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Abstract: We present a systematic analysis of the Higgs signal strengths at 125 GeV and 95 GeV in a non-super-
symmetric U(1)x model with vector-like fermions (U(1)y VLFM). This framework extends the Standard Model
(SM) by introducing an additional U(1)x gauge symmetry, three right-handed neutrinos, two singlet Higgs fields (¢
and S), and one generation of vector-like quarks and leptons. The scalar fields mix in the neutral CP-even sector,
yielding two Higgs-like states around 95 GeV and 125 GeV. We perform a y2 analysis that combines the Higgs sig-
nal strength measurements at 125 GeV from ATLAS and CMS, including the yy, WW*, ZZ*, bb, and 77 channels,
together with the 95 GeV excesses observed in the diphoton and bb.final states reported by CMS and LEP. Our res-
ults indicate that the U(1)x VLFM successfully reproduces the observed signal strengths of the 125 GeV Higgs
while simultaneously explaining the 95 GeV excess. The parameters gx, gyx, vs, vp, and the new Yukawa coup-
lings play a crucial role in achieving this consistency.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Since the discovery of a new-scalar particle with a
mass of about 125 GeV by the ATLAS and CMS collab-
orations at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) in 2012
[1-3], its observed properties have been consistent, with-
in current theoretical and experimental uncertainties, with
expectations for the Standard Model (SM) Higgs boson.
Nevertheless, such a state can also be accommodated in a
wide range of theories beyond the Standard Model
(BSM). Although no direct evidence of BSM physics has
yet emerged at the LHC, the precision of Higgs coupling
measurements and the constraints from searches for new
resonances still leave substantial parameter space for new
physics (NP) interpretations. Many BSM scenarios pre-
dict an extended Higgs sector, making it an essential task
for LHC Run 3 and future experiments to determine
whether the discovered scalar boson is part of a richer
Higgs structure. Notably, these extended frameworks
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may feature not only heavier Higgs resonances but also
lighter scalar states. The search for such light additional
Higgs bosons is therefore of great importance for uncov-
ering the underlying mechanism of electroweak sym-
metry breaking and for revealing possible signs of NP.

The current mass measurement of the 125 GeV Higgs
boson is 125.20+0.11 GeV [4]. To investigate its proper-
ties in detail and to assess whether it is the only funda-
mental scalar, the LHC has performed precision measure-
ments across multiple decay channels. In particular, the
ATLAS and CMS collaborations have observed the
Higgs boson in various bosonic and fermionic modes
[3—6], establishing its spin-parity quantum numbers and
measuring its production cross sections. In the SM, the
Higgs couples directly to # and Z bosons and indirectly
to photons via loop effects, making the yy, WW*, and
Z7Z* channels particularly sensitive for experimental stud-
ies. The measured signal strengths in these channels are
[3, 58]
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L (125) = 1.10£0.06, b,
LoD (125) = 1.02£0.08.

(125) = 1.00+0.08,
M

Owing to the Yukawa interactions, the Higgs boson
couples most strongly to third-generation fermions, lead-
ing to dominant decays into bb and 77. The correspond-
ing measured signal strengths are reported in [3, 6, 7,
9-11].

1y (125)=0.99+0.12, p"(125)=0.91+0.09. (2)

In addition to the established Higgs boson at 125
GeV, several experimental studies have pointed to the
possibility of a lighter scalar resonance near 95 GeV, re-
newing interest in extended Higgs sectors. Searches for
additional low-mass Higgs states have been carried out at
LEP [12—14], the Tevatron [15], and the LHC [16—22]. In
such searches, the experimental signal strength u is
defined relative to that of a hypothetical SM Higgs boson
of the same mass, even if no SM Higgs exists at that
mass. Specifically, the experimental signal strengths at
mg =954 GeV are:

o™P(gg = ¢ > yy)
oM(gg —> Hsmu — vy)’

exp _
vy

o (ete” — Zdp — Zbb)
ocM(ete~ — ZHgy — Zbb)’

exp _
bb

3)

where ¢ denotes a hypothetical BSM scalar, and oM is
the cross section for a SM-like Higgs of the same mass
[23, 24].

Analyses by the CMS Collaboration in the diphoton
channel at +/s =8 and 13 TeV, using datasets of 19.7 fb~!
and 35.9 b, revealed a local excess near 95.3 GeV with
a significance of approximately 2.80 [16, 17]. Using the
full Run 2 dataset and improved event classification, a
more recent CMS study reports a local excess at 95.4
GeV with a significance of 2.9¢ [22], which is broadly
compatible with ATLAS results based on 80 fb~! of data
[19]. The combined ATLAS+CMS signal strength can be
expressed as

5P (95) = 0.2470 %5, 4)
Furthermore, LEP reported a 2.3¢ local excess in the
ete” — Z(H — bb) channel, consistent with a scalar
particle with a mass of approximately 95 GeV [13]. The
corresponding signal strength is

(7(95) = 0.117 +0.057. 5)

From a theoretical perspective, various BSM frame-
works have been proposed to account for the observed
excesses near 95 GeV. Previous studies [25, 26] have
shown that the diphoton rate can be several times larger
than the SM prediction for a scalar of the same mass in
the Next-to-Minimal Supersymmetric Standard Model
(NMSSM). Similarly, the Two-Higgs-Doublet Model ex-
tended with an additional real singlet (N2HDM) has been
extensively explored as a possible explanation for the
CMS and LEP excesses [27, 28]. Other scenarios, such as
the uvSSM with CP. conservation or violation [29-31],
singlet-extended or radiative Higgs models [32], and
gauge-extended frameworks like the U(1)y model [33],
have also been investigated as viable possibilities.

Despite the success of the SM in describing particle
interactions, it still leaves several fundamental questions
unanswered, such as the nature of dark matter, the origin
of neutrino masses, and the hierarchy problem. These
open issues have long motivated the exploration of BSM
physics. Supersymmetry (SUSY), once regarded as one
ofthe most elegant and theoretically appealing exten-
sions, offers a natural framework to address these prob-
lems through its fermion—boson symmetry. However, the
persistent null results in supersymmetric particle searches
over the past few decades have substantially reduced its
experimental viability. The reported 750 GeV excess in
2015 initially generated considerable excitement as a po-
tential signal of new physics (NP), but the 2016 data did
not confirm this excess [34, 35], further decreasing over-
all interest in supersymmetric frameworks. Meanwhile,
attention shifted toward dark matter, another compelling
aspect of NP. Although significant progress has been
made in dark matter searches, stringent direct-detection
limits have excluded most of the viable parameter space
[36, 37], leaving only narrow regions open for explora-
tion. Consequently, interest has increasingly turned to
non-supersymmetric extensions, which can offer simpler
and more economical explanations. Specifically, the ob-
servation of a scalar lighter than 125 GeV would not ne-
cessarily point to a supersymmetric origin but could in-
stead arise naturally in certain non-supersymmetric gauge
extensions.

In the U(1)y VLFM, the right-handed and left-handed
fields of vector-like fermions have the same transforma-
tion properties under the gauge group of the SM, allow-
ing them to acquire gauge-invariant mass terms [38].
Consequently, they can evade constraints from Higgs
production cross sections and from direct searches at the
LHC. The mixing between vector-like fermions and SM
fermions induces corrections to the couplings of fermi-
ons to the W, Z, and Higgs bosons [39]. As a result, the
Glashow—Iliopoulos—Maiani (GIM) mechanism is gener-
ically violated, leading to flavor-changing neutral cur-
rents (FCNCs) at tree level. Moreover, vector-like fermi-
ons can introduce new CP-violating sources, contributing



Higgs Bosons at 95 and 125 GeV in the U(1)yVLFM

Chin. Phys. C 50, (2026)

to the electric dipole moments (EDMs) of Ieptons,
quarks, and the neutron [40]. Finally, the introduced vec-
tor-like quarks can help alleviate the gauge hierarchy
problem in the SM. The U(1)x VLFM accordingly offers
rich phenomenology.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows.
In Sec. II A, we introduce the main components of the
U(1)y VLFM, while Sec. II B presents the relevant for-
mulae and mass matrices required for the one-loop cor-
rections to the CP-even Higgs mass-squared matrix. In
Sec. III, we derive the decay widths and corresponding
signal strengths of the SM-like Higgs boson with a mass
around 125 GeV, including the channels #h, — yy,
hy = VV*(V=2ZW), and h, = ff (f=b,7). Sec. IV is
devoted to the analysis of a lighter Higgs-like scalar near
95 GeV, where we present its dominant decay modes
hy — yy and h, — bb together with the corresponding sig-
nal strengths. In Sec. V, we present a numerical analysis
over the relevant parameter space, and Sec. VI summar-
izes our main results and conclusions. For completeness,
some lengthy analytical expressions are collected in Ap-
pendix A.

II. THE U(1)xVLFM AND THE HIGGS SECTOR

A. The relevant content of U(1)y VLFM

The gauge group of the U(l)y VLFM is
SUB)®SUR),oU(1)y®U(1)y. To construct the U(1)y
VLFM, the field content of the SM is extended to in-
clude three generations of right-handed neutrino fields v,
two singlet Higgs fields ¢ and S, and one generation of
vector-like quark, lepton, and neutrino fields. The singlet
Higgs fields ¢ and S are responsible for the spontaneous
breaking of the additional U(1)y gauge symmetry and for
generating the masses of the vector-like fermions. The in-
clusion of right-handed neutrinos allows light neutrino
masses to be generated at tree level via the seesaw mech-
anism. After spontaneous symmetry breaking, the neutral
CP-even components of H, ¢, and S mix, forming a 3 x3
mass-squared matrix in the scalar sector. Loop correc-
tions from the vector-like fermions can modify the scalar
mass spectrum, allowing the model to accommodate both
the SM-like Higgs boson at 125 GeV and a lighter scalar
state near 95 GeV.

The scalar sector of the U(1)y VLFM consists of one
SU(2), Higgs doublet H and two singlet Higgs fields ¢
and S. Their explicit forms are given below:

H:(ﬁf >, HO=%(V+¢H+Z'O'H),
¢=%<VP+¢P+iO-P>, S:%<VS+¢S+1'U-S>' (6)

where v, vp, and vy denote the vacuum expectation val-
ues (VEVs) of the Higgs superfields H, ¢, and S, respect-
ively.

The two scalars play distinct roles in fermion mass
generation: the VEV vp of ¢ primarily generates the
masses of vector-like fermions, while the VEV vy of S
governs the mixing between third-generation SM fermi-
ons and their vector-like counterparts. In the neutrino sec-
tor, both v, and vs contribute to neutrino masses via a
seesaw mechanism. Therefore, two U(1)x Higgs scalars
are required to obtain a realistic fermion mass spectrum
and mixing structure. Introducing two singlet scalars also
enlarges the parameter space, providing sufficient flexib-
ility to simultaneously accommodate the 95 GeV and 125
GeV scalar states and to achieve a good fit to experiment-
al data.

Although not required for anomaly cancellation,
right-handed neutrinos are included to generate neutrino
masses. Their contribution to the 95 GeV scalar signal is
subleading, entering only through loop corrections to the
scalar effective potential. Hence, their primary role is to
provide a viable mechanism for light neutrino masses.

The scalar potential and Yukawa interactions relev-
ant to the Higgs and vector-like fermion sectors can be
expressed as

L=~ H H— 13| — 131S P + Au(H H)? + 2pl6|* + AxIST
+ App(H DI + Apx(H H)|S | + Apx|S Plgf
=S dy; 1 Yxp judrj—Sug ;Yxv ptxri =S €xp 1 Y x€r.j
-S V;’jYXN,jkVXL,k —h.c.
= ¢dxr 1 Yop jxdxr.j— Puxr ;Y pu jktixrk — Py Ypr xxr.j
— Vg, Yo jvxre —h.c.
—Y, wGriHug ;+ Yd*,jké_]L,kI:IdR,j + Y:,jkl_kI:IeR,j +h.c.

(N

The field content beyond the SM and the charge as-
signments of the U(1)y VLFM are presented in Table 1,
where Y? and Y* denote the U(1)y and U(1)y gauge
charges, respectively. As discussed in Ref. [41], the SM
is free of gauge anomalies. In the extended U(1)y VLFM,
a single generation of vector-like fermions is introduced
to preserve this anomaly-free structure. The correspond-
ing anomaly-cancellation conditions can be verified as
follows:

1. Pure gauge anomalies involving three SU(3)c or
three S U(2), gauge bosons vanish exactly as in the SM.

2. Mixed anomalies that contain one SU(3)c or one
SU(2), gauge boson are proportional to the traces
Tr[t“]1 =0 or Tr[t*] = 0 and hence also vanish.
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Table 1. Properties of the new particles introduced in the
model
Field SUQB)c SUQ2)L U(l)y U(l)x
¢ 1 1 0 Qu+ 0
N 1 1 0 Qu
VR 1 1 0 0
dxr. 3 1 -1/3 Qa
uxr 3 1 2/3 -0u
dxr 3 1 173 Op
Uxr 3 1 213 -0p
exr 1 1 -1 Oq
VXL 1 1 0 -Qu
exr 1 1 1 O
VXR 1 1 0 -0y

3. The mixed anomalies with one U(1)y or U(l)x
gauge boson and two S U(3)¢ bosons are proportional to

the group-theoretical factors Tr[“f’Y"] = 55‘”’ > Yo or

1
b —_ ab
Tr(t't YX]—E(S > qY;(,

4. Similarly, the mixed anomalies involving one
U(l)y or U(1)x gauge boson and two %U(Z)L bosons are
Trlrt’Y") = 56“” R

proportional to

1
Trlr*t’Y¥] = Eaﬂb LY.

or

5. The pure Abelian anomalies containing three U(1)
gauge bosons can be categorized into four types:

TrY'Y' Y=Y, Ty YY) =

TrHY Y'Y = YR, TrAY Y YN = DY
n n (8)

6. Mixed gravitational anomalies involving a single
U(1) gauge boson are proportional to 7r[Y']=3",Y} or
TriY¥1=3%, Y%

Anomaly structures that do not involve the U(1)y
gauge group are identical to those in the SM and are auto-
matically consistent. For the anomaly terms associated
with the additional U(1)y gauge symmetry, the inclusion
of one generation of vector-like fermions ensures their
complete cancellation. Therefore, all gauge and mixed
gravitational anomalies are successfully canceled in the
U(1)x VLFM, confirming the theoretical consistency of
the model.

The coexistence of two Abelian gauge groups, U(1)y

and U(1l)y, in the U(1)y VLFM introduces a feature ab-
sent in the SM with a single U(1)y: gauge-kinetic mixing.
Even if this mixing is set to zero at Mgyr, it can be radi-
atively generated through RGEs.

The covariant derivative of this model takes the gen-

eral form:
, ’ ArY
Dy=a,-i( yr, y¥ ) 8 & “)L o
8xy, 8x A;,

we redefine the gauge fields as

B, =gA + gAY, B, =gnA +g ALY (10)
The gauge fields B, and B; have canonical kinetic
terms.

LA B
- 4BuB" - 1B,B".

B, =d,B,~9,B,, B, =0d,B,~J,B, (11)
By substituting these redefinitions into the kinetic
terms and expanding them, one obtains the standard form.

1 1
Lkin = _7FHVF'L1V_ —F F/#V_EFHVF/#V

4 4 m 4
Fu,=0,A)-0,A), F, =08,A)-8,AF (12
where the kinetic-mixing parameter € is given by:
oo 2ensixtgier) 13

V(87 +8%) (83 +8%)

This expression gives the explicit relationship
between gy, gy, and the kinetic-mixing parameter €.

A and A7 denote the gauge fields associated with
U(l)y and U(1)x, while Y¥ and Y* denote the corres-
ponding charges. In the unbroken phase, an appropriate
basis rotation can be performed in gauge-field space. In-
troducing a transformation matrix R, the gauge-coupling
matrix can be brought into an upper-triangular form:

8y, R = 8rx .
&' xv 8x

Consequently, the U(1) gauge fields are redefined as

follows:
AX AX

’
8 rx

&'x

81,

0 (14)

(15)
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At tree level, the neutral gauge bosons A, V7, and A}
mix, resulting in a nondiagonal mass matrix in the basis
(A}, V3,AX), which can be written as

1.2.2 1 2 1 2

181V —38182V 1818vxV

1 1 1
—zglgz‘v2 zg%VZ —gé.’zug’yxv2 (16)
1 2 1 2 1.2 .2 1 22
1818vxV. —828vxV.  78yxV +18x¢

Here, & =4(Q,+ Q,)*v3+40%v2. The diagonalization of
the matrix above can be achieved through a rotation in-
volving the weak mixing angle 6y and an additional
angle @y, .

Vu cos Oy sin @y 0
Z, = | —sinfycosfy cosfycosly  sindy,
Z, sinfysinfy,  —cosfy sinfy, cosfy,
A
Vi
A
(17)

The explicit expression for sin® ¢}, is given by

. 2
sin“0y, = —
L)
~ (g7x =81~ @IV + &
2\/(ghx + 81+ 8PV + 283 (ghx — 81 —gVE + g1 &

where sin6, is of order O(107%) [42—44].

The new mixing angle 6, appears in the couplings in-
volving Z and Z’. The exact eigenvalues of Eq. (16) are
given by

m2 =0,
2

1
M7z =g <(3% + 8+ gV + &

/(g + G+ gh)v + GE — 48} + D)k,
(19)

In our model, the mixing between the Z boson and the
TeV-scale Z’ induces corrections to the Z boson mass.
Expanding the exact expression in Eq. 19 in the limit
V2 < €2, we obtain:

2 (&) (gi+edgiy v

F~ S el c)

where & =4(Q, + 0,)*v5 +40%v:i, with 0, = 0, = 1.

The leading term reproduces the SM result; a further
estimate yields

2 2 2 2 2
5mz~gyx." _ 8vx | v

2 2 2
my 16vy +4vs

~0(107%).

= (21
s € &

For the W-boson mass, because the new scalar fields
are singlets under S U(2), and there are no charged scalar
states (such as H*), the /¥ boson does not mix with them.
Furthermore, electroweak symmetry breaking is domin-
ated by the SM Higgs doublet; therefore, scalar mixing
does not introduce additional corrections to the /' mass.
Its tree-level mass expression remains unchanged

(22)

2 _
my, =

It is not affected by the mixing effects discussed above in
this model.

Based on the above analysis, within the parameter re-
gions considered in Figs. 4 and 5, the corrections to m;
and my are negligible; thus, they are not included in the
fit.

B. Higgs mass correction

The one-loop effective potential can be expressed as
follows:

VToml = vTree +AV. (23)

Here, V7, denotes the tree-level potential, whereas
AV represents the one-loop correction.

The simplified Higgs potential at tree level is given as
follows:

Vrvee = i H H + 3|6 + 3 ISP — Ay(H HY?
= plel* = IS [* = App(H H)Ig*

— Aux(H H)ISI = ApxIS 1. (24)

We also derive the corresponding tadpole equations at
tree level.

2/1[.1\/2 - 2/1%_1 + /lHPVi + /lHng = 0, (25)
2AxV3 = 2U% + ApxV? + Apx Vs =0, (26)
24pvh = 2u% + ApV? + Apxvi = 0. (27)

In addition, the tree-level mass-squared matrix for the
CP-even Higgs fields (¢y,¢s,dp) is presented.
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Mgy —Auxvvs —Aypvvp
Mim»e = —Auxvvs Meps g5 —ApxVpVs , (28)
—AupVvp  —ApxVpVs Mggp
with the diagonal entries defined as

m = l( — 61 =1 2_12 2 2 29
Supy — ) HY HPVp HxVs ) + My, (29)

Mayes = 1 ( —6AxVE — AgxV* — Apx Vs ) + i 30
dsds = 5 xVg = ApxV vap) + Uy, (30)

m = l ( —61 2 _ P 2 _ 1 2 2 31
drér = 5 PVp — AHPV PXVS) + Up. (3D

Within dimensional regularization and the MS renor-
malization scheme in the Landau gauge, the effective
Higgs potential acquires one-loop corrections, with AV
given by the Coleman-Weinberg form [45—47]

n;

AV =

zl: 6472

m,-2(¢H,¢s,¢P) _ 3)
Q? 27
(32)

m?(¢H’ ¢S s ¢P) < lOg

The renormalization scale Q is chosen to be of order
TeV. The degrees of freedom n; for each. mass eigenstate
are assigned as follows: -12 for quarks, -4 for charged
leptons, -2 for neutrinos, 6 for the W boson, 3 for the Z
boson, and, similarly, for the Z’ boson. The explicit form
of the one-loop correction to the potential reads

AV = va+ Z VF+VV/+Vw+Vz+VZr.

f=tb,r F=t,b' v

(33)

Here, V; (f=t,b,7) and Vp (F =¢,b’,7’) denote the
one-loop effective potential contributions from the SM
fermions and the vector-like fermions, respectively. V,.
represents the contribution from the heavy neutrino sec-
tor. Vy, Vz, and V, correspond to the contributions from
the W boson, Z boson, and the Z’ boson.

In the U(1)x VLFM, the fermion mass matrices arise
from Yukawa interactions and are defined in the gauge-
eigenstate basis. For instance, the down-type quarks are
written in the bases (d;,dx;) and (dy,dyz), leading to the
mass matrix

1
%VY}- 0
mg = 1 1 (34)
N Yip $VPY bp

Similarly, the up-type quarks and the charged leptons

are expressed in the corresponding  bases
(ur,uxy), (U, uye) and (er,exr), (e, exr), respectively, with
mass matrices:

1
—yT 0
m, = V2t
o ! vs YT ! vpY? ’
\/z Sixu \/E Plpy
1 T
—Y, 0
m, = 1\/5 | . (35)
—vgYT.  —vpYT
\/i STXE \/E PLpPE

These Dirac-type mass matrices are diagonalized by
bi-unitary transformations.

diag

U me U =m$™,  f=due, (36)

where U/ and U} are unitary matrices acting on the left-
and right-handed fermion fields, respectively.

The neutrino sector, in the basis (v, vk, vxr,Vig), has
the mass matrix:

1O %VY‘T 1 0 0
. EVYV 1 0 EVSYXN 1 0
0 %VSY;N 0 $VPY;N
0 0 %VPYPN 0
(37

Being of Majorana type, the neutrino mass matrix is
diagonalized by a single unitary matrix U" as

U m,U"" = m%ee, (38)
The one-loop minimization conditions for the total ef-
fective potential V7, within the U(1)y VLFM are given

by:
<6VTmal> _ <6VTmal> _ <6VTmal> =0
Opn Ops Opp '

Because the analytic forms of these conditions are
cumbersome, we solve them numerically. Explicit ex-
pressions for the down-type quark sector are provided in
Appendix A for reference.

The one-loop contributions to the effective potential
Vriea give rise to radiative corrections in the mass-
squared matrix of the CP-even Higgs sector.

(39
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2 2
M Total,h — =M

Tree,h

+AM;, (40)

The elements of the corrected mass-squared matrix
M3 ,015i; are obtained from the second derivatives of the
effective potential V.

2
MTotalh Jij

< 62 VToml
9¢,0¢;

(41)

bi.Pj=PH.bs ,¢P> ’

Diagonalization of M3, yields the squares of the
mass eigenvalues my, (n=1,2,3), which we order as
my, <my, <my,.In this work we identify the lightest ei-
genstate, i, with the Higgs-like excess observed near 95
GeV, and the next-to-lightest eigenstate, &,, with the SM-
like Higgs boson at 125 GeV.

III. THE 125 GEV HIGGS DECAYS

At the LHC, the dominant production mode of the
Higgs boson is gluon fusion. In the SM, this process pro-
ceeds at leading order (LO) via a one-loop diagram in-
volving virtual top quarks, while subleading contribu-
tions from bottom quarks are strongly suppressed. The in-
clusive cross section has been computed up to next-to-
next-to-leading order (NNLO) in QCD [48], which in-
creases the LO prediction by about 80-100%. Because the
gluon-fusion rate is loop-induced, it is highly sensitive to
new physics (NP): any heavy particle that couples signi-
ficantly to the Higgs can modify the amplitude and hence
the production rate. In the U(1)y VLFM, the LO decay
width for the process h, — gg is given by [49—54]

2 3
F as /,2

L, = gg) = > Ay, @)

64\/5 ’ q=t,b,t’ b’

where x, =m; /(4m?). The explicit expressions for the
Yukawa couplings g, and g,. are given by

gh,,u/u/ = - m [_7(2 u,ab R/aUZjb
uj ab=1
+ZY)*(U(11 RjaUZJ4ZI{l.[2+YPUU;j4UZ]4Z:g)i|
(=1....,4),
v 1 d
8hydjd; = — midj[ \/Q(Z YdubUR ]aUij nl

ab=1

3
d yid H v pid yid  oH
+ E a1 Uk jaUlL jaZa + YPDUR,j4UL,j4Zn3)]’

a=1

(=1L...4),
(43)

with
0 0
Yiva = 0 and  Yyp, = 0 - (44
YXU YXD

Here, j=1,2,3 label the SM up- and down-type
quark generations, (u,c,f) and (d, s,b), respectively, while
J =4 labels the vector-like quarks (#',5’) introduced in the
U(l)y VLFM extension. Z denotes the Higgs mixing
matrix. The Yukawa couplings Yxyxp and Ypypp de-
scribe the Higgs interactions with the vector-like fermi-
ons, which induce mixing with the SM quarks.

The form factor A,,, in Eq. (42) is defined as

Aip(0) =2[x+ (x=1)g(0)] /%, (45)
with
arcsin® Vx, x <
8(0) = 1+VI—T/x (46)
—— [l iﬂ] ,x>1.
4 1-+v1-1/x

The Higgs diphoton decay is mediated by loop dia-
grams. In the SM, the leading-order (LO) contributions
arise from loops of charged gauge bosons, W*, and top
quarks. Within the U(1)x-VLFM framework, additional
effects are induced by the vector-like fermions ¢, ', and
7’ that mix with the third-generation fermions. The decay
width can be written as

2,3
G, «a m.

128 V21
2
X| DTN, A2+ 8y At ()
f

(47

rNP(h2 - 77) =

where the sum runs over the charged fermions
f=tb1t,b,7. Here, N. denotes the color factor
(N, =3 for quarks, N, =1 for leptons), and Q; is the cor-
responding electric charge.

The Higgs-fermion couplings, g, /s, are obtained by
diagonalizing the extended fermion mass matrices. In the
leptonic sector, the coupling to the mass eigenstate /; is

v
- _ o (4 e
gh,,/,-lj - [ ( E LubUlelUL]b nl

ml‘, a,b=1
* e H * e H
+ E Yyea Uk jaUrL aZn + YpeUg ja U, /4Zn3>] )
a

i=1,...,4),
(=1, ) 4g)
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with

Y;E,ul = 0 . (49)

YX E

The coupling of the Higgs boson to W bosons is de-
termined by the Higgs mixing matrix.

gnww =Z5 . (50)

The loop function for spin-1 particles is given by:
Ay(x) = — [2x2 +3x+3(2x— 1)g(x)] /52 (51)

For the neutral CP-even Higgs boson with a mass of
approximately 125 GeV, the decay modes h, —» ZZ* and
h, > WW* are kinematically allowed. After summing
over all kinematically accessible final states of the off-
shell vector bosons, the corresponding partial decay
widths are given by [55—58].

4

T(hy — WW) Sem, lg . PF (mW)
R = g, 3
51273 st o WW m,

64

T(h, - ZZ") = " 2
(hy > 277 = W'ghzzll
wow

40 160 m

hy
Throughout, we adopt the abbreviations ¢, = cosé,, and
s, =sinf,,, with 6, denoting the Weinberg angle. Fur-
thermore, e denotes the electromagnetic coupling con-
stant.
The Higgs —Z—Z coupling is:

= P <v( cos &, sin O
8h,zz = 2m§ 3 81 W w

_ 2
+ 82086y cos By, — gyx sin 9@1/) z

+ (— 2gx sinQ(V)2<Q§st,72 + (Qa + Qb)ZVPZ;Z)ﬂ .

(53)

and the form factor F(x) is given as
47 13 1
— (10,2 7Y
F(x)=—(1-x3)( SE =% +x2)
—3(1-6x"+4x*)Inx
1- 2 2 4 2_1
+3( 8x° +20x%) os"(3x : )
4x2 -1 2x (54)

The partial decay width of the neutral CP-even Higgs
boson of mass 125 GeV into a fermion pair is given at LO
by [59, 60]

_ Grm2imy, 4m2\
Txe(hs = f1) = Ne———lgnps | 1--55 | (F=b.1).

4 \/Eﬂ' hy
(55)

Both ATLAS and CMS have observed a mild excess
in Higgs-boson production with decay to the diphoton
channel, relative to the SM expectation. The signal
strength for a given production mode and decay channel,
normalized to ' the | corresponding SM prediction, is
defined as [61]:

one(ggF) BRyp(hy, — vy, VVY)

e (125) = V=2ZW),
Hryp {128 osm(ggF) BRsy(l, — yy,VV*) ( )

VBF (195 = one(VBF) BRyp(hy — ff:) = b7,
M (29 = (VBF) BRey(h = £y =07 56

where ggF and VBF denote gluon-gluon fusion and vec-
tor-boson fusion, respectively. When normalized to their
SM values, the NP-to-SM ratios of the Higgs production
cross sections are given by the corresponding ratios of the
relevant partial and total decay widths.

one(ggF) _ Tae(hy > g8) _ TN Dne(ha — 88)/Tp
osm(@eF)  Tswlhy = gg) T3, Tsu(hy — gg)/T,

_ I BRwe(h: — gg)
r2, BRsu(h — gg)’

oxe(VBF)  Tnp(hy = VVY) T Tl = VV/T
osu(VBF) ~ Tsu(hy = VV*) T3, Tem(hy — V)T,

_ I BRwe(hy = VV*)
I'éy BRsm(hy = VvV

(57)

Here, the total decay width of the 125 GeV Higgs boson
within the NP framework is given by

Me= Y er<hﬁff>+v_;Wer(hwVV*)

f=brc,s

(58)
+np(hy — gg) +Ine(ha — yy),

where contributions from rare or invisible decay chan-
nels are neglected, and I'%2, denotes the total decay width
of the SM Higgs boson. Using Eqgs. (56) and (57), the sig-
nal strengths for the Higgs decay channels in the U(1)x
VLFM can be expressed as
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hy

Inp(hy — g8) Ine(ha — yy) /T
Fsm(hy — g8) Tsm(hy — )’7)/rgi/l

[ (125) ~

_ TS Die(h, = 8) Twe(h, = 77)
F{ifp Csm(hy — g8) Tsm(ha = yy)’

Ine(hy — gg) I'ne(hy — VV*)/I";?P

ggF
L(125) ~
Hvv Tswi(hy = g8) Tsy(hy — VV*)/T,

_ F/s?v[ Inp(hy — g8)

2
%, T - g9 "

Tnp(hy = VV*) Taplhy = f)/Ti
Tsm(hy = VV?) Tsu(hy — f)/T,

u}’}‘?F(IZS) ~

ho

1—‘S
= TIZVI |gh2VV|2 |gh2_ff|2 (V = Zs W; f = b’ T)’
FNP
(59)
. Inp(hp—oVV* I'ne(ho—ff)
With W = |gnvvl* and #f}g = lgn 17

IV. EXCESS AT 95 GEV

The signal strengths of the 95-GeV scalar excess in
the U(1)y VLFM are defined as the ratios of the corres-
ponding production cross sections and branching ratios to
their SM expectations:

onpe(gg — hi) BRxp(hy— yy)
osm(gg — hi) BRgm(h = vy)

ﬂyy(gs) =

T8y Tae(hy > gg) Tne(hy —7y)
1, Tsm(hy — g8) Fsm(hy— vy)’

one(Z* = Zhy) BRyp(hy — bb)
osm(Z* — Zhy) BRgy(hy — bb)

T4y Te(hy — bb)

Hpp(95) =

~ = |gn 2z 60
r};]lp FSM(hl N bb) |gllZZ| ( )
with
T ~ Z Ine(hy = fF)+ Dnp(hr — gg), (61)
f=bc
In the narrow-width approximation, the signal

strengths, normalized to the SM predictions, are given by
Eq. 60. "NP" refers to the predictions in our BSM model
(U(1)x VLFM), while "SM" refers to the hypothetical
SM Higgs with the same mass [25]. 't} denotes the total
decay width of the 95 GeV scalar in the U(1)y VLFM,
while T, corresponds to the total width of an SM Higgs
boson with the same mass. The partial decay widths
sy (h1 — gg.vy, ff) are evaluated analogously to Egs.
(42), (47) and (55), with h, replaced by #;.

V. NUMERICAL ANALYSIS

In our numerical analysis, we assume that the lightest
CP-even Higgs boson has a mass around 95 GeV, while
the next-to-lightest CP-even Higgs boson is identified
with the SM-like state at 125 GeV. The masses and asso-
ciated signal strengths of these states are then discussed
within the U(1)y VLFM framework, subject to the fol-
lowing phenomenological constraints:

1. The second-lightest CP-even Higgs boson h, is
taken to be the observed Higgs boson, with mass
my, =125.20+0.11 GeV as reported by the PDG [4].

2. The third-generation fermion masses are required
to match their SM values after mixing with the vector-
like fermions [4].

3. For the vector-like fermions in the U(1)y VLFM,
we take them to be at the TeV scale [62—64].

4. Motivated by previous analyses of U(l)y exten-
sions with vector-like fermions, we allow the Z’ mass to
beat the TeV scale in our numerical study, as such val-
ues have been shown to be phenomenologically viable in
Refs. [65, 66].

These constraints are imposed in the parameter scan
to ensure consistency with current experimental data. For
the subsequent numerical analysis, we adopt the follow-
ing representative benchmark scenario:

O.=1, Op=1, Yyy =04, Ypy =04, 15 =-0.12,
/lp = —0003, /lX = —0.05, AHP = —0.01, /IHX = —0.03,

Apx = =001, Y, = 1.51Y,, Y, =154Y, Y, =15Y,.
(62)

Here Y,, Y, and Y, denote the Yukawa couplings of the
top quark, bottom quark, and tau lepton, respectively,
defined as Y, = V2m,/v, Y, = V2m,/v, and Y, = V2m,/v.

The benchmark points in this work are not chosen ar-
bitrarily but are determined by the model structure and
experimental constraints. In the U(1)y VLFM model con-
sidered in this paper, the CP-even neutral scalar sector is
described by a 3x3 mass matrix, and it must simultan-
eously accommodate a 125.20+0.11 GeV scalar consist-
ent with the SM Higgs and a light scalar around 95 GeV
[4]. These two mass conditions impose stringent con-
straints on the parameter space: the parameters directly
related to the scalar masses are confined to relatively nar-
row intervals, thereby significantly reducing their free-
dom.

On this basis, we further combine the Higgs signal
strength measurements at 125 GeV and the excess around
95 GeV and perform a joint y? fit across multiple decay
channels. This procedure imposes additional experiment-
al constraints on the parameter space, further restricting
the region compatible with all observations.

In contrast, parameters that are not directly related to
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the masses of these two scalars but mainly affect their de-
cay properties have relatively broader allowed ranges and
retain some degree of variability. Although the bench-
mark point we present corresponds to the optimal fit ob-
tained from the y* analysis, these parameters can still
vary within certain ranges while maintaining a good de-
scription of the experimental data.

The benchmark point given in this work corresponds
to the best-fit point obtained from the y? analysis. There-
fore, the apparent concentration of these parameter val-
ues mainly originates from the compression of the para-
meter space required to simultaneously satisfy the 95
GeV and 125 GeV experimental constraints, rather than
from any ad hoc choice. In addition, the constrained para-
meter ranges are consistent with the typical physical
scales expected in the model.

Using this benchmark, the U(1)y VLFM predictions
are tested against Higgs data via a y* analysis, with
points having y* within the 30 range of the best-fit value
considered favored. The y? is defined as

)= (

exp

_ #?h —Hi
2 - ZI: ( 6i
exp

th
N (rubb(%) ~ Hyj0s)
1) 5

bb

th exp
My125) ~ Mpy125)

) 2
th exp
) 2 + ( Hyy©95) ~ Hyy(95) ) 2

0
th _exp
)2 + ('ubE(IZS) Hpp(125)
6 125
Hp

6m,, (125)

th exp
(#yy(lZS) ~Hyy(125) )2
th exp
)2 + (#WW*(lzs) 7 Hww+12s)
6 125

o=

0,125
Hyy

th exp
+ (/Jzz*(lzs) ~Hzz+125)
6 125

Hye

)2
th exp
+ (#ﬁ(125) ~ Hrz(125)

0,125

T

)2
(63)

Here, pi™” denotes the experimental value of the cor-
responding observable, while u/" represents its theoretic-
al prediction. The term &; stands for the total uncertainty
on the observable, including statistical and systematic ex-
perimental errors as well as theoretical uncertainties. The
fit includes the 125 GeV Higgs boson mass, its signal
strengths in the yy, ZZ*, WW*, bb, and t7 channels, and
the potential excess at 95GeV in the yy and bb final
states. By accounting for multiple experimental con-
straints from diverse physical processes, the parameter
space obtained through the x? analysis is more tightly
constrained and reliable.

The parameters Yyp and Ypp represent the Yukawa
couplings that link the SM-like and vector-like down-type
quarks. Specifically, Yxp couples the SM right-handed
down quarks (dg) to the vector-like left-handed compon-
ents (dy,), while Ypp couples the left- and right-handed
components of the vector-like quarks (dy; and dyg). After

the singlet scalars S and ¢p acquire vacuum expectation
values (VEVs) vs and vp, these couplings contribute to
the mass-mixing structure of the extended quark sector,
affecting both the quark masses and their interactions
with the Higgs and Z’ bosons. We therefore treat them as
scan parameters in our analysis. Fig. 1 shows the results
of the parameter scan with the benchmark set gy =0.41,
grx=-0.1, Ypy =041, Yxy =0.49, Ype =0.32,
Yxe =0.46, vy = 1600 GeV, and vp = 1900 GeV. The scan
ranges are 0 < Yyxp < 0.8 and 0.1 < Ypp < 0.6. The best-fit
point (y2;, = 3.83) is indicated by a black dot, and the 1o,
20, and 30 confidence regions are represented by m, ¢,
and A, respectively.

As shown in Fig. 1(a), the allowed region in the
(Yxp, Ypp) plane forms a narrow arc-shaped band, indicat-
ing a strong correlation between the two parameters. The
viable points cluster in the ranges Yxp ~0.30-0.47 and
Ypp ~ 0.15-0.30, with the best-fit point at approximately
(0.391, 0.310). The 1o (m) region lies along the outer
side of the arc and is somewhat shorter, while the 20 (¢)
and 30 (A) regions lie inward along the same trajectory
and cover progressively larger portions. Within this cor-
related region, smaller y? values are more frequently
found at relatively larger Ypp, indicating a mild prefer-
ence for larger Ypp.

In Fig. 1(b), the points form a narrow, descending
band, revealing a clear anticorrelation between pu(fos)ww-
and p(hy2s),;. The lowest-y? points are shown as m, trans-
itioning to ¢ and then A toward the band edges. This pat-
tern implies that when one signal strength increases, the
other must decrease accordingly. As a result, they cannot
vary independently and are strongly constrained by pre-
cise Higgs measurements.

In Fig. 1(c), a diagonal band of allowed points is ob-
served, indicating a clear positive correlation between the
two Higgs masses. As my, increases from about 94.1 to
94.9 GeV, my, rises in parallel from roughly 125.1 to
125.6 GeV. The band is relatively broad, suggesting that
both masses can shift together within a finite range while
remaining consistent with the constraints. The best-fit
point, indicated by the black dot, is located at approxim-
ately my,, =94.19 GeV and my, = 125.20 GeV, a result that
is particularly significant, as it simultaneously aligns with
the 95 GeV scalar excess and the observed 125 GeV
Higgs boson.

The parameter Yyr governs the mixing between the
vector-like lepton and the tau lepton, while Ypr primarily
determines the mass of the vector-like lepton. Fig. 2
presents the x? distribution obtained from a scan over Yy
and Ypr within 0 < Yxr <0.8 and 0.1 < Ypg < 0.6, using
the benchmark parameters gx =041, gyy=-0.1,
YPU:O.41, YXU:0.49, YPDZO.S, YXD:0'415
vs = 1600 GeV, and vp=1900 GeV. The best-fit point
(x%,, =4.0, *) is indicated, and the 1o (m), 1-20 (¢), and
2-30- (A) regions highlight the parameter space favored
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Fig. 1. The symbols denote the x> confidence regions as. follows: = denotes the best-fit point (x2,, =3.83); m denotes the 1o region

(x* <6.13); ¢ denotes the 1-20 region (6.13 < x> < 10.01); and A denotes the 2-30 region (10.01 < x? < 15.66).
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Fig. 2. The symbols indicate the x* confidence regions: * marks the best-fit point (2, =4.0); m denotes the 1o region (y* <6.3); ¢ in-

dicates the 1-20 region (6.3 < x?> < 10.18); and A corresponds to the 2-30 region (10.18 < x? < 15.83).

by the fit.

In Fig. 2(a), the allowed parameter space forms a
tilted, wedge-like strip extending from the upper left to
the lower right of the (Yxgz, Ypr) plane, indicating a clear
inverse correlation between the two couplings. The best-

fit point lies within the compact 1o region, while the 2o

and 3¢ regions expand outward along the same orienta-
tion. This stratified pattern suggests that only correlated
variations in Yyr and Ypp are compatible with the Higgs
signal strength measurements, thereby imposing

strin-
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gent constraints on the Yukawa structure in the lepton
sector.

In Fig. 2(b), we map the viable points in the plane
spanned by the 77 signal strength of A;,s and the mass of
the 125 GeV Higgs boson. The results exhibit a series of
nested, semicircular layers centered on my, ~ 125.2 GeV,
reflecting the strong experimental preference for a Higgs-
boson mass consistent with that of the SM-like Higgs bo-
son. The 1o region (m) is tightly concentrated near this
central value, while the 20 (¢) and 30~ (A) regions form
successive shells that extend outward, indicating a gradu-
al deterioration of the fit quality as the mass departs from
the preferred point. The best-fit point, marked by the
black dot at (u(f25).z,mp,) = (0.91,125.19 GeV), lies ex-
tremely close to the PDG world average of
my, = 125.20+0.11 GeV, demonstrating excellent agree-
ment between the model prediction and current Higgs
measurements. This pattern indicates that, with the Higgs
mass fixed near its measured value, the 77 signal strength
can vary only within a very narrow range because of
strong experimental constraints.

In Fig. 2(c), we show the correlation between the di-
photon signal strength of the 95 GeV scalar, u(hys),,, and
its mass my, . The distribution of points forms an inclined
band, indicating a positive correlation: m;, increases from
approximately 94.1 GeV to 95.0 GeV as u(hos)y, in-
creases. The global best-fit point is located at the lower
boundary of this region. The symbols and their colors
represent the CL, with m denoting the most favored re-

0.50F 0.971F
0.970F
0.49} N
2 ® 0.969F
= £
0.48} < ,oest
0.47} 0.967}F
0.966F X X \ ,
0.47 0.48 0.49 0.50
125.4}F
125.3}F
3 1252 >
Q Q
& 125.1f £
125.0F
1249}
124.8

gion, followed by ¢ and then A. This correlation reflects
intrinsic model constraints that link the diphoton rate and
the mass of the 95 GeV scalar.

Similarly, in the up-type quark sector, the parameters
Yxy and Ypy characterize the Yukawa interactions re-
sponsible for the coupling between the SM top quark and
a vector-like fermion. They determine the strength of this
interaction, thereby influencing the structure of the up-
type quark mass matrix and the mixing pattern in the ex-
tended quark sector. Both parameters are included as scan
variables in the numerical analysis. In Fig. 3, with
gx =041, gyx =—0.1, Yyp =046, Ypp =0.32, Yyp =041,
Ypp =0.3, vy = 1600 GeV, and vp =1900 GeV fixed, we
perform a parameter scan over Yxy and Ypy across
0<Yyy <0.8 and 0.1 <Ypy <0.6. The best-fit point is
found at x2. =3.36, while the surrounding regions cor-
respond approximately to the lo (y*<5.66), 1-20
(5.66 < x*<9.54), and 2-30 (9.54 < x* <15.19) confid-
ence levels.

Fig. 3(a) displays the fitted parameter distribution in
the (Ypy,Yxy) plane. The points align along a well-
defined descending strip, reflecting a compensating rela-
tion between the two couplings. The global best-fit point,
marked by the black dot at (Y»y, Yyy) =~ (0.420,0.487), lies
within the compact 1o region, which is successively en-
closed by the broader 20 and 3o~ confidence regions.
This nested structure highlights the statistical hierarchy of
the fit and demonstrates that Higgs observables can be
satisfied only through a tightly correlated adjustment of

0.95 1.00 1.05
(CYu(h125)yy

Fig. 3.

0.146 0.148 0.150

(d)Ches) vy

0.144

The symbols denote the x* confidence regions as follows: * denotes the best-fit point (x2,, =3.36); m denotes the 1o region

(x* <5.66); ¢ denotes the 1-20 region (5.66 < x> <9.54); and A denotes the 2-30 region (9.54 < y% < 15.19).
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Ypy and Yyy.

Fig. 3(b) shows the correlation between Yy, and
((hizs)z. Compared with Fig. 3(a), the distribution here is
noticeably broader, with the outer regions extending into
a long descending tail. The best-fit point lies near the cen-
ter of the innermost domain, and any deviation from this
point quickly worsens the fit. This pattern indicates that,
although some flexibility exists, the 77 signal strength re-
mains tightly correlated with Yy .

Fig. 3(c) presents the distribution of points in the
plane of the /4,5 diphoton signal strength versus its mass
(1(h125)yy, My, ). The points trace a tilted, semicircular arc:
my, 1s constrained within a narrow range of 124.8-125.4
GeV, while u(hy,s),, varies close to the SM expectation,
spanning 0.95-1.10. It reveals a compact m core, success-
ively surrounded by ¢ and A layers that form nested
semicircular envelopes, with the outer layer spanning the
widest arc. The  global best-fit point at
(1(P125)yyommi,) = (1.04,125.19 GeV) lies well inside the
core. A mild anticorrelation emerges along the arc, with
my, decreasing slightly as u(hiss),, increases, indicating
constrained joint variations rather than independent. scat-
ter.

In Fig. 3(d), the allowed points cluster into a diagon-
al band extending from the upper-left to the lower-right
of the (u(hos)ys, my, ) plane. The strip exhibits a compact
m core is enclosed by ¢ and then A regions, forming a
slender corridor of viable points. A clear anticorrelation is
observed: larger values of u(hos),; correspond to smaller

1960F

1940

vplGeV

1920F

1900F

mp,/GeV

my, , indicating that the two observables are tightly con-
strained by the fit. The best-fit point, (u(hos)ps,mn,) =
(0.143,94.51 GeV), lies near the upper boundary of the m
core, highlighting a preference for a slightly heavier A,
mass accompanied by a reduced bb signal strength.

In the U(1)xVLFM, vs and v, denote the VEVs of
the singlet scalars S and ¢p, respectively. These VEVs
break the extra U(l)y gauge symmetry and generate
masses for the new gauge boson Z’ as well as the vector-
like fermions through their Yukawa interactions. They
also play an important role in determining the scalar mass
spectrum. Therefore, we take vs and vp as key paramet-
ers in our numerical analysis. In Fig. 4, we perform an
extended scan over the scalar VEVs, 1200 GeV < vg <
2500 GeV and 1600 GeV < vp < 2800 GeV, while keeping
gx =041, gyx = —0.1, Yz =046, Ypp =0.32, Yyp =041,
Ypp =03, Yyxy =049, and Ypy =0.41 fixed. The result-
ing x* distribution is shown, with the best-fit point at
X2, =439 (*) and the 1o, 1-20, and 2-30 confidence re-
gions indicated by m, ¢, and A, respectively.

Fig. 4(a) displays the viable region in the (vs,vp)
plane. The points align along a narrow diagonal band, re-
vealing a strong positive correlation between the two
VEVs. The distribution is coded by x* using both color
and shape, with a compact m core, surrounded by ¢, and
A outer layers, corresponding to increasing y? values.
The best-fit point, (vs,vp)=(1601.8,1915.2GeV), lies
near the center of the innermost region, representing the
most statistically favored vacuum configuration.
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Fig. 4. The symbols denote the x? confidence regions: * marks the best-fit point (y?,, =4.39), m the 1o region (x* <6.69), ¢ the 1-20
region (6.69 < x?> < 10.57), and A the 2-30 region (10.57 < ¥° < 16.22).
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Fig. 4(b) depicts the correlation between the Higgs
signal strength in the ZZ* channel and the mass of the
lightest scalar, m;, . The points trace a curved band with a
negative slope, in which larger u(hys)zz+ values corres-
pond to smaller my, . The best-fit point, (u(hi25)zz-,mp,) =
(1.00,94.02 GeV), lies near the densest region. The point
distribution reflects the fit quality: points near the center
of the band agree better with the data, whereas those
farther away correspond to poorer fits along the same
trend. Even small deviations of p(h,5)7z- from unity in-
duce noticeable shifts in m,, indicating that the light-
scalar sector is highly sensitive to precision Higgs meas-
urements.

Fig. 4(c) shows the distribution of points in the
(u(hos)yy.my,) plane. The values of u(hos),, span
0.14 < u(hes),, < 0.31, whereas the SM-like Higgs mass is
tightly constrained to a narrow window around 125 GeV.
The points exhibit a layered structure rather than a uni-
form spread: a compact m core is surrounded by a ¢ band
and further enclosed by a A envelope, delineating pro-
gressively less-favored regions of parameter space. The
global best-fit point is located at (u(hos),,,my,) =
(0.152, 125.21 GeV), lying within the innermost region.
This pattern highlights that the Higgs mass is tightly con-
strained, in contrast to the greater flexibility of the di-
photon rate.

In the U(1)x VLFM, gy denotes the gauge coupling of
the additional U(1)y symmetry, while the parameter gyy
quantifies the gauge mixing between hypercharge U(1)y
and U(1)yx. In Fig. 5, rather than fixing gx and gyx as in
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0.9670

0.4098 0.4100 0.4102 0.4104 0.4106 0.4108 0.4110

la)gx

77"
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the previous analyses, we allow them to vary over the
broader ranges 0.25 < gx < 0.7 and —0.3 < gyx < 0.1, keep-
ing all other parameters fixed: Yyp=0.46, Ypr=0.32,
Yxp =0.41, Ypp =0.3, Yxu =0.49, Ypy =041,
vs = 1600 GeV, and vp =1900 GeV. The resulting point
distribution is shown in terms of the y? values, with the
best-fit point at 2. =4.41 (indicated by ¢). The confid-
ence regions are represented by m (1o, 2 <6.71), ¢ (1-
207, 6.71 < x* <10.59), and A (2-30, 10.59 < y* < 16.24).

Fig. 5(a) presents the correlation between gx and the
Higgs signal strength p(h;25)... The scanned points form a
positively correlated band, indicating that larger gx gen-
erally enhances u(his5)«. Fit quality is encoded by color
and shape: the most-favored points (m) cluster in the
lower-left region of the band, while less-favored points (¢
and A) lie farther along the same trend.

Fig. 5(b) plots gyx versus u(hizs)zz-. The points lie
within a horizontally elongated band with a slight negat-
ive slope: those in the 1o region (m) are concentrated at
the lower edge of the band, while the 20~ (¢) and 30 (A)
regions extend upward. This pattern highlights the sensit-
ivity of u(hi5)zz- to gauge mixing effects.

Fig. 5(c) shows the relationship between the masses
of the two CP-even Higgs bosons, mj, and m,,. The
points are confined to a narrow diagonal strip, consistent
with a scenario in which one scalar has a mass near 95
GeV, aligning with the potential excess, while the other
corresponds to the observed Higgs boson at 125 GeV.
The fit quality is indicated by a color gradient along the
diagonal: the blue area encompasses the global best-fit
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Fig. 5.

region (6.71 < x* <10.59); and A the 2-3¢ region (10.59 < y? < 16.24).
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The symbols denote the x> confidence regions: * marks the best-fit point (y2, =4.41); m the 1o region (x> <6.71); ¢ the 1-20
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point at (my,, m;,) = (94.17,125.20) GeV, suboptimal
points appear in green, and poorer fits in red. This blue-
to-red gradient clearly illustrates the variation in y? and
underscores the excellent agreement of the model predic-
tions with the Higgs data.

In the parameter ranges corresponding to Fig. 4,
vs = 1200-2500 GeV and vp = 1600-2800 GeV; in Fig. 5,

2
gyrx =—0.3-0.1 and gy =0.25-0.7. Since % <1, the cor-

rection is dominated by the suppression factor m
For the representative parameter choices used in Figs. 4
and 5 (gyx = =0.1, gx = 0.41, v = 246 GeV, vg = 1600 GeV,
vp = 1900 GeV), the correction is at the 1075 level.

VI. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

In this work, we perform a systematic study of the
U(1)y VLFM. The gauge symmetry of this framework is
extended to SUB)c®SUQR),®U(1)y®U(1)y. Compared
with the SM, the particle content is enlarged by three gen-
erations of right-handed neutrinos (vz) and two singlet
Higgs fields (¢ and S). In addition, the model introduces
one generation of vector-like quarks, a vector-like lepton,
and a vector-like neutrino. With significantly fewer free
parameters than supersymmetric extensions, the U(l)y
VLFM provides a theoretically consistent and economic-
al framework for exploring new physics (NP) beyond the
SM.

In the scalar sector, the CP-even components of one
Higgs doublet (H) and two Higgs singlets (¢, S) mix to
form a 3 x3 mass-squared matrix. The lightest eigenstate
can account for the 95 GeV excess reported at the LHC,
while the second-lightest state requires one-loop correc-
tions to reproduce the observed 125 GeV Higgs mass.
Using the Higgs signal strengths measured in the yy,
ZZ*, WW*, bb, and 17 channels by ATLAS and CMS, we
perform a numerical fit to the model. Our results show
that the predictions of the U(1)y VLFM framework are in
better agreement with the experimental data than those of
the SM. Viable parameter points exist within the 1o~ con-
fidence level of a y? fit, simultaneously accommodating
both the 95 GeV excess and the 125 GeV Higgs boson.
The gauge couplings gx, gyx, the singlet VEVs vy, vp,
and the new Yukawa couplings Ypp, Yxp, Ype, Yxe, Yeu, Yxu
are found to be tightly constrained and highly sensitive to
the fit results.

Furthermore, within the U(1)y VLFM framework, an
inert right-handed neutrino can satisfy constraints from
dark-matter direct-detection experiments, and the model
may additionally provide a new avenue to address the ob-
served lepton-flavor universality violation at tree level. In
future work, we will further investigate the U(1)y VLFM
to determine its viable parameter space.

APPENDIX A: ANALYTIC EXPRESSIONS

Here, we use the down-type quark as an example and
present selected analytic expressions for illustration.

v,
0y

3
=T VYA Q) + VY f(Qm
+ X1 f(Q%m3) + X f(Q%m3)]
av,
. (X f (@2 m) + Xu f(QPmi2)).

aps
v,

a9p

T
3
= [Xs (@7 ml )+ Xo £ Q2]

(AT)
with the auxiliary functions defined as

S(Q% mg) =2my,

= V(A-CP+4B, ¥, =

1 2v2
EV Yd}’ B=
1 2
= E\/Yd3 -
1 2
EVYd3 +
1
X3 = 2

Xi= >

1
2

‘/_md \/_m s

5 de

_ _ Loy 272
A= “wWs Yy Yxp, C==viYsp+ =vi¥pp,

2 2
|
" [(A—CWY3 +2Bvs Yy, Yao |,

2
X

1
X, = — [(A —CWY3 +2Bvs Yy, Yan |,

Y2

2 - 2A [(C A)vs Y +2BvY, Yyp),

vsVip + 5 |(C = As Vi +2BvY, Yio).

Al
Xs = ~vp¥2y— [(C—A)vPYI%D},
Al

X5 =

> (C=AwpYp).

VPYPD +
(A2)

References
[1] G. Aad, et al., (ATLAS Collaboration), Phys. Lett. B 716, 1

(2012)

S. Chatrchyan, et al., (CMS Collaboration), Phys. Lett. B

716, 30 (2012)

G. Aad, et al., (ATLAS and CMS Collaborations), J. High

Energy Phys 08, 045 (2016)

(2]
(3]

S. Navas, et al., (Particle Data Group), Phys. Rev. D 110,
030001 (2024)

G. Aad, et al., (ATLAS Collaboration), J. High Energy
Phys 07, 088 (2023)

A. Tumasyanet, et al.,
607(7917), 60 (2022)

T. Aaltonen, et al., (CDF and DO Collaborations), Phys.
Rev. D 88(5), 052014 (2013)

(CMS Collaboration), Nature


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2012.08.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2012.08.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2012.08.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2012.08.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2012.08.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2012.08.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2012.08.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2012.08.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2012.08.021
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-022-04892-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-022-04892-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-022-04892-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-022-04892-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-022-04892-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-022-04892-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-022-04892-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-022-04892-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-022-04892-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-022-04892-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-022-04892-x
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.052014
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.052014
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.052014
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.052014
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.052014
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.052014
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.052014
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.052014
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.052014
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.052014
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.052014
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.052014
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.052014

Rong-Zhi Sun, Shu-Min Zhao, Meng-Zi Cao et al.

Chin. Phys. C 50, (2026)

(8]
(9]
(10]
[11]
[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]
[16]
[17]
[18]

[19]
[20]

(21]

[22]
(23]

[24]
[25]
[26]
[27]
[28]
[29]
[30]
[31]
[32]
[33]
[34]
[35]

[36]

G. Aad, et al., (ATLAS Collaboration), Eur. Phys. J. C
80(10), 957 (2020)

G. Aad, et al., (ATLAS Collaboration), Eur. Phys. J. C
81(2), 178 (2021)

G. Aad, et al., (ATLAS Collaboration), Eur. Phys. J. C
81(6), 537 (2021)

M. Aaboud, et al., (ATLAS Collaboration), Phys. Rev. D
99, 072001 (2019)

G. Abbiendi, et al., (OPAL Collaboration), Eur. Phys. J. C
27,311 (2003)

R. Barate, et al., (LEP Working Group for Higgs boson
searches, ALEPH, DELPHI, L3 and OPAL Collaborations),
Phys. Lett. B 565, 61 (2003)

S. Schael, et al., (ALEPH, DELPHI, L3, OPAL and LEP
Working Group for Higgs Boson Searches Collaborations),
Eur. Phys. J. C 47, 547 (2006)

(CDF and DO Collaborations), arXiv: 1207.0449

(CMS Collaboration), CMS-PAS-HIG-14-037

A. M. Sirunyan, et al., (CMS Collaboration), Phys. Lett. B
793, 320 (2019)

A. M. Sirunyan, et al., (CMS Collaboration), J. High
Energy Phys 09, 007 (2018)

(ATLAS Collaboration), ATLAS-CONF-2018-025

A. Tumasyan, et al., (CMS Collaboration), J. High Energy
Phys 07, 073 (2023)

G. Aad, et al., (ATLAS Collaboration), J. High Energy
Phys 07, 155 (2023)

(CMS Collaboration), CMS-PAS-HIG-20-002

T. Biekotter, S. Heinemeyer, G. Weiglein, Phys. Rev. D
109(3), 3 (2024)

T. K. Chen, C. W. Chiang, S. Heinemeyer, et al., Phys. Rev.
D 109(7), 075043 (2024)

J. J. Cao, X. L. Jia, J. W. Lian, et al., Phys. Rev. D 109(7),
075001 (2024)

J. J. Cao, X. L. Jia, J. W. Lian, Phys. Rev. D 110(11),
115039 (2024)

T. Biekétter, S. Heinemeyer, G. Weiglein, J. High Energy
Phys 08, 201 (2022)

T. Biekétter, S. Heinemeyer, G. Weiglein, Phys. Lett. B
846, 138217 (2023)

T. Biekotter, S. Heinemeyer, C. Muoz, Eur. Phys. J. C 78,
504 (2018)

T. Biekotter, S. Heinemeyer, C. Muoz, Eur. Phys. J. C 79,
667 (2019)

C. X. Liu, Y. Zhou, X. Y. Zheng, et al., Phys. Rev. D 109,
056001 (2024)

D. Sachdeva, S. Sadhukhan, Phys. Rev. D 101(5), 055045
(2020)

Z. F. Ge, F. Y. Niu, J. L. Yang, Eur. Phys. J. C 84, 548
(2024)

M. Aaboud, et al., (ATLAS Collaboration), J. High Energy
Phys 09, 001 (2016)

V. Khachatryan, et al., (CMS Collaboration), Phys. Lett. B
767, 147 (2017)

R. Essig, A. Manalaysay, J. Mardon, et al., Phys. Rev. Lett

[37]
[38]
[39]
[40]
[41]
[42]
[43]
[44]

[45]
[46]

[47]

(48]
[49]

[50]

[51]
[52]

(53]
[54]

[55]
[56]

[57]
[58]
[59]

[60]
(61]

[62]
[63]
[64]
[65]

[66]

109, 021301 (2012)

M. Clark, A. Depoian, B. Elshimy, et al., Phys. Rev. D
102(12), 123026 (2020)

J. A. Aguilar-Saavedra, R. Benbrik, S. Heinemeyer, et al.,
Phys. Rev. D 88(9), 094010 (2013)

J. Cao, L. Meng, L. Shang, et al., Phys. Rev. D 106(5),
055042 (2022)

Q. H. Cao, J. Guo, J. Liu, ef al., Phys. Rev. D 110(1),
015029 (2024)

M. E. Peskin, D. V. Schroeder, 4An introduction to quantum
field theory, Addison Wesley, Reading, USA, 1995

R. Barate, et al., (ALEPH Collaboration), Eur. Phys. J. C
12, 183 (2000)

P. Abreu, et al., (DELPHI Collaboration), Phys. Lett. B
485, 45 (2000)

S. F. King, S. Moretti, R. Nevzorov, Phys. Rev. D 73,
035009 (2006)

S. R. Coleman, Phys. Rev. D 7, 1888 (1973)

J..H. Kang, P. Langacker, T. J. Li, ef al., J. High Energy
Phys 04,097 (2011)

B. Yan, T. F. Feng, S. M. Zhao, et al., J. Phys. G: Nucl.
Part. Phys 48, 085003 (2021)

C. Anastasiou, K. Melnikov, Nucl. Phys. B 646, 220 (2002)
J. R. Ellis, M. K. Gaillard, D. V. Nanopoulos, Nucl. Phys. B
106, 292 (1976)

M. A. Shifman, A. 1. Vainshtein, M. B. Voloshin, et al.,
Sov. J. Nucl. Phys 30, 711 (1979)

A. Djouadi, Phys. Rept 459, 1 (2008)

J. F. Gunion, H. E. Haber, G. L. Kane, et al., Front. Phys
80, 1 (2000)

M. Carena, 1. Low, C. E. M. Wagner, J. High Energy Phys
08, 060 (2012)

T. F. Feng, S. M. Zhao, H. B. Zhang, et al., Nucl. Phys. B
871, 223 (2013)

W.Y. Keung, W. J. Marciano, Phys. Rev. D 30, 248 (1984)
J. F. Gunion, H. E. Haber, G. L. Kane, et al., The Higgs
Hunter's Guide, Perseus Books (1990)

P. Gonzalez, S. Palmer, M. Wiebusch, ef al., Eur. Phys. J. C
73,2367 (2013)

W. Bernreuther, P. Gonzalez, M. Wiebusch, Eur. Phys. J. C
69, 31 (2010)

L. Resnick, M. K. Sundaresan, P. J. S. Watson, Phys. Rev.
D 8, 172 (1973)

J. F. Gunion, H. E. Haber, Nucl. Phys. B 272, 1 (1986)

A. Arbey, A. Deandrea, F. Mahmoudi, A. Tarhini, Phys.
Rev. D 87, 115020 (2013)

R. Benbrik, M. Boukidi, M. Ech-chaouy, et al., J. High
Energy Phys 03, 020 (2025)

V. Chekhovsky, et al. (CMS Collaboration), J. High Energy
Phys 08, 156 (2025)

G. Aad, et al. (ATLAS Collaboration), Eur. Phys. J. C
85(11), 1335 (2025)

F. Z. Xu, W. Zhang, J. Li, et al., Phys. Rev. D 98(11),
115033 (2018)

S. Q. Dinh, H. M. Tran, Nucl. Phys. B 997, 116384 (2023)


https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-8227-9
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-8227-9
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-8227-9
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-8227-9
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-8227-9
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-8227-9
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-8227-9
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-8227-9
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-8227-9
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-8227-9
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-8227-9
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-08677-2
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-08677-2
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-08677-2
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-08677-2
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-08677-2
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-08677-2
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-08677-2
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-08677-2
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-08677-2
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-08677-2
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-08677-2
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-021-09192-8
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-021-09192-8
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-021-09192-8
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-021-09192-8
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-021-09192-8
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-021-09192-8
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-021-09192-8
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-021-09192-8
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-021-09192-8
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-021-09192-8
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-021-09192-8
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.99.072001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.99.072001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.99.072001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.99.072001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.99.072001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.99.072001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.99.072001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.99.072001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.99.072001
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(03)00614-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(03)00614-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(03)00614-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(03)00614-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(03)00614-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(03)00614-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(03)00614-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(03)00614-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(03)00614-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(03)00614-2
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s2006-02569-7
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s2006-02569-7
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s2006-02569-7
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s2006-02569-7
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s2006-02569-7
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s2006-02569-7
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s2006-02569-7
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s2006-02569-7
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s2006-02569-7
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s2006-02569-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2019.03.064
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2019.03.064
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2019.03.064
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2019.03.064
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2019.03.064
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2019.03.064
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2019.03.064
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2019.03.064
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2019.03.064
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.075043
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.075043
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.075043
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.075043
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.075043
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.075043
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.075043
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.075043
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.075043
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.075043
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.075043
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.075043
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.075043
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.075001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.075001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.075001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.075001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.075001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.075001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.075001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.075001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.075001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.075001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.075001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.115039
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.115039
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.115039
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.115039
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.115039
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.115039
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.115039
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.115039
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.115039
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.115039
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.115039
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2023.138217
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2023.138217
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2023.138217
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2023.138217
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2023.138217
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2023.138217
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2023.138217
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2023.138217
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2023.138217
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-5978-7
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-5978-7
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-5978-7
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-5978-7
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-5978-7
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-5978-7
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-5978-7
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-5978-7
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-5978-7
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-019-7175-8
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-019-7175-8
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-019-7175-8
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-019-7175-8
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-019-7175-8
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-019-7175-8
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-019-7175-8
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-019-7175-8
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-019-7175-8
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.056001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.056001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.056001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.056001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.056001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.056001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.056001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.056001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.056001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.055045
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.055045
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.055045
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.055045
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.055045
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.055045
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.055045
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.055045
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.055045
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.055045
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.055045
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-024-12872-w
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-024-12872-w
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-024-12872-w
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-024-12872-w
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-024-12872-w
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-024-12872-w
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-024-12872-w
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-024-12872-w
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-024-12872-w
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2017.01.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2017.01.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2017.01.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2017.01.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2017.01.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2017.01.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2017.01.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2017.01.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2017.01.027
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.109.021301
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.109.021301
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.109.021301
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.109.021301
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.109.021301
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.109.021301
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.109.021301
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.109.021301
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.109.021301
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.123026
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.123026
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.123026
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.123026
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.123026
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.123026
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.123026
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.123026
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.123026
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.123026
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.123026
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.094010
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.094010
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.094010
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.094010
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.094010
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.094010
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.094010
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.094010
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.094010
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.094010
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.094010
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.094010
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.055042
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.055042
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.055042
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.055042
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.055042
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.055042
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.055042
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.055042
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.055042
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.055042
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.055042
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.015029
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.015029
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.015029
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.015029
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.015029
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.015029
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.015029
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.015029
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.015029
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.015029
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.015029
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(00)00675-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(00)00675-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(00)00675-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(00)00675-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(00)00675-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(00)00675-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(00)00675-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(00)00675-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(00)00675-4
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.73.035009
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.73.035009
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.73.035009
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.73.035009
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.73.035009
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.73.035009
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.73.035009
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.73.035009
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.73.035009
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.7.1888
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.7.1888
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.7.1888
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.7.1888
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.7.1888
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.7.1888
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.7.1888
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.7.1888
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.7.1888
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.7.1888
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6471/abfc99
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6471/abfc99
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6471/abfc99
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6471/abfc99
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6471/abfc99
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6471/abfc99
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6471/abfc99
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6471/abfc99
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6471/abfc99
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6471/abfc99
https://doi.org/10.1088/1361-6471/abfc99
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(02)00837-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(02)00837-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(02)00837-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(02)00837-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(02)00837-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(02)00837-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(02)00837-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(02)00837-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(02)00837-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(02)00837-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2013.02.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2013.02.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2013.02.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2013.02.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2013.02.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2013.02.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2013.02.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2013.02.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2013.02.019
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.30.248
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.30.248
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.30.248
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.30.248
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.30.248
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.30.248
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.30.248
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.30.248
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.30.248
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.30.248
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-013-2367-0
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-013-2367-0
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-013-2367-0
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-013-2367-0
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-013-2367-0
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-013-2367-0
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-013-2367-0
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-013-2367-0
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-013-2367-0
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-010-1335-1
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-010-1335-1
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-010-1335-1
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-010-1335-1
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-010-1335-1
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-010-1335-1
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-010-1335-1
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-010-1335-1
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-010-1335-1
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.8.172
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.8.172
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.8.172
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.8.172
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.8.172
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.8.172
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.8.172
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.8.172
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.8.172
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.8.172
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.8.172
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.115020
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.115020
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.115020
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.115020
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.115020
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.115020
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.115020
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.115020
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.115020
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.115020
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.115020
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-025-14748-z
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-025-14748-z
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-025-14748-z
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-025-14748-z
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-025-14748-z
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-025-14748-z
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-025-14748-z
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-025-14748-z
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-025-14748-z
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-025-14748-z
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-025-14748-z
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.115033
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.115033
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.115033
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.115033
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.115033
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.115033
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.115033
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.115033
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.115033
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.115033
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.115033
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2023.116384
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2023.116384
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2023.116384
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2023.116384
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2023.116384
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2023.116384
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2023.116384
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2023.116384
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2023.116384
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2023.116384

	I INTRODUCTION
	IITHEU(1)XVLFMANDTHEHIGGSSECTOR
	ATherelevantcontentofU(1)XVLFM
	B Higgs mass correction

	III THE 125 GEV HIGGS DECAYS
	IV EXCESS AT 95 GEV
	V NUMERICAL ANALYSIS
	VI DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
	APPENDIX A: ANALYTIC EXPRESSIONS
	REFERENCES

