p; and \; are real independent parameters. The
number of parameters can be further reduced and there
are two ways to accomplish it. First, the potential can be
made invariant under the Z5 transformation ¢; — ¢ and
¢2 — —@2. The resulting potential, which we call V4, is

Va = f,ufxl7u3x2+)\1x%+)\2;E§+)\3x§+)\4xi+)\5x1x2 .

(3)
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Fig. 1. Feynman diagram of the largest contribution to
R — bb

If we allow a soft breaking term —u2,23 in Va, we end up
with a model with spontaneous C P-violation [3].

Second, it is possible to make the potential invariant
under the global U(1) transformation ¢3 — €?¢py. The
potential then reads:

Vh = —pda)—piro+ M ad + doad+ s (x% + xi)+>\5$1$2 )

(4)
Since we have a global broken symmetry, there is an extra
Goldstone boson in the theory. If we allow the same soft
breaking term, —pu?,x3, in the potential, we end up with
the scalar sector that has the same general structure as
the scalar sector of the minimal super symmetric model
(MSSM) [4].} We call this latter model V. Both V4 and
Vi have seven degrees of freedom, the five particle masses
and the two rotation angles (a, 3). The five particles can
be grouped into 2 scalars (h°,HY), where the small letter
denotes the less massive particle, 1 pseudo-scalar particle
(A% and 2 charged particles (H*).? The main difference
between the potentials are the self-couplings in the scalar
sector.

3 The fermiophobic limit

Potentials V4 and Vp give rise to different self-couplings
in the scalar sector. However, the scalar couplings to the
gauge bosons and to the fermions are the same in both
models. If flavour changing neutral currents (FCNC) in-
duced by Higgs exchanges are to be avoided, one has four
different ways to couple the scalars to the fermions. A tech-
nically natural way to achieve it is to extend the global
symmetry to the Yukawa Lagrangian. This leads to two
different ways of coupling the quarks to the scalars as well
as two different ways of coupling the leptons to the scalars.
The result is a total of four different models, usually de-
noted as model I, IT, IIT and IV (cf. e.g. [6]).

In model I, the lightest C' P-even scalar, h°, couples to
a fermion pair (quark or lepton) proportionally to cos .
Setting a = 7/2, h® becomes completely fermiophobic.
However, h° can still decay to two fermion pair via h® —
W*W(Z*Z) — 2 ff or h® = W*W*(Z*Z*) — 2 ff. We

! In the MSSM the \’s are related to the gauge couplings g
and ¢’

2 For the connection between the physical parameters and
the original parameters from the potential see [5].

will include these decays in our analysis. It is worthwhile
to point out that these processes occur near the W(Z)
threshold. Decays of h® to two fermions can also be in-
duced by scalar and gauge boson loops (see e.g. Fig. 1).
In the 2HDM, the angle a has to be renormalized to render
o — ff finite. However, at o = 7/2, all one-loop decays
h® — ff are finite. Thus we can impose the following
condition for da: the renormalized one-loop decay width
for h® — ff is equal to the finite unrenormalized decay
width. This condition is equivalent to set [0a]o—r/2 = 0.
We have checked that this condition holds for all fermions.
The only relevant one-loop decay is h® — bb due to a large
contribution of the Feynman diagram shown in Fig. 1 to
the total decay width.® Thus, on one hand, h° is not com-
pletely fermiophobic at o = 7/2, and on the other hand,
all decays h’ — ff but h’ — bb are almost zero even at
one-loop level.

The couplings of the C'P-odd scalar, A%, and of the
charged scalar, H*, are proportional to cot 3. If we want
these particles to be fermiophobic as well, § has to ap-
proach a (8 — a = 7/2). In this limit the coupling of A°
to the vector bosons, which is proportional to the sine of
§ = a— 3 tends to zero. Thus, h° is not only fermiophobic
but also bosophobic and “ghostphobic” — h° always needs
another scalar particle to be able to decay. The differences
between potential A and B can be extremely important
in this limit since h® will have different signatures in each
model. In contrast, the heaviest C' P-even scalar, H°, ac-
quires the Higgs standard model couplings to the fermions
in this limit. We will relax the limit 8 & 7/2 and analyze
the decays as a function of § and of the Higgs masses.

4 Theoretical mass limits

Although the parameters of the 2HDM’s are, in contrast
to the MSSM, almost unconstrained, it is possible to de-
rive some bounds on the masses of the scalar sector par-
ticles in the fermiophobic limit. We want to look for the
allowed region in the myo-3 plane so that the calculations
do not leave the perturbative regime. Several methods of
achieving theoretical bounds on these masses have been
published [7]. Tree-level unitarity bounds have been de-
rived in [8] and [9] for potential A. We use the bounds
from [8]:

167v2
mpo < \/ 32{ cos2 3 — m%[() cot? 3, (5)

where G = 1.166 GeV ~2 denotes Fermi "s constant. Equa-
tion (5) is plotted in Fig. 2, where 6 = w/2 — /3 has been
chosen for convenience. Fig. 2 shows that in the limit
6 — 0 the dependence on the angle is strong, whereas
the dependence on mpyo is very mild. In this limit A° is
massless, which is already clear from the definition of my,0
in the fermiophobic limit [5]:

mpo = v/2\1 v cos 3 (6)

3 The coupling [H#b] is proportional to the ¢t-quark mass.
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Fig. 2. Limit on mo as a function of ¢ in potential A

No tree-level unitarity bounds have been derived for
potential B. A full derivation of these limits would be
beyond the scope of this article. Nevertheless, we know
that in the fermiophobic limit [5]:

mio =m4 —2(A\p — A\)vicos’ 3, (7)
with Ay = (A3 + As) and v = 246 GeV/c? denoting the
vacuum expectation value. The equation shows, that in
the limit § — 0 the masses of h® and A° will be degener-
ated. As already stated, stringent bounds on all \; s are
missing.* On the other hand it might be sufficient to ex-
plore equation (7) for different values of Ay — Ay = AM.
Fig. 3 shows mpo as a function of § for different AN’s.
On the left plot we set my4 = 80 GeV and on the right
plot m4 = 120 GeV. The region limited by each value of
|AA| is the allowed region for myo for the given value of
m4. Although it is most likely that |AA| < 10, a value of
|AX| = 100 cannot strictly be excluded, if one wants to be
very conservative.

In potential B, if § < 0.05, the masses of the lightest
scalar and the pseudo-scalar are almost degenerated. my,o
can differ at most 15% from m 4, if |AA| < 10. In the region
where 0.05 < |6] < 0.1 the situation smoothly changes
for the same AM. The restriction on the mass splitting
vanishes totally when § > 0.1.

In potential A we have an upper limit for mpo inde-
pendent of m 4. This upper bound depends on the value of
mpyo. It can be as low as 45 GeV or reach a maximum of
approximately myy, if § = 0.05. For § = 0.1 the bound on
mpo varies between 90 GeV and 140 GeV'. Very stringent
bounds on myo can be found, if mpyo is around 1 TeV
and J is large. On the other hand for mgyo < 700 GeV
no significant bounds can be found for a wide range of §
values.

We want to stress again (see [5]) that respecting these
bounds is important to make reliable predictions on the
decays of the Higgs particles of the 2HDM. Otherwise, one
runs into spurious infinities of the couplings, which are not
present in the original parameters of the potential.

These theoretical bounds and the overall picture given
by the branching ratios shown in the next sections, led us

54, which means 0 < Ay < 8.3, if ma <

4 However A\ =
1 TeV.

to distinguish between three different regions for §. For
our later qualitative analysis it is convenient to define the
following regions:

— the tiny ¢ region where |0] < 0.05,
— the small § region with 0.05 < |6] < 0.1 and
— finally the medium and large § region when |§| > 0.1.

5 The lightest scalar Higgs boson

As already pointed out, the lightest scalar Higgs boson
(h®) has no tree level couplings to the fermions for o =
/2. Thus the following tree level decays have to be con-
sidered:

R - wtw—:
h’ — WEHT;

h — 77,
R — A°A4°,

h' — Z A%
K - HTH™.

Additionally the following one-loop induced decays are im-
portant:

Y = ~y; h® — Zy; B — bb.

Moreover, decays to fermions via virtual vector bosons
have to be taken into account, namely:

W = W*W* = ffff;
W — 7272 = ffff;

Y — W*W — ffW;
W — 727 — ffZ.

The partial tree-level decay widths are listed in appendix
A. The one-loop induced decays have been calculated with
zloops [10]. Decays via virtual particles have been calcu-
lated in [11]. We have taken these formulas and changed
them appropriately. The decays into one vector boson and
one scalar have been calculated in this paper for on-shell
particles only. Near the thresholds decays via virtual par-
ticles (i.e. ¥ — W*H* and h® — Z*A°) can be taken
into account. These decays have been calculated in [12],
where also formulas are given. The same applies to all
other scalar particle decays calculated in the following sec-
tions.

As stated earlier, the only significant decay mode to
fermions, via vector boson and scalar loops, is h® — bb.
For all the other fermionic decays the Feynman graphs
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Fig. 3. Limit on myo as a function of ¢ for ma = 80 GeV and ma = 120 GeV
are suppressed either by the Cabbibo-Kobayashi-Maskawa 1F Branching ratias for h* T
matrix or by the small mass of the fermions in the loop. ‘ vy
However, the diagram shown in Fig. 1 is suppressed by a WA
tan? 6 factor when compared with the corresponding dia- 01 E
gram in h° — ~v. Thus, as will be seen below, the decay o P T D foee T
h® — bb is of minor importance in the tiny and small § g ’ T Tz
region. £ oo - /,' e E
In potential A the upper bound for the mass of the § : / 7y
lightest scalar Higgs boson is approximately the W mass ro AN IR
in the tiny 6 region. Thus h° has only two possible decay e I P 3
modes. Either it decays into A°AY, if the mass of the light- I P
est scalar is twice as large as the mass of the pseudo-scalar e ‘
Higgs boson, or it decays into two photons.® In the small 000015 50 w2 150

0 region the growth of the upper mass limit for myo gives
rise to more decay modes, as can be seen in Fig. 4. For
small h° masses the situation is the same as in the tiny &
region. Depending on the mass of the pseudo-scalar, the
dominant decay is again either h® — A%A° or h® — vv. As
soon as mpo > myy, decays via virtual vector bosons over-
take the decay to vy and give rise to a fermionic signature
of h0. Of course the value of my,0, for which the branching
ratio of h® — W*W* becomes bigger than 50% depends
on ¢. At the lower end of the small § region this happens
approximately at mpo = 110 GeV, whereas at the upper
end it is close to the W mass. At first, in the large J re-
gion the branching ratio does not change much. Of course
the upper bound for mpo looses importance and all decays
become kinematically allowed, as can be seen in Fig. 5. As
J increases, the decay h? — bb becomes more and more
significant for small masses of myo. If e.g. mpo = 20 GeV'
we get a branching ratio for h® — bb of the order of 30%
at 0 = 0.5 and of 75% at § = 1.0. This reflects the already
mentioned tan? § suppression of this decay mode.

In potential B the masses of h® and A" are almost
degenerated in the tiny 0 region. Thus for small masses
(< mw) h° decays mainly into two photons. On the other
hand, no upper bound on mpo exists in potential B. As a
consequence a heavy h® can also decay via virtual vector
bosons into fermions in the tiny ¢ region (cf. Fig. 6). In the
small § region the branching ratio strongly depends on the

5 The third possible decay, h° — HTH™ is already ruled
out by the experimental lower limit on the mass of the charged
Higgs boson (cf. Sect. 9).

Fig. 4. Branching ratios of h° at m0 = 70 GeV, my+ =
140 GeV, myo = 300 GeV and 6 = 0.1 in potential A.
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Fig. 5. Branching ratios of h° at m40 = 120 GeV, my+ =
140 GeV, mgo = 300 GeV and 6 = 0.2 in potential A.

parameters my and mpg+. It can either resemble the plot
for potential A (see Fig. 4), or, due to strong cancellation
between the H+- and the W-loops in the h® — v decay,
it can be as shown in Fig. 7. In this figure we see that
h® — v only dominates until mpo ~ 30 GeV. Then,
decays via virtual vector bosons are the major decays of
hO. Note that h® — bb is suppressed in a similar way
to hY — 77, because both decays depend on the same
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Fig. 7. Branching ratios of h° at m 40 = 150 GeV, my+ =
210 GeV, myo = 300 GeV and § = 0.1 in potential B.

couplings of h° to the vector bosons and to the scalars. In
the large 0 region this behaviour is almost the same. Of
course, as in potential A, for some value of § the decay
h® — bb will dominate over h® — v for small values of
mpo.

Finally we show the delay width of h° as function of
mypo for different values of § in Fig. 8. As expected, the
total decay width grows with myo and §. We do not show
the total decay width for potential B because the overall
behaviour is the same as for potential A.

6 The pseudo-scalar Higgs boson

For our analysis the following tree level decays have to be
considered:

A° — ff A° = Zh%, A° - WEHT
Furthermore the following one-loop decays have been cal-
culated:

A" S Wwrw

AY =y AV = 2y
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Fig. 8. Total decay width of h° with m 40 = 130 GeV, my+ =

150 GeV, myo = 300 GeV for different values of § potential
A.

Branching ratios for A°

é,.» R it b hez

o 01k ce 7 WH? g

g P,

e

£ B

Q

c

g :

<o0.01F : : E
991

0.001 N S R i ThO N Cl

50 100 150 200 250 300
MIA°]

Fig. 9. Branching ratios of A® as a function of the mass for § =
0.1, mpo =55 GeV, myo = 300 GeV and my+ = 130 GeV'.

AY = 77z, A = gg,

where g denotes a gluon.

Leaving aside the tree level decays into a final state
with at least one Higgs particles, all decays depend on the
coupling of A to the fermions (cot? 3 in model I). This is
a consequence of the fact that without fermions C' P con-
servation is equivalent to separate C' and P conservation.
So, no on-shell decay with only vector bosons in the final
state is possible. When the fermions are included, C' and
P are no longer independently conserved, and so A° can
decay into two photons, for instance, via a fermion loop.

On the other hand, when fermions are added, A° may
directly decay into them. As these are tree-level decays,
their partial decay widths are obviously larger than one-
loop induced decay widths. This can also be seen in Fig. 9.
This figure clearly shows, that the one-loop decays of the
pseudo-scalar Higgs are in the per mille region when com-
pared to the fermionic decays. We have checked that the
A® branching ratio is independent of § below Zh® and
WEHT thresholds. As we have pointed out, in this region
all decays just depend on cot 3. This dependence cancels
in the branching ratios, but not in the decay width. Above
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Fig. 10. Branching ratios as a function of § for m o =

190 GeV, mpo = 55 GeV, myo = 300 GeV and my+ =
100 GeV'.
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these thresholds A° decays mainly into Zh? and W+ HT,
as can be seen in Fig. 10. Only in the very large ¢ region
the decays into fermions dominate due to the dependence
on tand.

Although below the Zh® and the W*HT thresholds
A® decays mainly into fermions, the total decay width of
A decreases with tan?¢ in this region. So in the limit
0 — 0 the pseudo-scalar Higgs will be a stable particle
leaving no characteristic signature in the detector. Fur-
thermore, for a sufficiently small §, A° decays outside the
detector (see Fig. 11). So, the only way to detect it in
this § region is to consider reactions with missing energy
and momentum in the final state. The situation changes,
as soon as the Zh® or the W+ HT thresholds are crossed.
Then A° decays inside the detector with either a Zh" or
a W*HT signature.

Finally we notice, that all decays either depend on the
coupling of A° to fermions or to vector bosons. There is
no decay, where couplings of the scalars among themselves
contribute to the decay width. Thus for the pseudo-scalar
Higgs boson no difference between potential A and B can
be seen in the branching ratios and decay widths. So, the
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Fig. 12. Branching ratios for H+ at § = 0.01, m 40 = 80 GeV,
mpo = 20 GeV and myo = 300 GeV in potential A.
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Fig. 13. Branching ratios for H+ at § = 0.01, m 40 = 80 GeV,

mpo = 78 GeV and mgo = 500 GeV in potential B.

signature of the A° may be called Higgs potential inde-
pendent.

7 The charged Higgs boson

The charged Higgs boson has the following tree-level de-
cays:

o+ - Wiho;
H* -5 W*HO

H* = fuifau;
H* — W*A”;

Moreover the following one-loop decays have to be consid-
ered:

H* Wy, H* - W*Z
Again, the 16 (32) graphs for H* — Wty (H* — W*2)
have been calculated with zloops [10].

In potential A the branching ratios of the charged
Higgs boson show no surprises (Fig. 12). If the mass of
H#* is below the W mass the signature will be fermionic
and independent of the value of §. In this mass region
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the situation is similar to the former situation concern-
ing the pseudo-scalar Higgs boson. Decreasing § just de-
creases the total decay width, but leaves the branching
ratio unchanged. The situation changes, as soon as the
W~ threshold is passed. Then, in the tiny J region the
signature will be H* — W#*~. In the small ¢ region, as &
grows the branching ratio of H* — W¥*~ decreases to less
than 1%. Consequently in the large ¢ region the signature
is again fermionic. As soon as decays to the W and either
A® or RO are kinematically allowed, the sum of these de-
cays will have an approximately 100% branching ratio for
almost all values of §. Only if § becomes very large and
mpy+ > my+my the decay HT — tb will be the dominant
decay mode.

In potential B below the W+ and above the WA or
W A® threshold the situation is the same as in potential A.
When the decay H* — W~ is important, the situation
strongly depends on the choice of parameters. In principle,
due to the lack of an upper bound for myo in potential B,
the interval of my+, where H* — W%~ could be much
larger than in potential A. On the other hand, it turns
out that due to the degeneracy of myo and m 40 the decay
to W+~ can be suppressed to a few percent in comparison
to the fermion decays (see Fig. 14). This behaviour can
also be seen for very tiny values of . If the restriction on
m o and myo is limbered and their masses just differ by
a few GeV, H* — W~ regains its importance (Fig. 13).
Moreover, in contrast to potential A, it can still be the
major decay in the small and at the start of the large §
region. Even for 6 = 0.2 the branching of H* — Wty
can reach up to 10%, if the masses of the Higgs sector are
chosen appropriately. Of course for an even larger value
of § the branching ratio for this decay mode will become
unimportant.

8 The heavy scalar Higgs boson

For the sake of completeness we show the decay modes
of the heavy scalar Higgs boson, although its coupling to
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Fig. 15. Branching ratios for H® at § = 0.1 in potential A.
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the fermions is large. Thus one-loop decays have no im-

portance in the branching ratio of H°. So we just consider
the following tree-level decays:

H— ff; H°—H'H™; H°— A°A%
H° 5> w*H¥, H°—zA% H°— 22z
H 5> wtw—

Note that the decay H° — h°h° vanishes in the fermio-
phobic limit (i.e. for o = 7/2).

A typical plot of the branching ratio as a function of
the mass is shown in Fig. 15. Obviously, the heavy scalar
Higgs boson mainly decays into bb below, and into WW
above the two vector boson threshold. This behaviour is
typical for both potentials. The only difference between
the potentials can be recognized in the purely scalar decay
modes. In potential A their contribution varies from 0% to
~ 20% depending on the parameters chosen. In potential
B the decay H° — H*H~ can be the major decay mode
for some values of §, my+ and ma, as can be seen in
Fig. 16.

Only if 6 > 1.0, H° mainly decays to tf. Notice that
the branching ratios shown in Fig. 15 are similar those
obtained for the SM Higgs boson, if the scalar decays are
ignored.
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Fig. 17. Bounds in the mj0-J plane for potential A.

Limits for h° in potential B
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Fig. 18. Bounds in the mo0-d plane for potential B.

9 Constraints on the models

In this section we use the available experimental data and
the bounds derived in Sect. 4 to constrain the models.

Most production modes of the pseudo-scalar Higgs bo-
son at LEP are suppressed in the fermiophobic limit. An
exception is the associated production Z* — h°A° when
kinematically allowed. The more § tends to zero the larger
becomes the cross section for this production mode. How-
ever, the obtained limit for m 4 is not independent of the
mass of the lightest scalar Higgs boson. This production
mechanism has recently been measured by the DELPHI
coll. [13], where more detailed results can be found. For
this associated production we roughly summarize their re-
sult in the following inequation:

\/mio +m?% >80 GeV (8)

For the lightest scalar Higgs boson mass the most strin-
gent bounds can be derived from the experimental mea-
surement of massive di-photon resonances. The most re-
cent data have been published in [14,13]. We have used
this data to exclude some regions in the myo0-0 plane. We
have plotted the results in Fig. 17 for potential A and in
Fig. 18 for potential B. Moreover we have inserted the

10 20 30 40 50 60 '\Zﬁllso 90 100 110 120 130 140 1580 GeV < mpg+ < 165 GeV

90 100 110 120 130 140 150

theoretical constraints shown in Fig. 2. In Fig. 17 (poten-
tial A) this can be seen as the lower limit on § for a given
h® mass. For potential B the experimental bound on m4
can be used to derive a lower limit on ¢ for a given myo.
In Fig. 18 we have plotted this area for different values of
AN

Model independent bounds for the charged Higgs bo-
son mass can be obtained using the universality of the elec-
tromagnetic coupling. Measurements of ete™ — HTH™
at LEP currently yield a lower bound of mg+ > 59 GeV
[15]. In hadron colliders the search for ¢ — H'1b gives
a limit of Br(t — H*'b) x Br(H* — 1v;) < 50% if
[16] This imposes a lower
as well as an upper limit on 8 in 2HDM’s with coupling
to fermions of type II or III. Unfortunately, in the 2HDM
I this simply gives a very large upper limit on §, but no
lower limit. Furthermore, we have shown in Sect. 7 that
for my+ > mw the decay HT — 7v, can be suppressed
in the fermiophobic limit.

10 Conclusion and outlook

We have calculated the branching ratios for all Higgs par-
ticles of fermiophobic 2HDM “s as a function of the Higgs
masses and J. We have shown that the two different scalar
sectors, models A and B, give rise to different signatures
for some regions of the parameter space. Most of the mass
bounds based on a general 2HDM or on the MSSM do not
apply in the fermiophobic case. We have used the avail-
able experimental data and tree-level unitarity bounds to
constrain the models. It turns out, that there is still a wide
region of this parameter space not yet excluded by exper-
imental data and still accessible at the LEP collider. So,
one should keep an open mind for surprises in the Higgs
sector.
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A Formulas for the decay widths

Here we present the most important formulas for the decay
widths of the Higgs particles. We use the Kallen function
Nw,y,2) = 22 +y? + 22 — 22y — 222 — 2yz in the formu-
las below. For the lightest scalar the following tree-level
decays have been calculated:

I’ = wrw-) = ez m2, — 4m?,
h
2
w14 (mho 2miy)
SmW
4
g>m%, cos? §

r'r =22 L 4

(h" = )= lﬁwmwmio mho mZ
6 c.f. Sect. 4.
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2
L Gme—om)
8m?,
2 2
g°cos®d 3
F( — ZAO) m)\z (mio,mio,mzz)
2cos? 6
r(® —W*HT) = Wﬁ(mimm?ﬁam%ﬂ
oMy
2 2
ms, — 4ms, 2
A/B) (1.0 0 40\ _ h A (A/B)
A/ )(h — AYA ) = 3271—771%0 [R0.A0A0]
m2, — 4m>2 9
A/B) (1,0 - _ ho H* | ~(A/B)
rAB Y HYH™) = 672, [hoH+H—]‘

The couplings o ho 1 + ol for either potential A or poten-
tial B are listed in appendix B. The one-loop decays have
been automatically calculated with zloops. Unfortunately
the formulas are to large to be shown here. A compact
formula for h® — 7 in the MSSM can be found in [17].

For the pseudo-scalar Higgs boson one gets:

2,2 42 2

_ g mycot= 3 [m?2,
I(A° =N, \/ =A% — m?
(A% = £ 32mrm, 4 "y

4m?
X |1—-— /
m?,
g2 cos? 6
647 m3,m3,
2
64 mwm S0

3 N.e*m? cot 3

m3
9 sin Oy myy

e

r(A° — zn') = A

(m1240 ’ m}QLO ) mQZ)

e

IA° > W*HT) = (m%o, m3+, miy)

I(A° = yy) = T

2
x Oneloop3Pt (0, 0,0, m 4o, %on, %on, My, My, mt)

N, denotes the number of quark colors. Beside A — vy
all other formulas for one-loop decays have been skipped.
The definition of the OneLoop3Pt function can be found
in [18]. An O(ay) improved formula for I'(A° — ¢g) can
be found in [19].

The charged Higgs boson has the following partial de-
cay widths:

241
g cot? BN, [Vio|* M (m2,,,m?, m3)
647 m%,V miﬁ

2 2

—my — mb) (mf + mﬁ) + 4mt2m%]

F(H+ - ftfb) =

x [(mi+
g2 cos? 6§
647 m?3, . mi,
e
64 mH+m%,V

(M

r(H" - Wth%) = A

(m%ﬁr ) mio’ m%/V)

Njw

I(HY - WtA% = A2 (m3., m%e, miy)

g*sin?§

Nlw

I(H" - WTH?) = PP (M, Mo, miy)
MW

Note that I'(H* — f;f,) is also valid for leptons with
my, = my = 0 and N, = 1. Again we skip the formula for
HT™ - WTyand H™ — W™ Z due to its length.

For the heavy Higgs boson (H®) we calculate:

0 _ g N. mf sin? o
I'H° = ff)= o1 \/m 4mf
7rmWsm 25
25
DHY - WHw—) = g g;V:nCOS Jm — 4m2,
HO
2
Ty e -2
8m4
0 g>m3, cos? §
I'H° = ZZ7Z) = 167‘”,11{0 4m?,
TmE,mi,
14 (mHO_ 1
F(HO N ZAO) — 92517“5
- 64w mi,mi,
x\2 (mHo,on,mzz)
)
TNH° 5> WTrHT) = &
( ) 647 m?3,,m,
x/\%(m%{o,mfﬁ,m%{,)
m2,, — 4m? 2
A/B) (170 0 40y _ HO A° | _(A/B)
r/5(H - A°A )*W [H0 A0 A0]
2 2
m4, —4m 2
A/B) (170 -\ _ H HY 1 ~(A/B)
PARH > HYH) = S |

B Feynman rules

In this section we present the Feynman rules for the triple
and quartic interactions of scalar fields which are different
in both potentials. A full treatment of all Feynman rules
will be found in [20].

We define the following quantities:

Aup = cos® Bsina + sin® B cos a

B.s = cos® B cosa — sin® Bsin a

3

Cop = sin” acos § + cos® asin 8

3 avcos f — sin® asin 3
Eop = (cos® a —sin? )

Fo5 = (cos® a — cos® )

D,g = cos

Gop = cosBsin 3 — 3cosasina
H,p3 = cos2Fcosd cos(a + 3)
Ko = cos 23(cos® a — cos® 5)
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B.1 Different triple scalar vertices in V4

H B b =5 (ks Bap — M7, sind)
HYHH 5 (5 Agg + M3 cosd)
RHH i sndosind 007 4 AR)
hhH 2](//;]‘/‘/ SlnS?I?LQC[C;S(S (M2 + 2M2)
hhh 2 45 Das

HHH - Mo,

AAh 3% (k3 Bap — M sin )
AAH 2 (s Aag + M3 cos )

B.2 Different triple scalar vertices in Vg
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My \ sin23
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aan st (B - M)
AT st (st Ades — M)

B.3 Different quartic scalar vertices for V4

HYH HYH™ — 23800 (ME A2, + MEB2,)
AAAA — st (ME A2 + MEB2 )
AAHYH~ W(W A2+ MEB2,)
HYH™hh ig (M#% Anp sin 2acos §

2M3V _sin2 2/
+2ME B Do) + M, sin® 4]

ig? |
HTH HH _2]Z3v _5111%25 (2MI2{Aagcag
+M,§Ba5 sin 2asin 6) + M3, cos? 5}

ia?
AAhh - 21\22 sm2 23 (

M#% Aypsin 2accos §
+2ME B Dag) + M5 sin® ]
ig?
AAHH - 2]\!22 sm2 23

+M? By sin 2asin §) + M3 cos? 5}

(2MF AapCap

HYHHh =i [ 3528 (M Aggsind
+Mh Bog cos6) — M2, sin 2]
AAHK g | 385 (ME g sin
+M?Bagcosd) — M3 sin 25]
hhhh — i (AMED2,; + M sin® 2a cos? )
HHHH — s (M sin® 2assin® § 4+ 4ME C2y)
hhhH — s 35 (4M} Do sin 2 cos &
+M% sin? 2avsin 26)
HHHhR —%(Mﬁsin22asin2§
+4M3%,Cyp sin 2asin §)
hhHH gt | My — M
+3 Sm;ﬁa (sin? M7, + cos 5M2)]
AAG'GY i _Ziﬁ§§ (Mf; — M)

+3(sin? 6 M% + cos? 5M,f)}

.2 T .
HYH=G*G™ =i | M3 + 235 (M — M)

+2(sin? 6 M% + cos? 5M§)}
GtG-AA 2 (M2,

2
2Myg, |

+ sz (cos A M — sin 5BQBM}%)}

HYH-GOGY — i M2,

+Sm2ﬁ(cosdAaﬁM — sin 6 Bog M} )]

HYH-H¥G* - {SinaAaﬁM}{ + cos 6Ba,3M,ﬂ

HYH™GOA = s sin 0 Aas M + 03 6 Bap M|
AAAGY — i ey [ S0 0 Aa M + €036 Bap M7
AAHTGE = 5t [sin 84 g M} + cos 0 Bap M|
GtG~hh —43%%/ [ﬁ(sin 2acos? SMZ,

—2sin 8Dy MP) + 2 cos? 5M12{+}

ig® 1
G°Ghh B 41\315‘, |:sin 26 (

—2sin 8D MP) + 2 cos? 5Mf,}

sin 2avcos? IMZ,

iq?
G+G HH _4AQIZ |:5m26(

—sin? § sin 2aM?) + 2sin’ 5M12{+]

208 6Cog M

00 ig®
G°G"HH _4]&2 |:5m2ﬁ

—sin? § sin 2aM?) + 2sin” 5M§}

(208 6Co5 M



L. Briicher, R. Santos: Experimental signatures of fermiophobic Higgs bosons 97

HTG*HH —

8M2 [Sm 55 (4sin (5Ca3M

+sin 20 sin 2aM7) — 2sin 20M%, |

HT G~ |

SALZ; (sin 24 sin 2aM%

1
sin 23
+4cos Do M?) + 2sin 25M12{+}

0 ig®
AG'HH _8]\942 |:sm2ﬁ

(4sin6C, s M%

+ sin 26 sin 2aM?) — 2sin 25Mf\]

AG°hh

_SM2 |:51n2ﬁ(

sin 2 sin 2(5M2

+4cos Do M?) + 2sin 25Mf‘]

GG~ hH
G°G°hH
GFH*hH

AG°hH

TAMZ,
— cos 25M2 ]
(

_ |:sm 2a
2
4M7, | sin2

&
— cos 25MA]

zgsi}r; 20 |:Sln204 (M2 M}QL) + 2M12_1+:|

sin 23

in 20 | sin 2«
— 1020 [ singe (M7 — MP) + 2M3

sin 23

2225 (sin? 60 + cos? IM)

sin? M7, + cos® SM?)

B.4 Different quartic scalar vertices for Vg
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