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Abstract: We show that, contrary to common expectations, the observed charged leptons
can have a substantial mixing with new heavier fermions, at the level of 20%. This can
happen, in the language of effective theories, when the effect of mixing with heavier fermions
vanishes at tree level in operators of mass-dimension 6 (or it is suppressed by the small
charged lepton masses), a cancellation that can be naturally ensured by symmetries. Using
a model that realizes this scenario we consider all current direct and indirect constraints
and show that experimental constraints on the mixing are so mild that, given the current
direct limit on the mass of the heavy fermions, theoretical considerations become the leading
current constraints on the mixing. We also estimate the sensitivity to the mixing at future
experiments, including the high-luminosity phase of the LHC and, most notably, the FCC-
ee, and FCC-hh. We find a pattern in which the reach of direct searches in hadron machines
makes theoretical considerations lead the limits while the precision of lepton machines can
beat these theoretical considerations. We find that the FCC can finally reach per mille
precision in the mixing squared of the charged leptons.ar
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1 Introduction

The properties of the charged leptons have been measured to an excellent experimental
precision, agreeing with the Standard Model (SM) predictions to a striking better than per
mille accuracy [1]. The common lore dictates that the observed charged leptons cannot
have a significant mixing with new fermions. However, this statement is implicitly based on
the assumption that fermion mixing necessarily induces tree-level corrections to the gauge
couplings of the SM fermions suppressed, at most, by two powers of the heavy fermion mass.
In the language of effective field theories, this corresponds to a tree-level contribution to
operators of mass dimension 6 of the generic form ϕ†i

←→
D µϕψγ

µψ. Indeed, this is true in
the case of mixing with a single heavy fermion [2, 3], resulting in very stringent constraints
on the allowed fermion mixing [4]. However, mixing with several different heavy fermions
can induce cancellations that make this leading effects vanish1. These cancellations can
be ensured by a subset of custodial symmetry [6], common in realistic composite Higgs
models [7]. The phenomenological implications at colliders of the corresponding sizeable
mixing have been explored, for quarks in [8, 9] and for tau leptons in [10, 11]. However,
how large this mixing can be is a question that has not been properly addressed thus far.
The goal of the present work is to give a quantitative answer to this question, using all
relevant current experimental data, as well as an estimation of the constraints that future
colliders will put on this mixing. In order to do this we consider a degenerate bi-doublet
model that realizes the corresponding symmetry at tree level, ensuring the cancellation of
the Wilson coefficients (WCs) of the dangerous dimension-6 operators at this order. The
only remaining tree-level generated operator is suppressed by the charged lepton Yukawa
couplings and, in practice, only modifies the lepton couplings to the Higgs boson. As we will
see, this effect sets the most stringent, although still relatively mild, experimental bound
on the allowed tau mixing while being irrelevant for the first two families.

In the absence of significant tree level, dimension 6 contributions, experimental con-
straints arise from tree-level generated dimension 8 operators or one-loop generated dimen-
sion 6 ones. In both cases the extra suppression results in milder bounds on the allowed
mixing. The effective field theory (EFT) framework allows us to explore the indirect con-
straints from electroweak precision observables (EWPO), Higgs measurements, anomalous
magnetic moments and flavor observables on this model. We also consider direct collider
bounds on the model arising from pair- and single-production channels. The main result is
that, with current data, the right-handed (RH) electron could have a non-singlet compo-
nent as large as 20% (in a sense that will be made explicit below) without any conflict with
current experimental measurements. The corresponding numbers for the muon and tau are
18% and 16%, respectively. These bounds are so mild that, when combined with direct
searches for the new fermions, result in regions of the parameter space that are excluded
on theoretical grounds, such as the requirement of the scalar potential stability. This con-
dition strengthens the limits to 14%, 13% and 16% for mixing with the e, µ, and τ leptons,
respectively. Despite the extra suppression in this model, flavor constraints do prevent a

1See [5] for a recent study of models that generate other flat directions in electroweak (EW) precision
data, even at the one-loop level.
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sizable simultaneous mixing of the vector-like leptons (VLLs) with two different SM charged
leptons.

Measurements at future collider experiments will put more stringent limits on this mix-
ing. By the end of the high-luminosity phase of the Large Hadron Collider (HL-LHC), the
corresponding numbers will be 8%, 6%, and 5% for mixing with e, µ, and τ , respectively, if
we do not include theoretical considerations, going down to 5% for the case of the electron
and muon, and to 4% for the case of the tau, if we include them. The electron–positron
Future Circular Collider (FCC-ee) will improve the precision of EWPOs and Higgs mea-
surements to the point that indirect bounds will surpass the theoretical constraints. Under
conservative (aggressive) assumptions for the theoretical uncertainties of the observables,
the expected upper bounds decrease to 1.7%, 1.7%, and 0.7% (0.3%, 0.3%, and 0.4%) for
mixing with e, µ, and τ , respectively. Theoretical considerations do not strenghten these
bounds in this case. Finally, the hadron–hadron Future Circular Collider (FCC-hh), with
its significantly enhanced center of mass energy, will further tighten the direct searches con-
straints. In this regime, theoretical bounds once again dominate, and the projected upper
limits are expected to reach roughly 0.2% for all mixing cases.

While this paper performs a complete phenomenological analysis of a particular model,
its conclusions should serve a broader purpose. First, it shows how symmetry considerations
in the UV theory can have drastic consequences in the low-energy SMEFT interpretation,
which are not captured if only one field extensions are considered; second, it shows the
relevance of performing loop-level analysis, and how the extreme precision at the FCC-ee
can even probe these symmetry-protected models.

The rest of this article is organized as follows. We describe the details of the model
in Section 2. Current constraints from direct searches are discussed in Section 3, while the
indirect limits on the model are studied in Section 4. Having covered the different sources
of experimental constraints, we discuss in Section 5 a series of bounds on the model arising
from theoretical considerations. Section 6 is devoted to the combination of all current
constraints, and Section 7 to the estimation of expected future limits from the HL-LHC,
FCC-ee and FCC-hh. We conclude in Section 8. We also include four appendices where we
describe some of the technical details of our work.

2 Model definition

Let us consider an extension of the SM that includes two VLLs in the following represen-
tations of the SU(3)C × SU(2)L × U(1)Y gauge group (we follow the conventions in [12]),

∆1 ∼ (1, 2,−1/2), ∆3 ∼ (1, 2,−3/2), (2.1)

with Lagrangian

L = LSM +∆1[i /D −M ]∆1 +∆3[i /D −M ]∆3 −
[
λ′i(∆1ϕ+∆3ϕ̃)ei + h.c.

]
, (2.2)

where ei stand for the SM RH charged lepton singlets, with i the corresponding flavor
index, and we assume, without loss of generality, the charged lepton Yukawa couplings to
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be diagonal in the SM Lagrangian, ylij = yliδij . The crucial ingredient of the model is
the fact that the mass, M , and the Yukawa couplings, λ′i, of both VLLs are identical. As
mentioned in the introduction this can be naturally enforced by custodial symmetry.

After electroweak symmetry breaking (EWSB) the two heavy multiplets give rise to
one state of electric charge −2, two states of charge −1, and one of charge 0. Neglecting
neutrino masses, the only relevant mixing occurs, after EWSB, among the charge −1 states.
Their mass matrix reads

M0 =

miδij 0 0

m′
i M 0

m′
i 0 M

 , (2.3)

where we have defined mi = yliv and m′
i = λ′iv, with v ∼ 174 GeV the Higgs boson vacuum

expectation value. We can now perform a change of basis

ψL,Ri = (UL,R)ijψ
physL,R
j , (2.4)

where ψi represent the gauge eigenstates and ψphys
i the mass eigenstates. The unitary

matrices UL,R diaginalizeM0

U †
LM0UR =MD, (2.5)

withMD the diagonal, physical mass matrix. In the following we give the result of this di-
agonalization up to order v2/M2 (see [8] and [10] for the same model, assuming mixing with
a single SM fermion, in the quark and lepton sectors, respectively, where exact expressions
are given). We find

MD ≈ diag

[
mi

(
1−

(
m′
i

M

)2
)
,M,M

(
1 +

∑
i

(
m′
i

M

)2
)]

, (2.6)

where the ≈ symbol follows from neglecting higher order terms in mi/M , and the mixing
matrices

UL ≈


U

(3×3)
L 0

√
2
mim

′
i

M2

−mim
′
i

M2 − 1√
2

1√
2

−mim
′
i

M2
1√
2

1√
2

 , (2.7)

and

UR ≈


U

(3×3)
R (1− m′

im
′
j

M2 ) 0
√
2
m′

i
M

−m′
i

M − 1√
2

1√
2
−
∑

i
m′ 2

i√
2M2

−m′
i

M
1√
2

1√
2
−
∑

i
m′ 2

i√
2M2

 , (2.8)

where
U

(3×3)
L,R = 13×3 +O(v2/M2), (2.9)

are 3 by 3 unitary matrices that are reabsorbed in the PMNS matrix. As can be understood
from the above expressions, the largest mixing occurs for the RH fields, since the left-handed
(LH) one is not only suppressed by an extra power of v/M but also by a light Yukawa
coupling. In this approximation, the mixing is given by

sin θi ≈
√
2
m′
i

M
, (2.10)
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with its square giving the percentage of non-singlet that the physical RH charged leptons
have.

In the physical basis the lepton couplings to the SM gauge bosons and the Higgs boson
can be written, without loss of generality, as

LZ =
g

2cW
ψ̄iQγ

µ
[
(−1)QXQL

ij PL + (−1)QXQR
ij PR − 2s2WQδij

]
ψjQZµ, (2.11)

LW =
g√
2
ψ̄iQγ

µ
[
V QL
ij PL + V QR

ij PR

]
ψj(Q−1)W

+
µ + h.c., (2.12)

LH =− 1√
2
H
[
ψ̄iQY

Q
ij PRψ

j
Q + h.c.

]
, (2.13)

where Q = −2,−1, 0 represents the electric charge of the different particles, PLR = (1 ∓
γ5)/2 are the chirality projectors and i, j run over all the particles with the corresponding
electric charge. We have introduced an explicit sign in front of the definition of the X
matrices to ensure that in the SM limit they reduce to the identity matrix. Apart from the
SM-like leptons, the spectrum consists of three degenerate states, N , E1 and Y , of mass M
and charges 0, -1 and -2, respectively,

mN = mE1 = mY =M, (2.14)

and one heavier state, E2, of charge -1 and mass

mE2 ≈M

(
1 +

∑
i

(
m′
i

M

)2
)
. (2.15)

The masses of the SM-like charged leptons are

mphys
i ≈ mi

(
1−

(
m′
i

M

)2
)
, (2.16)

with i = 1, 2, 3 standing for e, µ and τ , respectively. For simplicity, we will assume here
and in the next section that λ′i (and therefore m′

i) are real.

Considering the following basis, e, µ, τ, E1, E2 for the charge -1 particles and νe, νµ, ντ , N

– 5 –



for the charge 0 ones, the couplings are,

X0L = 14×4, X0R =

(
03×3 0⃗

0⃗T 1

)
, (2.17)

X−1L ≈

 13×3

√
2
mim

′
i

M2

√
2
mim

′
i

M2√
2
mim

′
i

M2 0 −1
√
2
mim

′
i

M2 −1 0

 , X−1R ≈

 03×3

√
2
m′

i
M 0⃗

√
2
m′

i
M 0 −1 +

∑
i
m′ 2

i
M2

0⃗T −1 +
∑

i
m′ 2

i
M2 0

 ,

(2.18)

X−2L = X−2R = −1, (2.19)

V 0L ≈

(
Ṽ3×3 0⃗

√
2
mim

′
i

M2

−mim
′
i

M2 − 1√
2

1√
2

)
, V 0R ≈

(
03×3 0⃗ 0⃗

−m′
i

M −
1√
2

1√
2

(
1−

∑
i
m′ 2

i
M2

)) , (2.20)

V −1L ≈
(
−mim

′
i

M2
1√
2

1√
2

)T
, V −1R ≈

(
−m′

i
M

1√
2

1√
2

(
1−

∑
i
m′ 2

i
M2

))T
, (2.21)

vY −1 ≈


mphys
i

[
δij − 2

m′
im

′
j

M2

]
0⃗
√
2
mim

′
i

M

0⃗T 0 0
√
2m′

i

[
1 + 1

M2

(
m2
i −m′ 2

i − 2m2
i

∑
j ̸=i

2m′ 2
j

m2
i−m2

j

)]
0 2
∑

i
m′ 2

i
M

 . (2.22)

Note that the heaviest state, E2, has order one couplings to the channels ZE1, W+Y

and W−N , and couplings proportional to λ′i to the channels eiH, with ei the three light,
mostly SM-like, charged leptons. Thus, the branching ratios of E2 are a function of M
and m′

i that we plot, assuming for simplicity mixing with a single SM charged lepton, in
Figure 1. As we see in the figure, E2 decays predominantly into eiH for small values of the
mixing, for which the decay into the states of mass M is kinematically forbidden. Once
the mixing increases, these decay channels become kinematically allowed and the decay
into ZE1, W+Y and W−N start dominating (all with equal branching fraction). We have
checked that the result is relatively independent of the value of M . The remaining heavy
states decay into SM particles, with branching fractions, at leading order in the mixing,
equal to

BR(Y →W−ei) ≈ BR(E1 → Zei) ≈ BR(N →W+ei) ≈
m′ 2
i∑

jm
′ 2
j

. (2.23)

The expressions above allow us to consider the limits that direct searches impose on
the masses and mixing of the heavy particles, as we will describe in the next section.

3 Direct searches

Due to the usual assumption that charged lepton mixing is very strongly constrained, direct
searches for VLLs at colliders have typically focused on pair production, as this production
mechanism is independent of the mixing angle. On the other hand, mixing could be larger
for neutrinos and searches for heavy neutral leptons (HNLs) have also treated the single
production as a discovery channel. In the following, we will consider both production modes,
recasting existing analyses for the case of our model.
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0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8
sin2

e

0.0

0.2
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0.8

1.0

BR

Figure 1: Leading branching ratios of the heaviest state, E2, as a function of the mixing
squared sin2 θe, at M = 1350 GeV. The decay channels into a heavy state F = E1, N, Y

and a gauge boson V = Z,W−,W+, all with the same branching fraction, are merged into
the channel E2 → FV .

3.1 Pair production

Pair production of new VLLs is independent of the mixing, being sensitive only to the mass
of the new particles. Direct searches of VLL are usually interpreted in terms of a charge
-1 VLL singlet or a VLL doublet (VLLD hereafter), that is a VLL with the same quantum
numbers as the LH lepton doublet in the SM. Due to its proximity to our model, we will
consider the latter interpretation to recast it in our case.

Current searches for VLL have become very sophisticated (recent examples are [13, 14]
from ATLAS and [15] from CMS), including many different final states, that target all
relevant production mechanisms and decay channels. All these channels are combined
using machine learning tools, like deep neural networks or boosted decision trees, which
makes the detailed recasting of the different analyses a significant challenge. Given the
similarities between our model and the VLLD we have numerically computed the ratio
of the production cross section in all different channels for our model and for the VLLD

one. We have used MG5_NLO [16, 17] to compute the corresponding cross section at tree
level, with a result shown in Figure 2. We see that, generically, the cross section for the
different channels is a factor of ∼ 2 − 3 larger in our model than in the VLLD one. This
enhancement, which can be easily understood in terms of the couplings of the different
states to the EW gauge bosons, is pretty independent of the mixing, except for large values
of λ′, for which the E2 → FV decays, with F = E1, N, Y and V = Z,W−,W+, respectively,
become kinematically open. In this case the decay channels including the Higgs boson get
penalized and the ones involving extra vector bosons become enhanced.
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Figure 2: Ratio of the cross section in our model over the one in the VLLD model, for
the different decay channels, as a function of the coupling λ′e. We are considering the
contribution of the heavy lepton pair production with decays in the relevant channels, for
M = 1.35 TeV.

Tailored searches, that take advantage of the particular features of our model, along
the lines of the one in [18], will certainly be more restrictive than current ones, but we will
defer such a study to future work. In this article we will consider an enhancement factor
of 2.5 in the production cross section of our model with respect to the VLLD one. This is
the number we obtain assuming that all channels contribute equally. Using 2 or 3 for the
enhancement factor results in a ∼ 3% difference in the heavy mass limit which, in turn,
implies a negligible difference in the limit on the mixing.

Using the latest ATLAS analysis [14], and rescaling their results by a factor of 2.5, in the
case of coupling to the first generation we obtain a constraint M ≥ 1390 GeV. This number
changes to 1350 GeV and 1420 GeV for an enhancement factor of 2 and 3, respectively. The
same analysis can be carried out with VLLDµ [14] and VLLDτ [15] model searches, where the
subscript describes the generation to which the VLL couples to. Rescaling the exclusion
plots by a factor 2.5 we obtain M ≥ 1430 GeV and M ≥ 1210 GeV for mixing with the µ
and τ , respectively. Again, using an enhancement factor of 2 or 3 results on a variation on
the limit on the mass of the order of 3%. Thus, we take, as the final estimate of the current
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(a) eee signal through N → Zνe (b) eee/eeµ signal through N →We

(c) eee/eeµ signal through Y →We

Figure 3: eee and eeµ channels via singly produced VLL. Diagram 3a is only present in
the HNL model, diagram 3b is present (with different branching ratios) in both models and
diagram 3c is only present in our model.

limit on M from direct searches in pair production, the following numbers, at 95% C.L.,

M ≥


1390 GeV, mixing with e,
1430 GeV, mixing with µ,
1210 GeV, mixing with τ ,

[direct searches, pair production]. (3.1)

3.2 Single Production

As mentioned above, single production of new heavy leptons has been considered so far
only in the case of HNLs. Results are usually interpreted in terms of a single neutral VLL
singlet, N . The results for Dirac HNL can be easily reinterpreted in our model by identifying
the relevant coupling to the W boson, VeN ≡ m′/M . The main differences are the decay
branching ratios and the fact that there is an extra state, Y , in our model that can be also
singly produced with the same final state. The relevant diagrams are shown in Figure 3.
Diagram 3a is only present in the HNL case, with a BR(N → Zν) ≈ 0.25. Diagram 3b
is present in both models, but with different branching ratios, BR(N → We) ≈ 0.5 in the
HNL case and BR(N →We) = 1 in our model. Finally, diagram 3c is only present in our
model, again with a 100% branching ratio. If the channels with a W -boson in the final state
were the only ones present, we would expect a factor of 4 enhancement in the corresponding
cross section (two channels with same production cross section and twice the decay ratio).
In practice, there is also the channel with Z-boson in the final state, and therefore, the
corresponding enhancement factor is a bit smaller than 4, with some mild dependence on
the value of M .

We have numerically computed the production of 3e plus missing energy via single
production of heavy leptons both in the HNL case and in our model. The ratio of the
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M=250 GeV
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Figure 4: Ratio of the 3e+missing energy production via heavy leptons in our model over
the one in the HNL case, as a function of the corresponding coupling (recall the identification
VeN → m′/M) for different values of M .

two cross sections is shown in Figure 4, as a function of the corresponding coupling, for
different values of M . As we can see in the figure, the ratio increases with M , converging
to a value ∼ 3.5 for M ≳ 500 GeV and it is insensitive to m′/M except for very large values
of this parameter (and the mass M). We have used this enhancement factor for each value
of M to recast the results from [19] in our model. The corresponding limit on the mixing
squared is shown in the left panel of Figure 5, with the solid green line. We also show in the
same plot the limit from pair production (M ≥ 1390 GeV) with the vertical dash-dotted
black line. It should be pointed out that this pair production limit exceeds the highest
experimental point in the single production searches. In any case, as we will see in the next
section, indirect constraints will put complementary constraints that make the ones from
single production irrelevant. The corresponding limits for mixing with the µ and τ leptons
are shown in the central and right panel of Figure 5, respectively.

4 Indirect constraints

Having computed the current limits on our model from direct searches, we turn our atten-
tion to indirect constraints. These can be most efficiently studied by integrating out from
Eq. (2.2) the heavy states, and matching the result onto the SM EFT (SMEFT). (Note
that the stringent limit on their mass from direct pair production, Eq. (3.1), combined with
the fact that we are considering mostly low-energy observables ensures the validity of the
EFT approach.) We will do this in three different steps, starting with the tree-level contri-
bution to dimension 6 operators in section 4.1 and to dimension 8 ones in section 4.2, while
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Figure 5: 95% C.L. exclusion limits on sin2 θ as a function of M from direct searches
in our model for the case of mixing with e (left), µ (center) and τ (right). The excluded
region from single production is shown as a colored shaded area, while the one from pair
production is shown in grey. Only the white area is allowed by direct searches.

section 4.3 will be devoted to the analysis of the one-loop contributions to the dimension 6
operators.

4.1 Tree-level, dimension 6 effects

The degeneracy of the masses and couplings for the two new doublets ensures some can-
cellations in the tree-level contribution to the dimension 6 SMEFT Lagrangian. Indeed, in
the Warsaw basis, the only non-vanishing contribution is to the operator(

Oeϕ
)
ij
= ϕ†ϕ liϕej , (4.1)

where li and ej are the SM lepton doublet and singlet, respectively, with i, j flavor indices.
The corresponding WC reads [12, 20]

(Ceϕ)ij =
yli(λ

′
i)
∗λ′j

M2
. (4.2)

After the EWSB, this operator modifies the charged lepton masses and Yukawa cou-
plings with the Higgs boson (while also adding new H2 and H3 interaction vertices with
the charged leptons). Regarding the fermion masses, they are no longer diagonal due to
the contribution from (Ceϕ)ij ,

m̃l
ij = vyliδij − v3(Ceϕ)ij . (4.3)

The contribution to the Yukawa couplings is different from that of the charged lepton
masses, modifying the SM prediction of simultaneous diagonalization of the fermion masses
and the interactions with the Higgs boson,

vỸ l
ij = vyliδij − 3v3(Ceϕ)ij ̸= m̃l

ij , (4.4)

where the general Higgs coupling to the charged leptons has been defined in Eq. (2.13)
which, for simplicity, we call it hereafter Y l ≡ Y (−1).
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The mass matrix m̃l
ij is diagonalized, up to orderO(1/M2), through the following trans-

formations on the LH and RH charged fermions (see [3] for the corresponding expressions
in the quark sector),

(U lL)ij = δij + v2(AlL)ij , (U lR)ij = δij + v2(AlR)ij , (4.5)

with AlL and AlR antihermitian matrices given by

(AlL)ij =

(
1− 1

2
δij

)
yli(Ceϕ)

†
ij + (−1)δij (Ceϕ)ijylj

(yli)
2 − (−1)δij (ylj)2

, (4.6)

(AlR)ij =

(
1− 1

2
δij

)
yli(Ceϕ)ij + (−1)δij (Ceϕ)†ijylj

(yli)
2 − (−1)δij (ylj)2

. (4.7)

The physical mass matrix, mphys
ij , reads,

mphys
ij = mphys

i δij =

(
vyli −

v3

2
(Ceϕ + C†

eϕ)ii

)
δij = mi

(
1−

(
m′
i

M

)2
)
δij . (4.8)

In the physical basis, the Yukawa couplings are not diagonal, inducing flavor changing
interactions with the Higgs boson,

vY l
ij = vyliδij − v3

[
2(Ceϕ)ij +

1

2
δij(Ceϕ + C†

eϕ)ii

]
= mphys

ij − 2v3(Ceϕ)ij

= mphys
i δij − 2

mi(m
′
i)
∗m′

j

M2
= mphys

i

(
δij − 2

(m′
i)
∗m′

j

M2

)
,

(4.9)

where we have neglected higher orders in mi/M .
From Eq. (4.9) we see that, in the flavor-diagonal case, the precision with which the

corresponding Yukawa coupling is experimentally measured sets directly the limit on the
allowed mixing. Only the tau lepton Yukawa coupling has been measured with a certain de-
gree of precision. Non-diagonal couplings can also induce lepton-flavor violating processes,
which are very strongly constrained experimentally. However, the lepton mass suppression
is enough to make these bounds irrelevant in our case. Let us review both cases here. In
the diagonal case, the modified Yukawa coupling is proportional to the SM result. Thus,
the so-called kappa framework, that assumes SM-like couplings with a modified strength,
fully captures the corrections. The kappa parameter for a lepton Yukawa coupling can be
defined as follows

κl ≡
Y l

ySMl
= 1− sin2 θl, (4.10)

where in the second equality we have given the result in our model. Only the tau Yukawa
coupling has been determined with enough precision to make this measurement relevant [21]

κτ = 0.93± 0.07, 68%C.L.. (4.11)

Using conservatively the error in the experimental measurement as the maximum deviation
in our model we get the following 95% C.L. limit,

sin2 θτ ≲ 0.14, (4.12)
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which measures the percentage of the non-singlet component in the RH tau. This limit
might seem independent of M but, as we will see below, the interplay between tree-level
and one-loop effects, makes it valid only for relatively low values of M .

Regarding Higgs-mediated tree-level lepton flavor violating observables, we can obtain
the corresponding bounds by using the general results in Appendix C. Indeed, inserting
the value of the relevant WCs, Eqs. (C.16) and (C.17) in the general expressions of the
corresponding LFV observables, Eqs. (C.10) and (C.13), and using the experimental limits
on Table 1, we obtain the following limits at 90% C.L.:

BR(µAu→ eAu) = 1.7 · 10−10

(
m′
µm

′
e

M2

)2

≤ 7 · 10−13, (4.13)

BR(µ→ 3e) = 4.5 · 10−18

(
m′
µm

′
e

M2

)2

≤ 10−12, (4.14)

BR(τ → 3µ) = 9.6 · 10−12

(
m′
τm

′
µ

M2

)2

≤ 1.9 · 10−8, (4.15)

BR(τ → eµµ) = 9.6 · 10−12

(
m′
τm

′
e

M2

)2

≤ 2.7 · 10−8. (4.16)

BR(µ→ 3e) ≤ 10−12 [22] BR(τ → 3e) ≤ 2.7 · 10−8 [23]

BR(µ→ eγ) ≤ 3.1 · 10−13 [24] BR(τ → eγ) ≤ 3.33 · 10−8 [25]

BR(µAu→ eAu) ≤ 7 · 10−13 [26] BR(τ → µγ) ≤ 4.2 · 10−8 [27]

BR(τ → 3µ) ≤ 1.9 · 10−8 [28] BR(τ → µee) ≤ 1.8 · 10−8 [23]

BR(τ → eµµ) ≤ 2.7 · 10−8 [23]

Table 1: Experimental upper bounds, at 90% C.L., on lepton flavor violating processes.

We note that, since the bounds in Eqs. (4.13)–(4.16) arise from Higgs-mediated tree-
level processes, radiative decays involving a photon in the final state (such as ℓi → ℓjγ) are
included in the table but not in our limits, as they first appear at the one-loop level. Among
the remaining purely tree-level LFV processes, we only consider the most constraining
observable for each flavor transition (µ−e, τ−µ, and τ−e), which explains why the number
of relations in Eqs. (4.13)–(4.16) is smaller than the total number of experimental limits
listed in Table 1.

The numerical factor on the LHS of each inequality corresponds to the replacement of
the corresponding masses in the expressions of the observables and the RHS corresponds to
the experimental limit, as shown in Table 1. Among the bounds on that table, only µ− e
conversion imposes a non-negligible limit,

m′
µm

′
e

M2
≤ 0.065. (4.17)
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In all other cases the light-lepton mass suppression is enough to make the bounds mean-
ingless. As we will see in Section 4.3.1, even the constraint in Eq. (4.17) becomes surpassed
by the LFV constraints arising at one-loop order.

4.2 Tree-level contributions to the dimension 8 SMEFT

To assess whether tree-level dimension-8 effects are relevant, let us consider only their pos-
sible contributions to EWPO and Higgs physics that were absent at tree-level in the dimen-
sion 6 SMEFT. Even considering that these corrections appear at one-loop at dimension-6,
dimension-8 tree-level contributions could, in principle, be relevant for smaller values of M .

It is clear that any dimension 8 operator that we generate with a coefficient suppressed
by the charged lepton Yukawa couplings will be too small to be observable. Thus, we take
the vanishing Yukawa limit to simplify the discussion. In the following we will show that
none of the operators generated at this order (in the vanishing Yukawa limit) give rise to
3-point interactions and, therefore, they do not affect EWPO. Using Matchete [29] for the
integration we obtain the following dimension 8 contribution

LSMEFT ⊃
(
− µ2

M4
+

λ

M4
ϕ†ϕ

)
(ϕ†i

↔
Dµϕ eγ

µe)− i

M4

(
Dµϕ

†DµDνϕ−DµD
νϕ†Dµϕ

)
eγνe

+
2i

M4
Dµϕ

†Dνϕ (eγ
µDνe−Dµeγνe) +

g21
4M4

Dµ(ϕ†ϕ)Bµνeγ
νe+ . . . , (4.18)

where the dots correspond to further operators in the class ψ2XH2D with the same struc-
ture of the last operator but more gamma matrices. It might seem that the first line in
Eq. (4.18) would give rise to anomalous couplings of the gauge bosons to the fermions.
However, removing the last term in the first line, through an appropriate field redefinition,
cancels the contribution to Oϕe and Oϕe(ϕ†ϕ) and further cancels the first term in the sec-
ond line. The leading tree-level dimension-8 contribution will therefore arise from a 4-point
interaction, given by operators in the classes ψ2XH2D.

An alternative way of obtaining the same result is to consider directly the theory in its
broken phase (see Section 2) and integrate out the heavy degrees of freedom in the physical
basis. Integrating out the VLLs in the Lagrangian of Eqs. (2.11)-(2.13) results in

LLEFT ⊃
(
m′

M2

)2

eR /Z(i/∂)/ZeR +

[
√
2

(
m′

M2

)2

eR /W
−
(i/∂) /W

+
eR + h.c.

]

+

(
m′

vM

)2

eRH

[(
1− ∂2

M2

)]
(i/∂)HeR , (4.19)

where we suppressed flavor indices for simplicity. Upon rewriting the dimension-6 part of
the last term in an explicitly hermitian form,

eRH(i/∂)HeR =
1

2

[
eRH(i/∂)(HeR)− (i/∂)(eRH)HeR

]
=

1

2

[
2H2eRi/∂eR + (H∂µH −H∂µH)ieRγ

µeR
]
, (4.20)

it becomes clear that it results only in a lepton mass suppressed contribution, as expected
from the SMEFT results.
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From Eq. (4.19), we recover the same conclusion from the unbroken SMEFT: the ef-
fective theory points to the e+e− −→ WW/ZZ processes as the more relevant dimension-8
tree-level contributions, as no 3-point vertices are generated at this order. Further reduc-
tions of Eq. (4.19) (for instance through Fierz reordering) to arrive at a minimal basis are
not necessary at this stage, as henceforth we will consider the full model in the computa-
tion of the e+e− −→WW/ZZ predictions. These interactions were probed by LEP (see for
instance [30]) but, as we will see, they are not competitive with other current constraints.
For the sake of concreteness, we have considered the results in [31] for W+W− production
in e+e− collisions, as they are the most precisely measured. Instead of simulating in detail
the corresponding analyses we have taken the very conservative approach to put a limit on
the model when the production cross-section in our model differs by more than 0.1 pb with
the one in the SM. This difference is much smaller than the precision of experimental data,
in some cases by more than one order of magnitude. We will show the corresponding limit
in our final plot in Figure 11, where we will see that it is completely irrelevant when direct
searches and theoretical limits are considered

4.3 One loop contributions to the dimension 6 SMEFT

Let us finally turn our attention to the effect of dimension-6 operators with WCs generated
at one-loop order. We have integrated out the two heavy multiplets up to one loop order
using Matchete [29] and MatchmakerEFT [32] and checked that both calculations agree. The
full result is too long to be given in writing. We collect some of the most relevant contri-
butions in Appendix A and give the full result as an ancillary file in the arXiv submission
of this work. Given that, in the case that the heavy leptons mix with more than one light
fermion, we generate lepton-flavor-violating (LFV) operators at one loop order that are
not suppressed by light Yukawa couplings, we first consider the constraints that these LFV
observables impose and then we consider the lepton flavor preserving constraints.

4.3.1 Constraints from Lepton Flavor Violating Observables

When our VLLs mix with several different light generations, i.e. there are at least two non-
vanishing λ′i,j with i ̸= j, LFV processes will be induced at one loop order. Interestingly
enough, the symmetry that protects the tree-level contributions ensures a partial cancella-
tion of these effects, so that ∆L = 2 operators, proportional to (λ′ ∗i )2(λ′j)

2, are zero in our
model. This results from a cancellation between box diagram contributions involving the
two VLL doublets. Although each doublet individually generates such contributions, they
have the same size and opposite signs, so that they cancel exactly. Nevertheless, there are
∆L = 1 processes proportional to λ′ ∗i λ

′
j that, as we will see, imply very stringent constraints

on this product. All the relevant experimental observables are provided in Table 1. These
observables can be computed in terms of the parameters of our model λ′i and M . Due to the
particular symmetry protection of the model, they solely depend on the product λ′ ∗i λ

′
j/M

2

for li → lj processes (or on its complex conjugate, depending on the electric charge of the
leptons used). The procedure, described in detail in Appendix C, consists of matching our
SMEFT results to the LEFT and then computing the relevant observables in terms of the
WCs in the LEFT. We assume that the couplings λ′i are real, but this assumption can be
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Figure 6: 90% C.L. LFV limits on
m′

im
′
j

M2 with i ̸= j for µ− e transitions (top panel), τ − e
transitions (bottom left panel) and τ − µ transitions (bottom right panel).

trivially lifted knowing the corresponding dependence on the parameters. The resulting
limits, graphically shown in Figure 6, are given, in decreasing order of importance, by

m′
µm

′
e

M2
≤


1.58 · 10−5, [µ→ eγ],

2.70 · 10−5, [µ→ e conversion in Au],
2.89 · 10−4, [µ→ 3e],

(4.21)

m′
τm

′
e

M2
≤

{
0.012, [τ → eγ],

0.091, [τ → 3e],
(4.22)
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m′
τm

′
µ

M2
≤


0.014, [τ → µγ],

0.113, [τ → µee],

0.116, [τ → 3µ].

(4.23)

As announced in Section 4.1 these limits clearly supersede the ones obtained at tree level.

4.3.2 Flavor preserving global fit

Given the tight constraints on the simultaneous mixing with two different light leptons
discussed in the previous section, we turn our attention to the lepton flavor preserving case
and perform a global fit to electroweak precision measurements, including the anomalous
magnetic moment of the muon, and Higgs-boson observables at the LHC. We have used the
python package smelli [33–35] to compute the global likelihood in terms of the parameters
of our model, λ′ and M , using the matching results of our model onto the SMEFT – see
Appendix A. We note that most of the effects that enter in the observables considered
in the fit are induced by one-loop generated WCs. In this case, to maintain a consistent
one-loop power counting, the effects from renormalization group evolution (RGE) should
be neglected, as they induce corrections of the next order in perturbation theory. The
exception to this argument concerns the WCs of the operators that modify the Yukawa
couplings of the leptons. These are generated at the tree level, and are particularly relevant
for the case of mixing with the tau. However, even in this case, we checked that the effects
of RGE do not significantly change the results, and are neglected in what follows.

Once we have the relevant χ2 as a function of λ′ and M 2 we can obtain the 95%

C.L. limits on the M − λ′ plane by considering the excluded regions that satisfy ∆χ2 =

χ2−χ2
min ≥ 5.99. The most constraining observables are EWPO and Higgs physics, except

for the case of mixing with the muon, for which g−2 plays an important role. In fact, Higgs
physics, and in particular double Higgs production, H → γγ and H → ττ (for mixing with
the tau), induces the strongest constraints, with EWPO being relevant mostly for smaller
masses. We illustrate our findings for the three cases of mixing with e, µ and τ , respectively,
in Figure 7. The exclusion regions are given in the λ′ −M plane in the left panel of the
figure and in the sin2 θ −M plane in the right one.

Let us focus on the right panel of Figure 7, as the dependence of the different observables
on the mixing squared is more easily identifiable. The three curves behave differently until
they merge into each other for larger masses, at M ∼ 1.5 TeV. Below this mass, M ≲ 1.5

TeV, the limits for the case of mixing with the electron and the muon look similar, with two
lines that are relatively close to each other. However, the origin of the constraints is slightly
different in each case. They share a common leading constraint, from the measurement of
the H → γγ decay. This decay receives a large contribution from CϕB that makes it the
dominant channel for small masses. EWPO impose a milder but non-negligible constraint,
which is more relevant for the electron case. In the muon case, the measurement of the
anomalous magnetic moment of the muon, g−2, places very significant constraints, rivaling

2Note that the one-loop WCs have contributions with dependence on different combinations of these
parameters, including λ′ 2/M2, λ′ 4/M2 and λ′ 6/M2 (see Appendix A) so the likelihood depends on both
parameters independently.
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Figure 7: Excluded regions (colored areas) at 95% C.L. in the λ′ −M plane (left panel)
and in the sin2 θ −M plane, for single generation mixing with e (green), µ (blue) and τ

(orange), respectively.

the one arising from H → γγ at small values of M . All these observables depend only
on WCs that scale like λ′ 2/M2 resulting in an M -independent constraint on the mixing
(see Appendix A for the WCs and Appendix B for g − 2 calculation). For a fixed value
of the mixing, as M (or λ′) grows the contributions to Cϕ and, to a less extent, Cϕ□,
become increasingly important, since they scale like λ′ 6/M2 and λ′ 4/M2, respectively. The
operator Cϕ only corrects the Higgs self-coupling κλ (see Appendix D for the calculation
of δκλ in our model). Despite the comparatively lower precision of the bounds from Higgs
pair production, the scaling of this WC makes this observable the leading constraint, and
causes these curves to acquire a downward slope for large values of M .

Limits for the mixing with the tau look quite different, since they originate from the
constraint on the tau Yukawa coupling to the Higgs boson, which has been measured with a
precision at the level of several percent, making the tree level contribution to this coupling
relevant for low values of M , see Eq.(4.12). As M increases (and equivalently λ′ increases
for the same value of the mixing), there is a partial cancellation with the one-loop result,
explaining the slight upwards slope of the bound; we will further discuss this one-loop
cancellation in section 5. For larger masses, M ≳ 1.5 TeV, double Higgs production becomes
again the leading constraint, turning it into the dominant observable for the three scenarios,
merging the three lines together.

The features mentioned above can be easily understood from the fraction of the ∆χ2 =

5.99 that arises from the different sets of (uncorrelated) observables. We show these fractions
in Figure 8 for the case of mixing with electron (left), muon (center) and tau (right),
respectively. We see how, for the electron, Higgs physics is dominant, with EWPO playing
a smaller but still significant role for small values of M . In the muon case we see that the
constraint from g−2 is relevant, being comparable to Higgs constraints for low values of M .
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Figure 8: Fraction of the total ∆χ2 corresponding to EWPO (green), Higgs observables
(red) and g − 2 (blue, only relevant in the muon case) in the exclusion limit for the case of
mixing with electron (left), muon (center) and tau (right).

The λ′ 4/M2 and λ′ 6/M2 behavior of Higgs physics makes it more relevant for larger values
of M against the M -independent contribution from other observables. Finally, in the case
of mixing with the tau Higgs physics leads the bound due to the tree-level correction to the
tau Yukawa coupling and to double Higgs production for large values of λ′.

5 Theoretical constraints

The indirect constraints on the mixing discussed in the previous sections are so mild that,
when combined with the relatively stringent limit on the mass from direct searches, they
cast doubts on the theoretical validity of the corresponding region of parameter space. In
this section we discuss different theoretical constraints on the parameters of the model.
We consider three different types of theoretical limits: the stability of the Higgs potential,
existence of Landau poles and strong coupling.

5.1 Stability of the scalar potential

The large values of the coupling λ′i that experimental probes currently allow can affect the
stability of the EW vacuum, inducing a theoretical limit on this parameter. Let us consider
the Higgs potential up to mass-dimension 8,

V (ϕ) = c2 (ϕ
†ϕ) + c4(ϕ

†ϕ)2 + c6(ϕ
†ϕ)3 + c8(ϕ

†ϕ)4 + . . . . (5.1)

The leading contributions to the different coefficients are, assuming mixing with a single
generation induced by a real coupling λ′,

c2 ∼ −|µH |2 +
λ′ 2M2

4π2
→ −|µH |2, (5.2)

c4 ∼ λ−
5

24π2
λ′ 4|µ2H |
M2

, (5.3)

c6 ∼ −
λ′ 6

6π2M2
, (5.4)

c8 ∼
λ′ 8

12π2M4
. (5.5)
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In the expressions above we have only considered the leading contribution in the large λ′

limit. In Eq. (5.2) we find the usual effect of the hierarchy problem, which is irrelevant in our
case because all effects that come with µH appear at one-loop. Note that the contribution
to c6 is negative, thus destabilizing the potential, which is only stabilized at large values of
ϕ by the (positive) c8 term.

This potential depends on four input parameters: µH , λ, λ′ andM . As we are interested
in a scan over the latter two, for each value of the pair λ′, M , we fix µH and λ by requiring
that the potential has a minimum at |ϕ|2 = v2, with v = 174 GeV (note that in our model,
at the order we are working, there are no further contributions to the Fermi constant), and
the mass of the physical Higgs boson is mH = 125 GeV. In order to do that, we expand [36]

ϕ =

(
0

v + (1 + cH,kin)
H√
2

)
, (5.6)

where the contribution from canonically normalizing the Higgs is, in our model (dimension-8
contributions cancel in our case),

cH,kin = − λ′ 4v2

24π2M2
. (5.7)

For the parameters of interest in the relevant ranges, λ′ ∼ O(2−4) and 1.5 TeV ≲M ≲
4 TeV, the behavior of the potential is as follows. For fixed M in the relevant region and
small values of λ′, the potential has a single minimum, corresponding to the observed EW
one at v = 174 GeV. As we increase λ′ a second minimum develops at around λ′ ≈ 2, with
a very mild dependence on the value of M . Above this value, the second minimum becomes
deeper than the observed one, thus rendering our minimum metastable. We consider this as
the limiting value of λ′ from the stability of the potential. We show the result in Figure 9,
where we see that λ′ ≲ 2, quite independently ofM , for the relevant range of this parameter.

As a cross-check we use the general analysis of the stability of the potential in Refs. [37,
38]. In particular, using Eq. (3.21) from the arXiv version of [38], we obtain λ′ ≲ 1.97, a
value consistent with our analysis.

One could add bosonic degrees of freedom to the model to alleviate this theoretical
constraint. The issue of potential stability for new fermions with large couplings has been
addressed before in the literature, see for instance [39–43].

5.2 Landau Pole

Another important theoretical constraint on the value of λ′ arises from the presence of a
Landau pole. We estimate this constraint by solving the one-loop RGEs of λ′1,3, Eqs. (A.13)
and (A.14), neglecting for simplicity the terms proportional to the gauge couplings as they
are irrelevant for large values of λ′, with the boundary condition λ′1(M) = λ′2(M) = λ′ and
fix the position of the Landau pole as the value of the renormalization scale at which λ′1,3
blow up (neglecting g1 they remain equal at all scales). This gives us the value of λ′ as
a function of the ratio ΛLandau/M , shown in Figure 10. As an example, for ΛLandau/M =

2, 4, 10 we obtain, respectively λ′ ≲ 4.2, 3, 2.3.
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5.3 Strong coupling

We have estimated the strong coupling limit λ′ ≲ 4 in two different ways. The first one
is by computing the value of λ′ for which perturbative unitarity is broken. Following [44],
and assuming conservatively the mixing with only one VLL, we have checked that the most
stringent bound arises from diagonalizing the partial wave scattering amplitude for total
angular momenta J = 1, resulting in λ′ ≲ 4, much stronger than considering only the
perturbativity bound from the anomalous dimension matrix, Eq. (A.11).
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As an alternative way of estimating the strong coupling limit, let us focus on the
perturbativity of our matching results. Focusing on the matching of the Ceϕ coefficient,
which is the only one where tree- and loop-level effects compete, we have, for mixing with
a single generation,

(Ceϕ)ii = yi
λ′ 2i
M2

[
1− 79

96π2
λ′ 2i

]
+ . . . , (5.8)

where the . . . represent other gauge coupling suppressed contributions. Immediately we
observe that there is a partial cancellation between the tree- and loop-level results, ex-
plaining the behavior observed for the limit on the mixing with the tau in section 4.3.2.
Furthermore, we can see that because the contributions scale differently with λ′, the one-
loop result matches the tree-level one for λ′ = 3.46. Clearly this points to the breakdown
of our perturbative expansion and we cannot be confident that higher-orders will not be
important. Regardless, since the theoretical bound from vacuum stability places a more
stringent limit on λ′, this will not be an issue.

6 Global current constraints

Once we have explored the constraints on the model arising from different sources, from
direct single and pair-production searches to indirect effects from tree-level dimension 6
and 8 operators and one-loop dimension 6 operators, we can combine all these constraints
to obtain a global picture of what the current limits on lepton mixing are. We show the
combination of all limits, including the theoretical one coming from the stability of the
potential, in Figure 11 for mixing with the electron, and Figure 12 for mixing with the
muon (left panel) and tau lepton (right panel). The corresponding limits on the fraction of
non-singlet that the charged lepton RH component has are

sin2 θi ≤


0.14 [0.20, no theoretical constraints], mixing with e,
0.13 [0.18, no theoretical constraints], mixing with µ,
0.16, mixing with τ ,

(6.1)

where the results are also given, in square brackets, with the assumption that theoretical
constraints are evaded with the addition of heavy new physics. In the case of mixing with
the tau lepton theoretical constraints do not change the current limit. These results are in
striking contrast with the case of mixing with a single VLL. As an example, the equivalent
numbers, from EWPO, can be obtained from [4]. The corresponding limits on the mixing
squared are 4 × 10−4, 2.3 × 10−3 and 1.2 × 10−3 for the case of electron, muon and tau
mixing with ∆1, respectively, and 7.8 × 10−4, 7.8 × 10−4 and 2.1 × 10−3 for the case of
electron, muon and tau mixing with ∆3, respectively.

7 Future colliders

Future collider experiments will clearly change the picture presented so far, resulting in
stronger bounds on (or an observation of) the effects of lepton mixing. We will consider the
impact of the planned high-luminosity phase of the LHC (with an integrated luminosity of
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Figure 11: Combination of all exclusion regions at 95% C.L. for the case of mixing with
the electron.
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Figure 12: Combination of all exclusion regions at 95% C.L. for the case of mixing with
the muon (left) and tau lepton (right).

3 ab−1) and a possible future e+e− collider followed by a high-energy hadron collider. For
concreteness, we will consider the case of the future circular collider (FCC) project, starting
with the FCC-ee [45–47], a circular e+e− collider operating at energies from the Z pole up
to 365 GeV, to be followed by the FCC-hh [45, 47, 48], a

√
s = 84.6TeV proton-proton

collider.

7.1 HL-LHC

The high-luminosity phase of the LHC will have two main effects on the limits presented
in Figures 11 and 12: (i) the direct searches limit will scale with the increased luminosity;
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(ii) indirect constrains from Higgs physics and EWPO will also become stronger – i.e.
improvement in h→ γγ, muon Yukawa, W-mass, etc.

To address point (i) we will use the tool Collider Reach [49] which extrapolates limits
obtained at a certain

√
s and integrated luminosity to other points. In ref. [18] the use of

this tool was validated for VLL searches. For pair production, the extrapolated bound is
M ≳ 2.17, 2.22, 1.96TeV for the VLL mixing with electron, muon and tau respectively.

To account for the improvements in indirect measures, point (ii), we have updated the
relevant observables in smelli with the expected precision to be achieved at HL-LHC, and
assuming the SM predictions as central values. To this end, we use the projected signal
strengths in ref. [50], updated with the improvements in ref. [51] for the Higgs observables.
Both experimental and theoretical correlations are taken into account. In terms of EW-
POs, we consider the improvement in the W -boson mass measurement, with an expected
uncertainty of ∼ 5 MeV [52]. The constraints on the Higgs self-coupling are included in the
likelihood directly as a bound on δκλ, describing the shift with respect to the SM value –
for more details on the computation of δκλ in our model see Appendix D. The projected
uncertainties to this quantity are taken from [53] (see Sections 3.1.1 and 3.1.3).

The resulting improved constraints from the HL-LHC are shown in Fig. 13 with dotted
lines. The expected upper limit on the mixing squared will be, at the end of the HL-LHC
phase

sin2 θi ≤


0.05 [0.08, no theoretical constraints], mixing with e,
0.05 [0.06, no theoretical constraints], mixing with µ,
0.04 [0.05, no theoretical constraints], mixing with τ .

(7.1)

Once again, we give the results with and without taking into account theoretical constraints.
The increased precision of the HL-LHC makes the effect of theoretical constraints less
stringent but still dominant. One could have predicted the result for the muon mixing case,
due to the expected 1 σ uncertainty associated with the muon Yukawa measurement, which
should reach 3%. As it happened in the tau case for current data, Eq. (4.10) translates the
muon Yukawa 95% C.L. bound into

sin2 θµ ≲ 0.06. (7.2)

Note that this bound is not flat in Fig. 13 as other one-loop effects also play a role.

7.2 FCC-ee and FCC-hh

The FCC-ee programme, with a run at
√
s ≈ MZ that expects to collect 6 · 1012 Z bosons

(the Tera-Z run) will significantly improve the constraints arising from EWPO [54]. The
FCC-ee is also planned to run around the WW threshold, improving the precision of the W -
bosons properties, and as a Higgs factory at

√
s = 240 and 365GeV, significantly improving

the HL-LHC precision in single-Higgs measurements. We make use of the observables im-
plementation in smelli and flavio introduced in Ref. [55], which define the relevant Higgs
physics measurements in FCC-ee at higher energy runs. We incorporate these consider-
ing the most recent projections for the uncertainties: for the experimental ones, we use
the systematic and statistical uncertainties from [54] (Table 2 for Higgs and Tables 4 -
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Figure 13: Comparison between excluded regions of parameters at 95% C.L. using current
data (solid lines), HL-LHC projections (dotted lines) from signal strengths assuming trivial
correlations (id.), and FCC-ee projections (dashed lines) assuming conservative uncertain-
ties. We show these for the single mixing with e (green), µ (blue) and τ (orange).

6 for EWPOs); for the theoretical uncertainties, we present the results for two scenarios,
matching the conservative and aggressive assumptions for the projected precision of theory
calculations in [53] (Tables 3.2 - 3.6). We also take into account and compute the theoret-
ical correlations considering these two scenarios for the uncertainties. Finally, the FCC-ee
constraints on the Higgs self-coupling from single-Higgs measurements are also taken into
account in our fit, including again the bounds reported in [53]. 3 The obtained limits are
presented in Fig. 13, in thick (thin) dash-dotted lines for the conservative (aggressive) as-
sumptions on the theoretical uncertainties. Given the large improvement in the mixing
bound in comparison to HL-LHC, we present the same bounds in Fig. 14 in logarithmic

3Note that, in our case, these estimates are expected to be conservative, since our model describes a
more restricted scenario compared to the global SMEFT fit used to obtain the δκλ limits in that reference.
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scale so that extent of the constraints becomes more evident. The strength of the FCC-ee
programme becomes clear upon inspection of Fig. 14. When taken in combination with
direct pair production constraints (from HL-LHC), it is only through the indirect bounds
from the FCC-ee that we obtain a stronger constraint than that resulting from theoretical
considerations. This is in stark contrast with the LHC for which, even in the precision era
of the HL-LHC, theoretical considerations play the leading role in constraining the mixing.
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Figure 14: Comparison between excluded regions of parameters at 95% C.L. in log scale
using current data (solid lines), HL-LHC projections (dotted lines) from signal strengths
assuming trivial correlations (id.), and FCC-ee projections (dashed lines) assuming conser-
vative (thick) and aggressive (thin) uncertainties. We show these for the single mixing with
e (green), µ (blue) and τ (orange).

The expected upper limit on the mixing squared in the conservative (aggressive) sce-
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nario will be, at the end of the FCC-ee,

sin2 θi ≤


17 (3) · 10−3, mixing with e, cons. (aggr.),
17 (3) · 10−3, mixing with µ, cons. (aggr.),
7 (4) · 10−3, mixing with τ , cons. (aggr.).

(7.3)

We note that, while the bounds on mixing with electrons/muons are controlled by
EWPO, in the conservative theory scenario mixing with the tau receives stronger constraints
from the improved H → ττ FCC-ee measurements – see Refs. [56, 57] for studies of models
with large contributions to the electron Yukawa and how the FCC-ee plays a role there.
Assuming theory uncertainties improve to the aggressive case, however, makes this scenario
also strongly constrained by the FCC-ee Z-pole measurements.

Complementarily to the FCC-ee programme, a future hadron collider would be able to
directly probe higher masses of the degrees of freedom of our model. Once again, using the
Collider Reach tool [49], we can extrapolate the mass limits obtained with current data.
Note that this is a conservative result as, given the large center of mass energy and the
improvements in data analysis, a much better tailored analysis could be developed for our
model. We neglect expected improvements in indirect bounds arising at FCC-hh. Consid-
ering the FCC-hh with

√
s = 84.6TeV and L = 30 ab−1 [47], the direct pair production

bounds are 10.9, 11.2, 9.7 TeV for mixing with electron, muon and tau respectively.
This expected improvement in direct searches would turn the situation into the current

paradigm, described in Section 6, where the combination of theoretical bounds and direct
pair production limits are more constraining than indirect precision measurements. At
M ∼ 10 TeV, the stability of the potential λ′ ≲ 2 provides a bound on the mixing squared,
sin2 θ ≲ 2.4 · 10−3, which is stronger than the FCC-ee limit in the aggressive scenario, see
Eq. (7.3). Even when accounting for the expected increased precision of Higgs observables
from FCC-hh, the situation does not change, since double Higgs production, the dominant
observable for large λ′, will have an expected precision on the modification of the Higgs
self-coupling δκλ ≲ 0.05 [54]; using Eq. (D.1), this would result in a limit on the mixing
squared of sin2 θ ≲ 6.5 · 10−3 at 95% C.L.. For this bound to be at least as strong as
the theoretical constraint λ′ ≲ 2 at M ∼ 10 TeV, the required precision on δκλ would be
δκλ ≲ 0.005, an order of magnitude more precise than what FCC-hh is expected to achieve.

8 Conclusions and outlook

The coupling of the charged leptons to the EW gauge bosons has been experimentally mea-
sured with a precision better than per mille level and they agree with the SM predictions
to the same level of precision. This seems to prevent a significant mixing of the SM lep-
tons with new, heavy leptons, as this mixing generically induces anomalous couplings of
the physical leptons to the EW gauge bosons. We have shown that this intuition is not
necessarily correct in the case that the SM leptons can mix with more than one multi-
plet of heavy leptons. In this case it is possible to have cancellations that suppress these
anomalous couplings even in the presence of a significant mixing. These cancellations can
be furthermore guaranteed by symmetries, thus making them natural.
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We have studied a specific example of such a scenario in the so-called degenerate bidou-
blet model. The SM leptons mix, with equal strength, to two degenerate lepton doublets
with hypercharges −1/2, ∆1, and −3/2, ∆3, respectively. Integrating out the heavy leptons
we obtain that the only operator in the SMEFT at dimension 6 that is generated at tree
level is suppressed by the charged lepton Yukawa couplings and, in practice, only results
in a re-scaling of such a coupling. This results only in a relatively mild constraint in the
case of the tau lepton, and it is completely irrelevant for the first two generations. We
have carefully considered other sources of constraints on the lepton mixing in the model
and have found that direct searches for pair production in combination with the effect of
dimension 6 operators generated at one-loop order in Higgs physics and EWPO (and g− 2

in the case of mixing with the muon) produce the strongest constraint on the allowed mix-
ing. These constraints are nevertheless quite mild. We have found that the RH electron
could have a 20% component of non-singlet while the corresponding numbers for the muon
and tau lepton are, respectively, 18% and 16%. These bounds are so mild that theoretical
considerations become, in combination with direct searches, more stringent than indirect
precision constraints, leading to an upper limit on the allowed non-singlet component of
14% for the e and 13% for the muon (mixing with τ is not more strongly constrained by
theoretical considerations).

Future experimental results will significantly strengthen these limits or, alternatively,
produce evidence of the mixing effects. The improvement in the Higgs measurements at
the HL-LHC, together with a higher reach in direct searchers, will constrain the amount
of non-singlet in the RH electron, muon and tau to 8%, 6% and 5%, respectively. The
improved limit on the mass of the heavy fermions from direct searches makes theoretical
considerations again more constraining, leading to 5% for the electron and muon, and 4%

for the tau. The FCC-ee will improve these limits further, thanks to the precision obtained
in EWPO and Higgs measurements, taking the limits down to 0.3− 1.7%, 0.3− 1.7% and
0.4 − 0.7%, depending on the assumptions on the size of theory uncertainties for EWPO.
The precision is high enough that these limits are more stringent than the ones derived
from theoretical considerations. Finally, the FCC-hh will significantly extend the reach in
direct searches to M ∼ 10 TeV, at which point theory bounds constrain sin2 θ ≲ 2.4 · 10−3.

The fact that current limits on the mixing are so mild and the rich phenomenology of
the degenerate bidoublet model provides exciting prospects of finding new physics in the
near future. Dedicated searches, including single production of charged VLLs, that we plan
to take on future work, will be an excellent opportunity to discover new particles or further
carve the allowed parameter space. Such a discovery could be an excellent opportunity to
composite Higgs models that naturally incorporate the custodial protection that is realized
in our model [10, 11, 58].
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A One loop matching in the Warsaw basis

The complete result for the one-loop matching in the Warsaw basis is very long and is
provided as an ancillary file in the arXiv submission of this work. We list here the results
that are relevant for the discussion of indirect constraints in Section 4.3 and also for di-Higgs
production and theoretical limits based on the stability of the potential. In particular, we
will write only the terms that are enhanced by powers of the λ′i coupling, except whenever
they are suppressed by lepton Yukawa couplings [29, 32, 59, 60]:

16π2Cϕ =
∑
ijk

8

3

|λ′i|2|λ′j |2|λ′k|2

M2
+ . . . , (A.1)

16π2CϕB =
2g21
3

∑
k

|λ′k|2

M2
+ . . . , (A.2)

16π2Cϕ□ =

[
g21
9

+
g22
3

]∑
k

|λ′k|2

M2
− 1

3

∑
kl

|λ′k|2|λ′l|2

M2
+ . . . , (A.3)

16π2CϕD =
4g21
9

∑
k

|λ′k|2

M2
+ . . . , (A.4)

16π2
(
Cϕe
)
ij
= −2g21

9

∑
k

|λ′k|2

M2
δij + g21

[
19

9
+ 3 log

(
µ2

M2

)]
λ′ ∗i λ

′
j

M2
+ . . . , (A.5)

16π2
(
C

(1)
ϕψ

)
ij
=

2g21
9
Yψ
∑
k

|λ′k|2

M2
δij + . . . , (A.6)

16π2
(
C

(3)
ϕl

)
ij
= 16π2

(
C

(3)
ϕq

)
ij
=
g22
9

∑
k

|λ′k|2

M2
δij + . . . , (A.7)

where C
(1)
ϕψ stands for C

(1)
ϕl , C(1)

ϕq , Cϕu and Cϕd, for ψ = l, q, u, d, respectively, Yψ =

−1/2, 1/6, 2/3, −1/3 for ψ = l, q, u, d, respectively, is the hypercharge of the different
fermions and the dots denote terms that are either independent of λ′ or are suppressed by
lepton Yukawa couplings. There are some other operators generated at this order that are
proportional to λ′ and not suppressed by lepton Yukawa couplings but they are not relevant
for the global fit.
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Two other WCs that are relevant, despite the fact that they are suppressed by light
Yukawa couplings, are

16π2
(
CeW

)
ij
= −yli

g2
8

λ′ ∗i λ
′
j

M2
, (A.8)

16π2
(
CeB

)
ij
= −yli

13g1
24

λ′ ∗i λ
′
j

M2
. (A.9)

Several features of these WCs are worth discussing in detail. The WCs in Eqs. (A.2)
and (A.3) enter Higgs physics observables while the ones in Eqs. (A.4)-(A.7) enter EWPO.
The latter ones are all ∼ λ′ 2/M2. Thus, a global fit using only EWPO would result in a
limit on (m′/M)2 that is independent of M . Adding Higgs physics observables to the fit, we
have Cϕ□ that has an extra ∼ λ′ 4/M2 contribution that breaks this degeneracy and results
in a mass-dependent limit. A detailed analysis shows that despite the fact that EWPO
have a much higher precision than Higgs observables, the contribution to H → γγ has to
compete with a SM one-loop effect, while a similarly sized contribution has to compete
with a tree-level one in the SM for EWPO. In the end Higgs physics observables are more
competitive in our model and they dominate the fit. In the case of the electron, while
subdominant, EWPO play a non-negligible role, making the final result more constraining
than for the muon.

Another feature that might seem confusing at first sight is the presence of a logarithm
in Eq. (A.5), given that in the limit of vanishing lepton Yukawa couplings there are no
tree level contributions to the matching and, therefore, no logarithmic dependence should
appear in the one-loop matching results. The reason is that the results above are given
in terms of the MS-renormalized parameters of the model at the renormalization scale µ.
If we express the results in terms of the parameters at a fixed renormalization scale the
logarithms of the renormalization scale indeed disappear. Let us discuss this in more detail
in the example of Cϕe in a simplified scenario where we neglect all SM Yukawa couplings
and assume mixing with a single generation. It should be noted first that the condition
that the two doublets have the same mass and identical coupling to the SM leptons is not
radiatively stable, due to the different hypercharges of the two doublets. Indeed, denoting
M1,3 and λ′1,3 the mass and coupling of ∆1 and ∆3, respectively, we find,

Cϕe =
1

2

(
|λ′1|2

M2
1

− |λ
′
3|2

M2
3

)
+

1

16π2
3g21|λ′1|2

M2
1

log

(
µ2

M2

)
+ . . . , (A.10)

where all the parameters appearing in this expression are renormalized parameters evaluated
at the renormalization scale µ. We can compute the RGEs of the full model to express them
in terms of the parameters at a fixed scale µ0. We obtain

Ṁ1 = [−3g21 − 9g22 + |λ′1|2]
M1

2
, (A.11)

Ṁ3 = [−27g21 − 9g22 + |λ′3|2]
M1

2
, (A.12)

λ̇′1 =
λ′1
4
[−15g21 − 9g22 + 10|λ′1|2 + 16|λ′3|2], (A.13)

λ̇′3 =
λ′3
4
[−39g21 − 9g22 + 16|λ′1|2 + 10|λ′3|2], (A.14)
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so that we can write, consistently at fixed one-loop order

Cϕe(µ) =
1

2

(
|λ′1|2

M2
1

− |λ
′
3|2

M2
3

)
µ=µ0

+
1

16π2
3g21|λ′1|2

M2
1

log

(
µ20
M2

)
+ . . . . (A.15)

Note that, as explicitly stated on the LHS of the previous equation, we have not just
evaluated the WC at a fixed renormalization scale µ0 but we have expressed the previous
result in terms of renormalized parameters at that scale. It turns out that in this case
the µ dependence completely disappears, as is expected from the fact that no tree-level
dimension-6 contribution survives in the Yukawa-less limit we are considering.

B Constraints from dipole moments

The contribution to dipole moments is particularly simple in our model, given that all
relevant contributions are, either one-loop generated or have an extra suppression by the
light lepton masses. Ignoring the latter, the only one-loop contribution to the anomalous
magnetic moment of the charged leptons come from the dipole operator in the LEFT
Lagrangian [61]

∆al =
4ml

eqe
ℜ[
(
Leγ
)
ll
], (B.1)

where qe = −1 is the charge of the lepton and we have changed the sign of the QED coupling
constant, e, given the different conventions in the covariant derivative between our work
and [61].4 The WC Leγ is defined in the LEFT as

LLEFT =
(
Leγ
)
ij
ēL iσ

µνeRjFµν + . . . , (B.2)

with Fµν the electromagnetic field strength tensor. The WC can be obtained in terms of the
WCs in the SMEFT by using the tree-level matching between them [63] (other contributions
are two loops or higher),(

Leγ
)
ij
= v

[
−sW

(
CeW

)
ij
+ cW

(
CeB

)
ij

]
, (B.3)

where the sine and cosine of the weak angle are given by the expressions e = g2sW = g1cW
and, again, the small differences with respect to the original result in [63] are due to different
notation (v = vT /

√
2) and to the fact that the input parameters receive no corrections at

this order in our model.
Using the expressions for the SMEFT WCs in terms of λ′ and M , Eqs. (A.8) and (A.9)

we obtain

∆al =
5

96π2
m2
l

v2
2

(
m′
l

M

)2

. (B.4)

4EDMs do not introduce any further constraint. In the case of mixing with a single generation the phase
of λ′ can be reabsorbed in the fields ∆1,3 and it is therefore non-physical. Even in the case of mixing with
several generations this phase will be suppressed by the product of different λ′

i,j , which is very strongly
constrained by LFV observables, and furthermore, we have checked, following [62] that no EDM is generated
in our model up to the two loop order.
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The best current numbers for the electron and muon anomalous magnetic couplings
are

aexpe = 1159652180.73(28)× 10−12, [64], (B.5)

aexpµ = 116592071.5(14.5)× 10−11, [65]. (B.6)

Taking the experimental error as the maximum allowed deviation in our model we get, at
95% C.L.,

2

(
m′
e

M

)2

≤ 1285, (B.7)

2

(
m′
µ

M

)2

≤ 0.15. (B.8)

The magnetic dipole moment constraints are therefore only relevant for the muon case. Im-
portantly, the bound of (B.8) is a conservative one, assuming that the central experimental
value is fully accounted for by the SM such that the new physics contribution is bounded
by the experimental precision. However, the current SM prediction is slightly below the ex-
perimental value (less than 1σ discrepancy) and a small positive correction from our model
could improve a fit to data.

C Lepton flavor violating constraints

The Low-Energy Effective Lagrangian relevant for the description of the processes l → 3l′

and l→ l′γ reads [66]:

Leff = LQED + LQCD

+
1

Λ2

{
CDL O

D
L +

∑
f=q,ℓ

(
CV LL
ff OV LL

ff + CV LR
ff OV LR

ff + CS LLff OS LLff

)
+
∑
h=q,τ

(
CT LL
hh OT LL

hh + CS LRhh OS LRhh

)
+ CLggO

L
gg + L↔ R

}
+ h.c., (C.1)

where the different operators are defined by

ODL = emµ (ēσ
µνPLµ)Fµν , (C.2)

OV LL
ff = (ēγµPLµ)

(
f̄γµPLf

)
, (C.3)

OV LR
ff = (ēγµPLµ)

(
f̄γµPRf

)
, (C.4)

OS LLff = (ēPLµ)
(
f̄PLf

)
, (C.5)

OS LRhh = (ēPLµ)
(
h̄PRh

)
, (C.6)

OT LL
hh = (ēσµνPLµ)

(
h̄σµνPLh

)
, (C.7)

OLgg = αsmµGF (ēPLµ)G
a
µνG

a µν , (C.8)
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with PLR =
(
1∓ γ5

)
/2 are the chirality projectors and f runs over all SM fermions except

for the top quark, while h = {u, d, s, c, b, τ}. In these equations we have particularized to
the µ→ e transition but they can be trivially generalized to other LFV transitions.

The relevant observables are, again for the particular µ→ e case, [66]

Br (µ→ eγ) =
αem

5
µ

Λ4Γµ

(∣∣CDL ∣∣2 + ∣∣CDR ∣∣2) , (C.9)

Br(µ→ 3e) =
α2
em

5
µ

12πΛ4Γµ

(∣∣CDL ∣∣2 + ∣∣CDR ∣∣2)(8 log [mµ

me

]
− 11

)
+Xγ

+
m5
µ

3(16π)3Λ4Γµ

( ∣∣CS LLee

∣∣2 + 16
∣∣CV LL

ee

∣∣2 + 8
∣∣CV LR

ee

∣∣2
+
∣∣CS RRee

∣∣2 + 16
∣∣CV RR

ee

∣∣2 + 8
∣∣CV RL

ee

∣∣2) , (C.10)

where Γµ is the decay width of the muon, the relevant scale of the processes is µ = mµ,
and the interference term with the dipole operator is given by

Xγ = −
αem

5
µ

3(4π)2Λ4Γµ
(ℜ[CDL

(
CV RL
ee + 2CV RR

ee

)∗
] + ℜ[CDR

(
2CV LL

ee + CV LR
ee

)∗
]) . (C.11)

For µ − e conversion it is better to work at the nucleon level, and so we need to change
the Lagrangian defined in (C.1) to contain proton and neutron fields. Doing so results in a
shift of the WC of the gluonic operator

CLgg → C̃Lgg = CLgg −
1

12π

∑
q=c,b

CS LLqq + CS LRqq

GF mµmq
(C.12)

with an analogous equation for CRgg. Then the transition ΓNµ→e = Γ(µ−N → e−N) reads

ΓNµ→e =
m5
µ

4Λ4

∣∣∣eCDL DN + 4
(
GFmµmpC̃

SL
(p)S

(p)
N + C̃V R(p) V

(p)
N + p→ n

)∣∣∣2 + L↔ R, (C.13)

where

C̃V R(p/n) =
∑

q=u,d,s

(
CV RL
qq + CV RR

qq

)
f
(q)
V p/n , (C.14)

C̃SL(p/n) =
∑

q=u,d,s

(
CS LLqq + CS LRqq

)
mµmqGF

f
(q)
Sp/n + C̃Lgg fGp/n, (C.15)

are the effective couplings and p and n denote the proton and the neutron respectively.
At tree level we can obtain the four fermions operators that appear in (C.1) by inte-

grating out the Higgs field from the Higgs part of the SM Lagrangian through the equations
of motion. By doing so we find that their Wilson coefficients are proportional to the non-
diagonal part of the leptons Yukawa couplings induced by the tree level operator Oeϕ as
defined in Eq. (4.9). In particular, focusing on µ→ e processes we have

CS LLee = −2CV LR
ee =

1

2

YµeYe
m2
H

, (C.16)

CS LLqq = CS LRqq =
1

4

YµeYq
m2
H

, (C.17)
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where we have taken the Yukawa couplings to be real and q = u, d, s, c, b. Other WCs are
proportional to Yeµ ∝ me/v ≪ Yµe ∝ mµ/v and have been disregarded.

At one loop the operators in (C.1) are induced by the ones we computed in the SMEFT.
In particular, the relevant SMEFT operators are (we suppress flavor and gauge indices)

Oee = (ēγµe)(ēγµe),

Ole = (ēγµe)(l̄γµl),

Oϕe = (ϕ†i
↔
Dµϕ)(ēγ

µe),

Oed = (d̄γµd)(ēγµe), (C.18)

Oeu = (ūγµu)(ēγµe),

Oqe = (q̄γµq)(ēγµe),

OeW = (l̄σµνe)σIϕW I
µν ,

OeB = (l̄σµνe)ϕBµν .

We have matched the WCs of these operators, as obtained in our one-loop matching, to
the ones in the LEFT basis, Eqs. (C.2) - (C.8) using [63]. We can therefore compute all
the relevant observables in terms of the parameters in our model λ′i and M . Using this
procedure we obtain the limits presented in Figure 6.

D Di-Higgs production

Let us discuss di-Higgs production. Considering the leading contribution in the large λ′

limit, we find, following [67],

κλ = 1−
8v4Cϕ
m2
H

+ . . . = 1− 4

3π2
λ′ 6v4

m2
HM

2
+ . . . = 1− 1

6π2

(
2
m′ 2

M2

)3
M4

m2
Hv

2
, (D.1)

where the dots denote other contributions that are not enhanced by the largest power of
λ′ and in the last equality we have written the result in terms of the mixing squared. We
have taken into account that other operators that can contribute to di-Higgs production
are either not generated in our model at this order or are not enhanced in the large λ′ limit.
The current experimental precision in κλ is still quite poor [68]

−0.71 ≤ κλ ≤ 6.1, 95% C.L.. (D.2)

Nevertheless, the strong dependence on the mixing and the fact that the correction is
negative, which is more strongly constrained, results in the non-trivial bound

2
m′ 2

M2
≤
(
(1 + |κexpmin|)6π

2 v
2m2

H

M4

) 1
3

≈
(
0.47 TeV

M

) 4
3

, (D.3)

where we have used κexpmin = −0.71 in the second equality but we have left it general in the
first one to use it for future measurements.
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