arXiv:2204.09001v2 [hep-ph] 12 Oct 2022

W -Boson Mass Anomaly from Scale Invariant 2HDM

Karim Ghorbani Physics Department, Faculty of Sciences, Arak University, Arak 38156-8-8349, Iran

Parsa Ghorbani Physics Department, Faculty of Science, Ferdowsi University of Mashhad, Iran

The recently reported measurement of the W -boson mass by CDF-II collaboration is significantly heavier than that of the Standard Model prediction. We study this anomaly in the scale invariant Two-Higgs-Doublet-Model (SI-2HDM) with a Z2 symmetry to avoid the flavor-changing-neutral-current (FCNC). In this scenario the Higgs particle is the classically massless scalon in the SI- 2HDM gaining its mass by radiative corrections, hence being naturally light. Moreover, because of the scale symmetry the model is more predictive respect to the generic 2HDM. We show that the oblique parameters depending on the masses of the charged and CP-even (CP-odd) neutral scalar components of the SI-2HDM denoted respectively by M_H± and M_h (MA), are large enough to accommodate the W -boson mass anomaly in the model. There are as well viable regions in the mass spectrum of the SI-2HDM that evade the experimental bounds from colliders on the charged Higgs and neutral scalars.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Standard Model (SM) prediction for the W gauge boson mass is M^{SM}_W = 80.357 ± 0.006 GeV [1]. This theoretical result was confirmed by the LEP [2], the AT- LAS [3], the LHCb [4], and by the CDF and D0 collaborations on Tevatron [5], giving rise to the PDG average M^{PDG}_W = 80.379 ± 0.012 GeV. However, recently the CDF II collaboration [6] reported a remarkable result for the measurement of the W gauge boson mass; M^{CDF}_W = 80.43335±0.0094 GeV which is 7σ standard deviation away from the SM prediction. In order to explain this anomaly the addition of extra fields seems inevitable, therefore it could be a window towards New Physics (NP) beyond the SM. Different models have been considered so far to interpret the anomaly [7–52]. In this work we confront the scale invariant two Higgs doublet model (SI- 2HDM) with the reported W -boson mass anomaly by the CDF II collaboration. Our motivation to study this model is as follows. Within the mass spectrum of the SI- 2HDM, there is a classically massless scalon field which we take as the SM Higgs particle. As the scalon gains mass through only radiative corrections, therefore the SM Higgs becomes naturally as light as the EW scale. Moreover, the free parameters in the SI-2HDM due to scale symmetry are only two which is clearly less than the corresponding generic 2HDM model, making the scenario much more predictive. In the mass spectrum, apart from the SM Higgs, there are two charged scalars, a CPeven and a CP-odd scalar denoted by H^±, h and A respectively. All these scalars contribute in the oblique parameters. We show there are viable scalar masses that give rise to the desired values for the oblique parameters appropriate for the reported W -boson mass anomaly. We will constrain more the parameter space from colliders on the mass of the charged Higgs.

The content of this paper is arranged as follows. We first introduce the SI-2HDM in the next section. Then in section V, we will discuss the theoretical and experimental constraints on the model. In section VI we present the results and will determine for what scalars masses the W -boson mass anomaly can be explained. We conclude in section VII.

II. SCALE INVARIANT 2HDM

We choose a SI-2HDM which is a minimal and highly predictive model due to the scale symmetry restrictions. The scale symmetry means that all dimensionful parameters e.g. the mass parameters are absent in the theory. In the SM if we ignore the Higgs mass term μ^2_1|Φ_1|^2, with Φ_1 being the Higgs doublet, the SM action becomes invariant under scale transformations. Alternatively, in order to make the theory scale invariant the dimensionful mass parameter μ^2_1 can be replaced by another doublet Φ_2, to form a bi-quadratic term in the potential introducing a new dimensionless coupling λ_3: λ_3|Φ_1|^2|Φ_2|^2. A general potential of 2HDM consisting of two doublets Φ_1 and Φ_2 is as the following (for more detail on SI-2HDM see [53]) V = λ_1 2 (Φ^†_1Φ_1)^2 + λ_2 2 (Φ^†_2Φ_2)^2 + λ_3(Φ^†_1Φ_1)(Φ^†_2Φ_2)

+ λ_4(Φ^†_1Φ_2)(Φ^†_2Φ_1) + λ_5 2 [ (Φ^†_1Φ_2)^2 + h.c.

] (1)

where all dimensionless couplings in Eq. (1) are real, and

Φ_i = ( φ^+_i (v_i + h_i + iz_i)/ √ 2 ) . (2)

Depending on how the doublets interact with the SM quarks and leptons, the type of the 2HDM is determined. In the 2HDM type I (2HDM-I), the SM fermions interact with only one doublet, here with Φ_1

L_Y ⊃ y^u_{ij}Q̄_{Li}Φ̃_1u_{Rj} + y^d_{ij}Q̄_{Li} Φ_1d_{Rj} + y^l_{ij}Ē_{Li} Φ_1e_{Rj} + h.c. (3) while in the 2HDM type II (2HDM-II), both doublets interact with the SM fermions as

L_Y ⊃ y^u_{ij}Q̄_{Li}Φ̃_1u_{Rj} + y^d_{ij}Q̄_{Li} Φ_2d_{Rj} + y^l_{ij}Ē_{Li} Φ_2e_{Rj} + h.c. (4) where Φ̃_i = iσ_2Φ^∗_1. In our notation, the doublet Φ_1 includes the SM Higgs component. To avoid the flavor changing neutral currents (FCNCs), we have imposed a Z_2 symmetry in Eqs. (1), (3) and (4) under which Φ_1 → −Φ_1, Φ_2 → Φ_2 and u_R → −u_R. That is the reason for we have not included the terms (Φ^†_1Φ_1)(Φ^†_1Φ_2) and (Φ^†_2Φ_2)(Φ^†_1Φ_2) in Eq. (1) as they violate the Z_2 symmetry.

The scale symmetry is broken through radiative corrections à la Coleman and Weinberg (CW) [54]. Gildener and Weinberg (GW) [55] pointed out that in a scale invariant theory with multiple scalars there is always one classically massless state dubbed as scalon. The scale symmetry is broken via radiative corrections and the classically massless scalon gets massive. Following GW, the radiative corrections are calculated along the flat direction where the potential at minimum is vanishing. The SI-2HDM potential in Eq. (1) can be written in the form proposed by GW as V = 1/8λ_1ϕ^4_1 + 1/8λ_2ϕ^4_2 + 1/8λ_{345}ϕ^2_1ϕ^2 where Φ^†_1 ≡ (0 ϕ_1)/ √ 2 and Φ^†_2 ≡ (0 ϕ_2)/ √ 2 and λ_{345} = λ_3 + λ_4 + λ_5. We now define the flat direction as the unit vector (n_1, n_2) for which ϕ_1 = ϕn_1 and ϕ_2 = ϕn_2, where ϕ^2 = ϕ^2_1 + ϕ^2 is the radial field. Then the potential and the minimum along this flat direction is vanishing if √ λ_1λ_2 + λ_{345} = 0, (5) and n_1 = √ λ_2 √ λ_1 + √ λ_2 n_2 = √ λ_1 √ λ_1 + √ λ_2

. (6)

Both doublets develop non-zero vacuum expectation values (VEV)

v_1 ≡ ⟨ϕ⟩ n_1 = vn_1 v_2 ≡ ⟨ϕ⟩ n_2 = vn_2 (7)

where v^2 = v^2_1 + v^2 and the ratio is given by the angle tan β = v_1/v_2 ≡ n_1/n_2. Now a rotation in the space of doublets (Φ_1, Φ_2) by the angle β brings us to a new basis (H_1, H_2) where ⟨H_1⟩ = v and ⟨H_2⟩ = 0. The new doublets H_1 and H_2 can be written as

H_1 = ( G^+ (v + H + iG^0)/ √ 2 ) H_2 = ( H^+ (h + iA)/ √ 2 )

(8) where we assume that H_1 is the SM doublet with v = 246 GeV being the Higgs VEV, and H_2 is the new doublet. Three components G^± and G^0 in H_1 are gauged away. Substituting Eq. (8) (after rotating by angle β to the (Φ_1, Φ_2) basis) in Eq. (1) the mass terms in the treelevel potential are given as

V_{mass} = (H^− G^−) ( m^2_{H±} (ϕ) 0 0 0 ) ( H^+ G^+ )

+ 1 2 (A G^0) ( m^2_A(ϕ) 0 0 0 ) ( A G^0 )

+ 1 2 (h H) ( m^2_h(ϕ) 0 0 0 ) ( h H ) , (9)

leading to the field-dependent mass eigenvalues

m^2_H = 0 m^2_h(ϕ) = √ λ_1λ_2 ϕ^2

m^2_H± (ϕ) = 1 2 ( √ λ_1λ_2 + λ_3)ϕ^2 m^2_A(ϕ) = −λ_5ϕ^2.

(10)

We take the scalon H as the Higgs field in the SM with m_H ∼ 125 GeV.

The classically scale symmetry is broken by radiative corrections. The one-loop effective potential is given by [54]

V^{1-loop} eff = ∑ i n_i m^4_i (ϕ) 64π^2 ( ln m^2_i (ϕ) μ̄^2 − C_i ) , (11)

where i runs for all scalar, gauge boson and fermion fields in the model, n_i is the number of degrees of freedom for each field e.g. n_H± = 2 and n_t = −12, m_i(ϕ) is the fielddependent mass, and μ̄ is the renormalization scale. The coefficients C_i take the value 3/2 (5/6) for scalars and fermions (gauge bosons). Using Eq. (10) for m_i(ϕ) the one-loop effective potential reads

V^{1-loop} eff = Aϕ^4 + Bϕ^4 ln ϕ^2 μ̄^2

, (12)

with A = ∑ i n_i M^4_i 64π^2 ( ln M^2_i v^2 − C_i ) , (13a) B = ∑ i n_i M^4_i 64π^2v^4

, (13b)

where M_i ≡ m_i(v). Now the flatness condition for the one-loop effective potential in Eq. (12), relates the renormalization scale μ̄ and v as ln(μ̄/v) = A/2B + 1/4, hence the potential in the vacuum is V^{1-loop}_{eff} (v) = −Bv^4/2. The radiative correction to the scalon mass along the flat direction is given by the second derivative of the effective potential at the minimum ϕ = v

δm^2_H =

∂^2V^{1-loop} eff (ϕ) ∂ϕ^2 | | |_{ϕ=v} = 8Bv^2 = 1 8π^2v^2

(6M^4_W + 3M^4_Z − 12M^4_t

+ 2M^4_H± + M^4_h + M^4_A),

(14)

where we have kept only the top quark contribution and discarded the negligible terms including light quarks and leptons. Note that the radiative corrections to the scalon mass in Eq. (14) is positive at the electroweak scale provided that the new charged and neutral scalars are heavy enough to compensate the top quark negative contribution. By solving the renormalization group equations (RGE) in section IV, we will find the scale up to which the model stays valid.

III. OBLIQUE PARAMETERS

The CDF-II measurement on the W-boson mass was performed using Fermilab Tevatron collider 8.8fb^{−1} data. The oblique parameters S, T and U define the effects of radiative corrections from new physics [56, 57]. Fixing U = 0, the global fit of the electroweak data with the CDF-II measurement gives rise to the following large central values [11]

T_0 = (0.1548, 0.0645), S_0 = (0.0595, 0.0833), (15) with strong correlation ρ_{ST} = 0.95. In the SI-2HDM, the scalars H^±, h and A contribute in the oblique parameters which are given by S = 1 12π [ g(M^2_A, M^2_h) + ln M_AM_h M^2_{H±} ] , T = 1 16π 1 s^2_W c^2_W M^2_Z

[f(M^2_A, M^2_H± )

+ f(M^2_h , M^2_H± ) − f(M^2_A, M^2_h )], U = 1 12π [ g(M^2_A, M^2_H± ) + g(M^2_h, M^2_H± ) − g(M^2_A, M^2_h ) ] , (16) where the functions f(x, y) and g(x, y) are defined as f(x, y) = x + y 2 − xy x − y ln x y , g(x, y) = − 5 6 + 2xy (x − y)^2 + (x + y)(x^2 − 4xy + y^2) 2(x − y)^3 ln x y , (17) with x, y > 0. The electroweak oblique parameters S and T are constrained as [53]

(S − S_0)^2

σ^2_S + (T − T_0)^2

σ^2_T

− 2ρ_{ST}

(S − S_0)(T − T_0) σ_Sσ_S

≤ R^2(1 − ρ^2_{ST})

(18)

where S_0 and T_0 are the central values and σ_S and σ_T are the standard deviations for the oblique parameters S and T , respectively. The parameter R^2 determines the confidence level (CL).

IV. PERTURBATIVITY AND UNITARITY

The perturbativity conditions on the quartic couplings of the potential at a given scale Λ require that |λ_i(Λ)| <

4π. This imposes upper limits on the couplings at an arbitrary scale. Applying the renormalization group equations we find beta functions at one loop for the quartic couplings^1

(16π^2)β_{λ1} = 9g^2λ_1 + 24λ^2_1 + λ^2_5 + 2λ^2_3 + 2λ_3λ_4 + λ^2_4 + 27 200 g^4_1 + 9 8 g^4_2 + 9 20 g^2_1 g^2 − 9 5 g^2_1 λ_1 ,

(16π^2)β_{λ2} = 24λ^2 + 2λ^2_3 + 2λ_3λ_4 + λ^2_4 + λ^2_5 + 12λ_2y^2_b

+ 12λ_2y^2_t + 4λ_2y^2_τ + 27 200 g^4_1 + 9 20 g^2_1 g^2 + 9 8 g^4_2 + 9 5 g^2_1 λ_2 − 9g^2λ_2 − 6y^4_b − 6y^4_t − 6y^4_τ ,

(16π^2)β_{λ3} = 4λ^2_3 + 4λ_1λ_4 + 4λ_2λ_4 + 2λ^2_4 + 2λ^2_5 + 12λ_1λ_3 + 12λ_2λ_3 + +6λ_3y^2_b + 2λ_3y_τ + 6λ_3y^2_t + 27 100 g^4_1 − 9 10 g^2_1 g^2 + 9 4 g^4_2 − 9 5 g^2_1 λ_3 − 9g^2 λ_3 ,

(16π^2)β_{λ4} = 4λ^2_4 + 8λ^2_5 + 4λ_1λ_4 + 4λ_2λ_4 + 8λ_3λ_4 + 6λ_4y^2_b

+ 2λ_4y^2_τ − 9 5 g1^2λ_4 − 9g^2λ_4 + 6λ_4y_t + 9 5 g^2_1g^2 ,

(16π^2)β_{λ5} = 4λ_1λ_5 + 4λ_2λ_5 + 8λ_3λ_5 + 12λ_4λ_5 + 6λ_5y^2_b

+ 2λ_5y_τ + 6λ_5y^2_t − 9 5 g^2_1 λ_5 − 9g^2λ_5 . (19)

The beta functions for the Yukawa couplings are given by

(16π^2)β_{yt} = ( 9 2 y^2_t + 3 2 y^2_b + y^2_τ − 17 20 g^2_1 − 9 4 g^2 − 8g^2_3)y_t ,

(16π^2)β_{yb} = ( 9 2 y^2_b + 3 2 y^2_t + y^2_τ + 1 4 g^2_1 − 9 4 g^2 − 8g^2_3 )y_b ,

(16π^2)β_{yτ} = ( 9 2 y^2_τ + 3y^2_t + 3y^2_b + 9 4 g^2_1 − 9 4 g^2)y_τ .

(20)

There are also strong constraints from unitarity conditions on the tree-level scattering amplitude with the addition of the new scalars. To extract these bounds one has to obtain the eigenvalues of a two-particle scattering matrix by considering all the 2 → 2 scattering processes with various initial and final states [59–63]. These eigenvalues, say M_i, should satisfy the upper limit |M_i| ≤ 8π. The analytical expressions for these eigenvalues are ob-

1 We have used the package SARAH, [58] to obtain the beta functions.

tained as

a_± = 3 2 (λ_1 + λ_2) ± √ 9 4 (λ_1 − λ_2)^2 + (2λ_3 + λ_4)^2 ,

b_± = 1 2 (λ_1 + λ_2) ± √ 1 4 (λ_1 − λ_2)^2 + λ^2_4 ,

c_± = d_± = 1 2 (λ_1 + λ_2) ± √ 1 4 (λ_1 − λ_2)^2 + λ^2_5 ,

e_1 = λ_3 + 2λ_4 − 3λ_5 , e_2 = λ_3 − λ_5 , f_1 = f_2 = λ_3 + λ_4 , f_+ = λ_3 + 2λ_4 + 3λ_5 , f_− = λ_3 + λ_5 .

(21)

where e_1, e_2, f_+, f_− and f_1 are the eigenvalues of the submatrix corresponding to the scatterings with initial and final states being one of the states (φ^+_1 φ^−_2 , φ^+_2 φ^−_1 , h_1z_2, h_2z_1, z_1z_2, h_1h_2). The a_±, b_± and c_± are the eigenvalues of a submatrix corresponding to scatterings with the initial and final states being one of the states: (φ^+_1 φ^−_1 , φ^+_2 φ^−_2 , z_1z_1/ √ 2, z_2z_2/ √ 2, h_1h_1/ √ 2, h_2h_2/ √ 2). The solution of the RGEs in Eq. 19 is shown in Fig. (1). As shown in this figure the coupling λ_2 and λ_3 hit a Landua pole around the scale 4 TeV. The running of the eigenvalues of the two-particle scattering matrix is depicted in Fig. 2. For both the couplings λ_i and the eigenvalues a_+, b_+ and c_+, the initial values of the couplings at the top quark mass scale being 173 GeV, are taken as λ_1 ∼ 0.51, λ_2 ∼ 1.9, λ_3 ∼ 4, λ_4 ∼ −3 and λ_5 ∼ −2.6. These are a set of couplings that can be taken from Fig. 4 so that all the theoretical constraints i.e. the bounded from below condition and the unitarity condition as well as all experimental bounds discussed in section V are satisfied. In fact this set of initial values for the couplings are a benchmark from the viable space in Fig. 5. It is evident from Fig. 2 that the unitarity is valid up to the scale 4 TeV. All that means that the the current model would be valid up to the scale 4 TeV. Above this scale another scale invariant model with more degrees of freedom can be envisioned.

V. CONSTRAINTS

Theoretical constraints. The bounded from below conditions can be read from the mass eigenvalues being sim- ply λ_1 > 0 ∧ λ_2 > 0 ∧ λ_3 > − √ λ_1λ_2 ∧ λ_5 < 0. (22)

As studied in section IV, generically the perturbativity bounds on the scalar couplings are λ_i ≤ 4π [61, 64]. Given the results in [65, 66], stronger limits are obtained as λ_i ≤ 4 [67]. Looking at the Yukawa terms involving the charged Higgs couplings to the quarks and imposing

FIG. 1: The running of the quartic couplings is shown. The couplings λ_2 and λ_3 hit a Landua pole around the scale 4 TeV.

FIG. 2: The running of the eigenvalues of the two-particle scattering matrix is shown. The unitarity is violated around the scale 4 TeV.

the perturbativity limits as √ 2V_{tb}m_t cot β 2v ≤ 4π, √ 2V_{tb}m_b tan β 2v ≤ 4π, (23)

a conservative range is obtained for tan β: 0.04 ≤ tan β ≤ 900 [67]. However, in order to make the comparison between the type I and type II, the upper bound for tan β is taken to be ∼ 300 [67].

Experimental constraints. Constraints on the parameters of the 2HDM by experiments are vastly studied in the literature. Here we recap some important limits imposed by various collider data which are applicable in the present work. The relevant bounds depend on the type of 2HDM under consideration.

The radiative decay B̄ → X_sγ is the most important observable to bound the charged Higgs from below in the 2HDM-II. In a recent study updating the SM predictions, the strong constraint on the charged Hiss mass m_H± >∼ 800 GeV at 95% CL for tan β >∼ 1 is set[68]. For tan β <∼ 1, the bound becomes even stronger. The radiative decay alone is not enough to find a concrete lower bound for the charged Higgs mass in 2HDM-I because of the large correction with tan β. However, based on an estimate taking the contributions to the Wilson coefficients C_7 and C_8 at NLO in [69], the lower bound on the charged Higgs mass is estimated at 95% CL as m_H± >∼ 300 GeV for tan β >∼ 1.

Considering the combination of the tree-level leptonic and semi-leptonic decays of B, B_s, D, D_s, K and π mesons and the hadronic decays of τ leptons to π and K mesons along with R(D) and R(D^∗), the viable parameter space is found in the plane tan β − m_H± for 2HDM-II [67]. The results indicate that for tan β <∼ 2 the lower limit on the charged Higgs mass is m_H± >∼ 30 GeV, and the bounds become stronger for larger tan β. The same analysis in 2HDM-I finds that m_H± >∼ 30 GeV for tan β >∼ 0.5 at 2σ [69]. In our study we also apply the allowed regions in the tan β-m_H± plane from the mass difference in the mixing of B_d and B_s mesons in 2HDM-I and 2HDM-II exploiting the results in [67, 69].

The CMS experiments at the LHC run-II, put strong constraints on the masses of the neutral scalars h and A through h → AZ and A → hZ processes in the 2HDM type-II scenario. As reported in [70] for tan β = 1.5 a large portion of the mass parameter space M_h = 200 − 700 GeV and M_A = 20 − 270 GeV for the decay h → AZ, and M_A = 200 − 700 GeV and M_A = 120 − 270 GeV for the decay A → hZ are excluded at the 95% confidence level (CL). An important channel for the CPodd scalar searches at the ATLAS experiments is the A → ττ channel, which excludes high tan β regions for M_A as large as 1000 GeV for 2HDM type-II [71].

VI. RESULTS

The present model has three free parameters, λ_1, λ_2 and λ_3. We scan over the three-dimensional parameter space by sampling the three couplings in the ranges: 0 < λ_1 < 5, 0 < λ_2 < 5 and −5 < λ_3 < 5, bearing in mind that λ_3 > − √ λ_1λ_2 from the vacuum stability conditions.

From Eq. (10) two neutral scalar masses M_h ≡ m_h(v) and M_h ≡ m_A(v) are then obtained. Plugging these two masses in Eq. (14), the mass of the charged Higgs will

FIG. 3: The viable range of the new scalar masses is shown when all the theoretical constraints and the bound from global fit of the electroweak data and CDF-II are taken into account.

be determined. For the SM Higgs mass we take m_H = 125.25 GeV. The oblique parameters S and T depend on the three new scalars and we compute them using the relations in Eq. (16). We will employ the recent global fit of electroweak data incorporating the CDF-II measurements of the W -boson mass, estimated in [11] as S_0 and T_0 while fixing U ∼ 0. First, we are interested in finding the viable values for the new masses respecting all the theoretical constraints as well as the relation in Eq. (18) at 95% CL equivalent to R^2 = 5.99. Our numerical results in Fig. 3 shows the range of the masses for the scalars, H^±, M_h and M_A. The largest mass allowed for the charged Higgs is about 430 GeV, while the mass of other two scalars can reach about 500 GeV. Fig. 4 shows the viable regions for the quartic couplings λ_1, λ_2 and λ_5 which as in Fig. 3, satisfy the bounded from below and the unitarity conditions, give the correct value for the scalon mass to be 125 GeV, and on top of that explain the W -boson mass anomaly. Note that the coupling λ_3 is fixed from Eq. (14).

Next we impose experimental bounds recounted in the previous section, on the restricted ranges of the charged Higgs mass. We consider both 2HDM-I and 2HDM-II in our analysis. The results concerning 2HDM-I and 2HDM-II in the tan β-m_H± plane are shown in Fig. 5 and Fig. 6, respectively. The three different experimental bounds do not overlap when 2HDM type-II is considered, indicating that 2HDM-II in our scenario is excluded by the experiments at 2σ. The experimental bounds are weaker in the case we choose 2HDM-I. In fact, we see from Fig. 5 that a large part of a patch in the tan βm_H± plane with charged Higgs mass in the range 385 GeV <∼ m_H± <∼ 440 GeV and 1.6 <∼ tan β <∼ 6.8 remains viable. In addition, there is a small viable region around m_H± ∼ 320 − 360 GeV with tan β ∼ 1.8 − 2.5.

FIG. 4: The viable range of the quartic couplings is shown when all the theoretical constraints and the bound from global fit of the electroweak data and CDF-II are taken into account.

FIG. 5: Shown is the allowed regions from various collider experiments colored in Red, Green and Gray in tan β − m_H± plane. There is a viable space of parameters for the SI-2HDM type I where the W -boson mass anomaly is explained and all the collider constraints are satisfied.

The CMS constraints from the decays A → hZ and h → AZ on the neutral scalars masses are weak in the 2HDM-I scenario, therefore they do not change the viable space found in Fig. 5. As seen in Fig. 6, also the AT- LAS bound on the decay A → τ^+τ^−, does not constrain the parameter space of the 2HDM-II. The exclusion from this channel for the type I is even weaker and therefore irrelevant here.

FIG. 6: Shown is the allowed regions from various collider experiments colored in Red, Geen and Gray in tan β − m_H± plane. The parameter space that explains the W -boson mass anomaly, does not overlap the regions allowed by all collider constraints, therefore the SI-2HDM type II is excluded.

VII. CONCLUSION

The recent CDF-II collaboration report on the measurement on the W gauge boson mass could be a window to New Physics (NP) if it gets confirmed by another experiment e.g. at the LHC. The M_W reported by CDF- II is significantly larger than what the Standard Model (SM) predicts. Therefore, to explain the anomaly one needs extra degrees of freedom that affects the mass of the W boson. One choice is to consider the SI-2HDM in which the Higgs particle is the classically massless scalon which becomes massive only by radiative corrections à la Coleman and Weinberg. The scale symmetry makes the model quite restrictive so that it becomes more predictive respect to the generic 2HDM. Therefore, in the SI-2HDM we deal with less number of free parameters. Apart from the SM Higgs, there are two charged scalar components H^±, a CP-even scalar h, and a CP-odd scalar A. The oblique parameters defined by Peskin and Takeuchi, depend on the masses M_H± , M_h and M_A. We have shown that in the SI-2HDM, the desired S and T oblique parameters can become large enough to explain the excess in the mass of the W boson. The allowed masses of the charged and neutral scalars to accommodate the W mass anomaly are shown in Fig. 3. We have also imposed constraints on the charged Higgs mass and the neutral scalars from colliders. In Fig. 5, the bounds are provided for the 2HDM-I and in Fig. 6 for the 2HDM-II. The outcome of imposing these experimental constraints on the SI-2HDM is that the 2HDM type-II is completely excluded by the charged Higgs mass bounds, while for the 2HDM-I there are viable regions.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

P.G. is grateful to the HECAP division at ICTP for the hospitality and support during his visit when this work was done.

[1] P. A. Zyla et al. (Particle Data Group), PTEP 2020, 083C01 (2020).

[2] S. Schael et al. (ALEPH, DELPHI, L3, OPAL, LEP Electroweak), Phys. Rept. 532, 119 (2013), arXiv:1302.3415 [hep-ex].

[3] M. Aaboud et al. (ATLAS), Eur. Phys. J. C 78, 110 (2018), [Erratum: Eur.Phys.J.C 78, 898 (2018)], arXiv:1701.07240 [hep-ex].

[4] R. Aaij et al. (LHCb), JHEP 01, 036 (2022), arXiv:2109.01113 [hep-ex].

[5] T. A. Aaltonen et al. (CDF, D0), Phys. Rev. D 88, 052018 (2013), arXiv:1307.7627 [hep-ex].

[6] T. Aaltonen et al. (CDF), Science 376, 170 (2022). [7] Y.-Z. Fan, T.-P. Tang, Y.-L. S. Tsai, and L. Wu, (2022), arXiv:2204.03693 [hep-ph].

[8] C.-T. Lu, L. Wu, Y. Wu, and B. Zhu, (2022), arXiv:2204.03796 [hep-ph].

[9] P. Athron, A. Fowlie, C.-T. Lu, L. Wu, Y. Wu, and B. Zhu, (2022), arXiv:2204.03996 [hep-ph].

[10] G.-W. Yuan, L. Zu, L. Feng, and Y.-F. Cai, (2022), arXiv:2204.04183 [hep-ph].

[11] A. Strumia, (2022), arXiv:2204.04191 [hep-ph]. [12] J. M. Yang and Y. Zhang, (2022), arXiv:2204.04202 [hep-ph].

[13] J. de Blas, M. Pierini, L. Reina, and L. Silvestrini, (2022), arXiv:2204.04204 [hep-ph].

[14] X. K. Du, Z. Li, F. Wang, and Y. K. Zhang, (2022), arXiv:2204.04286 [hep-ph].

[15] T.-P. Tang, M. Abdughani, L. Feng, Y.-L. S. Tsai, and Y.-Z. Fan, (2022), arXiv:2204.04356 [hep-ph].

[16] G. Cacciapaglia and F. Sannino, (2022), arXiv:2204.04514 [hep-ph].

[17] M. Blennow, P. Coloma, E. Fernández-Martínez, and M. González-López, (2022), arXiv:2204.04559 [hep-ph].

[18] K. Sakurai, F. Takahashi, and W. Yin, (2022), arXiv:2204.04770 [hep-ph].

[19] J. Fan, L. Li, T. Liu, and K.-F. Lyu, (2022), arXiv:2204.04805 [hep-ph].

[20] X. Liu, S.-Y. Guo, B. Zhu, and Y. Li, (2022), arXiv:2204.04834 [hep-ph].

[21] H. M. Lee and K. Yamashita, (2022), arXiv:2204.05024 [hep-ph].

[22] Y. Cheng, X.-G. He, Z.-L. Huang, and M.-W. Li, (2022), arXiv:2204.05031 [hep-ph].

[23] E. Bagnaschi, J. Ellis, M. Madigan, K. Mimasu, V. Sanz, and T. You, (2022), arXiv:2204.05260 [hep-ph].

[24] A. Paul and M. Valli, (2022), arXiv:2204.05267 [hep-ph]. [25] H. Bahl, J. Braathen, and G. Weiglein, (2022), arXiv:2204.05269 [hep-ph].

[26] P. Asadi, C. Cesarotti, K. Fraser, S. Homiller, and A. Parikh, (2022), arXiv:2204.05283 [hep-ph].

[27] L. Di Luzio, R. Gröber, and P. Paradisi, (2022), arXiv:2204.05284 [hep-ph].

[28] P. Athron, M. Bach, D. H. J. Jacob, W. Kotlarski, D. Stöckinger, and A. Voigt, (2022), arXiv:2204.05285 [hep-ph].

[29] J. Gu, Z. Liu, T. Ma, and J. Shu, (2022), arXiv:2204.05296 [hep-ph].

[30] K. S. Babu, S. Jana, and V. P. K., (2022), arXiv:2204.05303 [hep-ph].

[31] Y. Heo, D.-W. Jung, and J. S. Lee, (2022), arXiv:2204.05728 [hep-ph].

[32] X. K. Du, Z. Li, F. Wang, and Y. K. Zhang, (2022), arXiv:2204.05760 [hep-ph].

[33] K. Cheung, W.-Y. Keung, and P.-Y. Tseng, (2022), arXiv:2204.05942 [hep-ph].

[34] A. Crivellin, M. Kirk, T. Kitahara, and F. Mescia, (2022), arXiv:2204.05962 [hep-ph].

[35] M. Endo and S. Mishima, (2022), arXiv:2204.05965 [hep-ph].

[36] T. Biekötter, S. Heinemeyer, and G. Weiglein, (2022), arXiv:2204.05975 [hep-ph].

[37] R. Balkin, E. Madge, T. Menzo, G. Perez, Y. Soreq, and J. Zupan, (2022), arXiv:2204.05992 [hep-ph].

[38] X.-F. Han, F. Wang, L. Wang, J. M. Yang, and Y. Zhang, (2022), arXiv:2204.06505 [hep-ph].

[39] Y. H. Ahn, S. K. Kang, and R. Ramos, (2022), arXiv:2204.06485 [hep-ph].

[40] J. Kawamura, S. Okawa, and Y. Omura, (2022), arXiv:2204.07022 [hep-ph].

[41] M.-D. Zheng, F.-Z. Chen, and H.-H. Zhang, (2022), arXiv:2204.06541 [hep-ph].

[42] A. Ghoshal, N. Okada, S. Okada, D. Raut, Q. Shafi, and A. Thapa, (2022), arXiv:2204.07138 [hep-ph].

[43] P. F. Perez, H. H. Patel, and A. D. Plascencia, (2022), arXiv:2204.07144 [hep-ph].

[44] P. Mondal, (2022), arXiv:2204.07844 [hep-ph]. [45] K.-Y. Zhang and W.-Z. Feng, (2022), arXiv:2204.08067 [hep-ph].

[46] D. Borah, S. Mahapatra, D. Nanda, and N. Sahu, (2022), arXiv:2204.08266 [hep-ph].

[47] T. A. Chowdhury, J. Heeck, S. Saad, and A. Thapa, (2022), arXiv:2204.08390 [hep-ph].

[48] G. Arcadi and A. Djouadi, (2022), arXiv:2204.08406 [hep-ph].

[49] V. Cirigliano, W. Dekens, J. de Vries, E. Mereghetti, and T. Tong, (2022), arXiv:2204.08440 [hep-ph].

[50] J. J. Heckman, (2022), arXiv:2204.05302 [hep-ph]. [51] S. Kanemura and K. Yagyu, Phys. Lett. B 831, 137217 (2022), arXiv:2204.07511 [hep-ph].

[52] O. Popov and R. Srivastava, (2022), arXiv:2204.08568 [hep-ph].

[53] J. S. Lee and A. Pilaftsis, Phys. Rev. D 86, 035004 (2012), arXiv:1201.4891 [hep-ph].

[54] S. R. Coleman and E. J. Weinberg, Phys. Rev. D 7, 1888 (1973).

[55] E. Gildener and S. Weinberg, Phys. Rev. D 13, 3333 (1976).

[56] M. E. Peskin and T. Takeuchi, Phys. Rev. Lett. 65, 964 (1990).

[57] M. E. Peskin and T. Takeuchi, Phys. Rev. D 46, 381 (1992).

[58] F. Staub, Comput. Phys. Commun. 185, 1773 (2014), arXiv:1309.7223 [hep-ph].

[59] B. Gorczyca and M. Krawczyk, (2011), arXiv:1112.5086 [hep-ph].

[60] B. W. Lee, C. Quigg, and H. B. Thacker, Phys. Rev. D 16, 1519 (1977).

[61] I. F. Ginzburg and I. P. Ivanov, Phys. Rev. D 72, 115010 (2005), arXiv:hep-ph/0508020.

[62] G. Bhattacharyya, D. Das, P. B. Pal, and M. N. Rebelo, JHEP 10, 081 (2013), arXiv:1308.4297 [hep-ph].

[63] N. Chakrabarty, U. K. Dey, and B. Mukhopadhyaya, JHEP 12, 166 (2014), arXiv:1407.2145 [hep-ph].

[64] N. Chen, T. Han, S. Su, W. Su, and Y. Wu, JHEP 03, 023 (2019), arXiv:1808.02037 [hep-ph].

[65] V. Cacchio, D. Chowdhury, O. Eberhardt, and C. W. Murphy, JHEP 11, 026 (2016), arXiv:1609.01290 [hep-ph].

[66] B. Grinstein, C. W. Murphy, and P. Uttayarat, JHEP 06, 070 (2016), arXiv:1512.04567 [hep-ph].

[67] O. Atkinson, M. Black, A. Lenz, A. Rusov, and J. Wynne, (2021), arXiv:2107.05650 [hep-ph].

[68] M. Misiak, A. Rehman, and M. Steinhauser, JHEP 06, 175 (2020), arXiv:2002.01548 [hep-ph].

[69] O. Atkinson, M. Black, C. Englert, A. Lenz, A. Rusov, and J. Wynne, (2022), arXiv:2202.08807 [hep-ph].

[70] V. Khachatryan et al. (CMS), Phys. Lett. B 759, 369 (2016), arXiv:1603.02991 [hep-ex].

[71] M. Aaboud et al. (ATLAS), JHEP 01, 055 (2018), arXiv:1709.07242 [hep-ex].