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Text:

At  the  Faculty  of  Mathematics  and  Natural  Sciences,  Department  of  Physics,  is  a  joint

appointment  with  the  German  Electron  Synchrotron  (DESY)  a

W3-S-Chair  of  "Theoretical  Particle  ─  development  of  theories  beyond  the

Standard  Model"

to  be  filled  as  soon  as  possible.

DESY  is  one  of  the  leading  centers  for  Astroparticle  and  Particle  Physics.  The  research

program  of  particle  physics  includes  a  strong  involvement  in  the  LHC  experiments  and

basic  research  in  the  field  of  theoretical  particle  in  the  Standard  Model  and  possible

extensions.  The  Institute  of  Physics,  Humboldt  University  is  also  involved  with  two

professorships  at  the  LHC  experiment  ATLAS.  The  research  interests  of  the  working  groups

in  the  field  of  theoretical  particle  physics  ranging  from  mathematical  physics  on  the

phenomenology  of  particle  physics  to  lattice  gauge  theory.

Candidates  /  students  should  be  expelled  through  excellence  with  international  recognition

in  the  field  of  theoretical  particle  physics  with  a  focus  on  the  development  of  models

beyond  the  Standard  Model.  Is  expected  to  close  cooperation  with  the  resident  at  the

Humboldt  University  workgroups.  In  addition  to  the  development  of  possible  standard

model  extensions  and  phenomenological  studies  of  experimental  verification  to  be  carried

out.  Place  special  emphasis  send  the  Higgs  physics.  It  is  expected  that  he  /  she  maintains

the  scientific  contacts  between  DESY  and  the  HU  and  active  in  the  DFG  Research  Training

Group  GK1504  "Mass,  Spectrum,  Symmetry:  Particle  Physics  in  the  Era  of  the  Large

Hadron  Collider"  cooperates.  He  /  she  should  be  at  all  levels  of  teaching  in  physics  at  the

HU  participate  (2  LVS)  and  will  have  the  opportunity  to  acquire  outside  of  a  creative

research  program.

Applicants  /  inside  must  meet  the  requirements  for  appointment  as  a  professor  /  to

professor  in  accordance  with  §  100  of  the  Berlin  Higher  Education  Act.

DESY  and  HU  aim  to  increase  the  proportion  of  women  in  research  and  teaching  and  calling

for  qualified  scientists  urgently  to  apply.  Severely  disabled  applicants  /  will  be  given



Christophe Grojean BSM Dubna, July 2018!41

Outline
 Lecture #1 

General introduction 
Higgs physics as a door to BSM 
Naturalness and the weak scale hierarchy problem 
Supersymmetry 

 Lecture #2  
Composite Higgs 
Extra dimensions 
Cosmological relaxation: a concrete example of different energy frontier 
NNaturalness 

 Lecture #3 
Beyond colliders searches for new physics 

Gravitational waves 
AMO: isotope spectroscopy 
Electric dipole moment 
Neutron-antineutron oscillations 
Primordial black holes 

Weak gravity conjecture and the swampland



Christophe Grojean BSM Dubna, July 2018

Composite Higgs Models

!42
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Composite Higgs
Light scalars exist in Nature but  

all the ones observed before Higgs discovery were composite bounds states

�/M ⇠ 0.06 is typical of QCD resonances
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Franceschini et al. ’15

Could the Higgs be a “hadron” of a new strong force? 
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Composite Higgs

Composite Higgs scenario:
1. Higgs is hadron of new strong force 
                                  Corrections to       screened above 
                              The Hierarchy Problem is solved 

2. Higgs is a Goldstone Boson, this is why it is light
3. Partial Fermion Compositeness: linear coupling to strong sector

1/lHmH

Higgs Br. Ratios

Higgs Production c    

�
O(v2/f2)�20%

⇥A) Corrections to SM: B) New Non-ren. Couplings:

e.g. Double Hisgg � hh

Indirect effects from sigma-model couplings

Indirect, but “direct” (robust) signature of compositeness

At energy above 1/lH, the 
Higgs dissolves, the 

integrals are smoothed out

Z
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http://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:1307.7879
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R =
�(e+e� ! hadrons)

�(e+e� ! µ+µ�)

Structure of QCD was understood 
from inelastic scattering experiments

Shows some peaks/resonances 
at each QCD bound states

Eventually the asymptotic value of R also tells 
the number of color of QCD

!44

Higgs as a bound stateThe R-ratio: comparison to data

Renormalisation group

QCD beta function

Short-distance observables

Comparison of R̂ to experimental data
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Andrea Banfi Lecture 2

➾ The Higgs has to be lighter than 
the other bound states 
➾ pions are lighter than nucleons, 
hadrons and other mesons 
➾ let the Higgs be the pions of the 
new strong interaction, i.e., the 
Goldstone boson associated to the 
breaking of some global symmetry
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Higgs as a bound stateThe R-ratio: comparison to data
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Andrea Banfi Lecture 2

The Higgs discovery would be the 
first step of rich physics ahead of us: 

 discover a new SU(NC) force  
 access to the fundamental constituents  
 rich spectrum of bound states

But how come we haven’t seen 
anything of these yet?
➾ The Higgs has to be lighter than 
the other bound states
➾ pions are lighter than nucleons, 
hadrons and other mesons

➾ The Higgs has to be lighter than 
the other bound states 
➾ pions are lighter than nucleons, 
hadrons and other mesons 
➾ let the Higgs be the pions of the 
new strong interaction, i.e., the 
Goldstone boson associated to the 
breaking of some global symmetry

➾ let the Higgs be the pions of the 
new strong interaction, i.e., the 
Goldstone boson associated to the 
breaking of some global symmetry
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The Higgs discovery would be the 
first step of rich physics ahead of us: 

 discover a new SU(NC) force  
 access to the fundamental constituents  
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But how come we haven’t seen 
anything of these yet?
➾ The Higgs has to be lighter than 
the other bound states
➾ pions are lighter than nucleons, 
hadrons and other mesons

➾ The Higgs has to be lighter than 
the other bound states 
➾ pions are lighter than nucleons, 
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➾ let the Higgs be the pions of the 
new strong interaction, i.e., the 
Goldstone boson associated to the 
breaking of some global symmetry

The Higgs, the lightest of the new strong resonances, 
as pions in QCD: they are Pseudo-Goldstone Bosons (PGB)

�
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SU(2)L ⇥ SU(2)R
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Higgs as a Goldstone boson

SO(4)
SO(3)

W±L & ZL

SM G
H

W±L & ZL & h

BSM

Examples:SO(5)/SO(4): 4 PGBs=W±L, ZL, h
Minimal Composite Higgs Model

Agashe, Contino, Pomarol  ’04SO(6)/SO(5): 5 PGBs=H, a
Next MCHM

SU(4)/Sp(4,ℂ): 5 PGBs=H, s

SO(6)/SO(4)xSO(2): 8 PGBs=H1+H2

Mrazek, Pomarol, Rattazzi, Serra,  Wulzer  ’11

Minimal Composite  
Two Higgs Doublets

dim=10 dim=6

dim=15 dim=10

dim=15 dim=7

dim=15 dim=10
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Constants factor for point-like target
Momentum-dependent when target has an internal structure

How to probe the compositeness of the Higgs?

q

q

H

H

Rosenbluth-type cross-section 

elementary Higgs

SM Higgs

composite Higgs

q2

Ki
~

anomalous couplings 
(accessible @ LHC with 20-40% accuracy)

{
LHC reach ?

Need to develop tools to understand the physics of a composite Higgs 
use effective theory approach 
rely on symmetries of the problem {identify interesting processes

d⇤

d�
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�2

16m2
H sin4 ⇥/2

E�

E3

�
2K̃1q

2 sin2 ⇥/2 + K̃2 cos
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⇥

!46

θ
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Anomalous Couplings for a Composite Higgs
Giudice, Grojean, Pomarol, Rattazzi ‘07

cH � O(1)L � cH
2f2
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�
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2

⇥
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2

�
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v2

f2

⇥
(⇥µh)2 + . . .

Modified  
Higgs propagator

Higgs couplings  
rescaled by ~

1�
1 + cH

v2

f2

⇤ 1� cH
v2

2f2
⇥ 1� �/2

Higgs anomalous coupling: a = √1-ξ≈ 1-ξ/2

� = v2/f2

!47

f=compositeness scale of the Higgs boson

http://arXiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0703164
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0703164
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SILH Effective Lagrangian
extra derivative: extra Higgs leg:  

(strongly-interacting light Higgs)

custodial breaking

loop-suppressed strong dynamicsminimal coupling: 

Goldstone sym.

Genuine strong operators (sensitive to the scale f)

Form factor operators (sensitive to the scale mρ)
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Giudice, Grojean, Pomarol, Rattazzi ‘07

!48

http://arXiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0703164
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0703164
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Higgs anomalous couplings

The Higgs couplings deviates from SM ones (a=b=c=1)  
and the deviations are controlled by  cH and cy 

Anomalous couplings  are related to the coset symmetry and not the spectrum of resonances

Composite Higgs  
vs.  

SM Higgs

Goldstone Higgs  
for large f 

a=1-v2/2f2  b=1-2 v2/f2

Uniqueness of Goldstone models 
 in the SM vicinity

(a single operator at dimension-6 level 
controls the amplitudes)

1
a

1
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b

Dilaton 
b=a2

� =
v2

f2
=

(weak scale)2

(strong coupling scale)2

Minimal composite Higgs model (MCHM): SO(5)/SO(4)
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Higgs couplings fit
Composite Higgs

A rough comparison with data: courtesy of R.Torre

Higher order effects, from resonances exchange, should 
be also taken into account

!50

Fit of Higgs couplings

Current fit of Higgs couplings to gauge boson and fermions

✦ assumption

✦ bounds
• MCHM4

�
��

��

ATLAS

CMS

68% CL
95% CL

� Standard Model
� Best fit

LHC (7 TeV + 8 TeV)
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• MCHM5

• same coupling to t and b
kb = kt = kF

⇠ < 0.10 at 95%CL

⇠ < 0.12 at 95%CL
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EW+Higgs Measurements

Assuming composite Higgs, elementary gauge bos.:
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Indirect composite signatures

Grojean-Wulzer @ FCC physics week ’17
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https://indico.cern.ch/event/550509/contributions/2413811/attachments/1397622/2131428/talk.pdf
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Other signatures in Higgs physics
(discussed by Sven?)

⦿ Higgs+ high pT jet
⦿ off-shell Higgs production

⦿ VV to HH
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The other resonances

2 3 Signal and Background Modeling
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Figure 1: The ⌃TC (and aTC) production in pp collisions at the LHC occurs primarily through
quark annihilation into an intermediate W⇥ boson.

tem is composed of a pixel detector with three barrel layers at radii between 4.4 and 10.2 cm
and a silicon strip tracker with 10 barrel detection layers extending outwards to a radius of
1.1 m. Each system is completed by two end caps, extending the acceptance up to |⇥| < 2.5.
A lead tungstate crystal electromagnetic calorimeter with fine transverse (D⇥, D�) granular-
ity and a brass-scintillator hadronic calorimeter surround the tracking volume and cover the
region |⇥| < 3. The steel return yoke outside the solenoid is in turn instrumented with gas
detectors which are used to identify muons in the range |⇥| < 2.4. The barrel region is covered
by drift tube chambers and the end cap region by cathode strip chambers, each complemented
by resistive plate chambers.

3 Signal and Background Modeling
The signal and background samples have been obtained using detailed Monte Carlo simula-
tions. The Monte Carlo event generator PYTHIA 6.4 [20] has been used for producing the W ⌅ and
⌃TC [21] samples. Fully leptonic decays W ⇤ `⌅ and Z ⇤ `+`� with ` = e, µ are considered
in this analysis. The contribution of the leptonic decays of ⌥’s from W or Z is considered as a
background.

The W ⌅ samples have been generated in steps of 100 GeV ranging from 300 to 900 GeV. For TC,
we concentrate on three LSTC mass points not excluded by other experiments which cover
a phase space region accessible with less than 5 fb�1. These masses along with the pro-
duction cross sections for signal (⌃TC/ aTC) convoluted with the decay branching fractions
to WZ and their subsequent leptonic decays are listed in Table 1. The implementation in
PYTHIA includes both the vector and axial-vector resonances, ⌃TC and aTC respectively, with
M(aTC) = 1.1M(⌃TC). This helps to naturally suppress the electroweak parameter S, since the
first set of vector resonances (⌃TC) and the first set of axial-vector resonances (aTC) are nearly
degenerate. In addition, the TC parameters, MV (for techni-vectors) and MA (for aTC), were set
to be equal to M(⌃TC) and M(�TC), where M(�TC) is the mass of the �TC particle.

The relationship between M(⌃TC) and M(⇧TC) significantly affects the BR(⌃TC ⇤ WZ). If
M(⌃TC) > 2M(⇧TC), the WZ branching ratio is reduced by approximately ten times, while the
WZ branching ratio approaches 100% if M(⌃TC) < M(⇧TC) + MW . For this study we assume
a parameter set used in the Les Houches study [21] (M(⇧TC) =

3
4 M(⌃TC)� 25 GeV) and also

investigate the dependence of the results on the relative values of the ⌃TC and ⇧TC masses.

Some of the background processes have been generated using PYTHIA, while the others have
been generated using the ALPGEN [22], MADGRAPH [23] and POWHEG [24] generators. These
backgrounds can be divided into physics and instrumental. The physics backgrounds include
ZZ production in which one of the leptons is either outside the detector acceptance or mis-

Dominant decays into longitudinal SM gauge bosons

where T± = (⌃1 ± i⌃2)/2.

Furthermore, the SM gauge boson self interactions after the rotation produce the cou-

plings of ⇧ to the electroweak gauge bosons. In particular, the cubic gauge boson vertices
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where the dots stand for cyclic permutations of the fields in each vertex.

4.2 Decays

The cubic gauge vertices in Eq. (4.3) induce the dominant decay of ⇧ is into a pair of

longitudinally polarized electroweak gauge bosons. The leading order decay widths can be

computed using the Goldstone boson equivalence theorem,
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In our numerical analysis below we use the full ⇧ ⌃ V V matrix element that also takes into

account decays into transversely polarized gauge bosons. These correct the leading order

widths by ⇤ 50% for m⌅ ⇤ 350 GeV, and by ⇤ 10% for m⌅ ⇤ 1 TeV. In Eq. (4.3) the

charged resonances couple to WZ and not to W�. This is a consequence of our assumption

that the strength of the ⇧3 vertex in the original lagrangian is set by the hidden SU(2) gauge

coupling g⌅. Departure from the gauge coupling, g3⌅ = g⌅ + ⇥, would result in the ⇧W�

vertex suppressed by ⇥g2/g2⌅ which would allow for subleading decays ⇧± ⌃ W±�, as studied

in Ref. [35].

The heavy resonances also decay to the SM fermions via the couplings in Eq. (4.2),

however, these decays are strongly suppressed in the interesting parameter space (for m⌅ ⇧
2mW ). For example, the leptonic branching fractions are given by

Br(⇧± ⌃ e±⇤) ⌅ 2Br(⇧0 ⌃ e+e�) ⌅ 16m4
W

m4
⌅

(4.5)

For m⌅ ⇤ TeV this is already less than 10�3. Conversely, the branching fraction into the

electroweak gauge bosons is practically equal to 1 throughout the interesting parameter

space. Thus, the main discovery channel at the Tevatron and LHC is the search for resonant

production of W+W� and W±Z pairs.
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Fig. 3. Natural expectations for the mass spectrum in supersymmetric models (left) and com-
posite Higgs models (right).

in most natural scenarios is the Higgsino, or the Gravitino for the case of GMSB
models. For composite Higgs models, the top partners are color fermionic resonances
with electric charges Q = 5/3, 2/3, �1/3 [15], and a phenomenology described in
detail in [50]. This is depicted in Fig. 3 where it is shown the mass spectrum of a
natural supersymmetric and composite Higgs model. Present limits on top partners
from the LHC Run 1 are around 500�800 GeV [51], scratching at present the most
natural region of the parameter space of the MSSM and MCHM. Nevertheless, it
will not be until the LHC Run 2 where the naturalness of these BSM will be really
at stake.

Clues for cosmological conundrums

Could TeV physics be behind other fundamental questions in particle physics and
cosmology, such as the origin of Dark Matter (DM), the abundance of matter
over anti-matter in our universe (Baryogenesis), the origin of inflation or neutrino
masses? Though not necessary the case, as the mandatory new-physics at the
Planck scale could be the true responsible for these phenomena, it is well possible
that some of these questions are addressed by TeV physics, opening an exciting
possibility of resolving these mysteries in well controlled experiments, such as TeV
colliders. The most likely of the above important questions to be addressed by TeV
new-physics is the DM origin. This hope arises from the so-called ”WIMP miracle”:
A stable particle with mass of order the electroweak scale and O(1) renormalizable-
interactions is in the ballpark of the needed relic abundance for a DM candidate.
In the MSSM, as well as in the MCHM, we find many DM candidates [52]. For in-
stance, the lightest superpartner, if neutral, as the neutralinos (superpartners of the
Z, photon or Higgs), can be a good candidate for DM in certain ”well-tempered”
region of the parameter space [53]. Similarly, DM can arise in composite Higgs mod-

Expected spectrum in Composite Higgs Scenarios
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for the W
0
! WLZL and Gbulk ! WLWL signal hypotheses is found in the mass range to

1.9 < mX < 2.1 TeV, while the excess extends down to mX = 1.8 TeV for the ZLZL sig-
nal hypothesis. In these mass ranges, the ATLAS data prefer a production cross section of
⇡ 10 fb, while the CMS data favour smaller values (⇡ 3 fb) and are more consistent with the
no-signal hypothesis. The maximum-likelihood (ML) combined cross section is essentially
identical to the corresponding ATLAS value. The scan of the profiled likelihood functions
are compared in Figure 10 for mX = 2 TeV, corresponding to the largest signal significance.
Due to the large uncertainties on the signal strength, the best-fit cross-section values by
ATLAS and CMS are compatible within ±1� for W

0
! WLZL and Gbulk ! WLWL. The

compatibility is slightly reduced under the Gbulk ! ZLZL hypothesis.
In conclusion, the mild CMS excess reduce slightly the large ATLAS excess, but the

global significance stays well above 3 � for Gbulk ! WLWL and Gbulk ! ZLZL hypotheses
and close to 3 � for W

0
! WLZL. The preferred mass range for the excess after the

combination is for mX between ⇡ 1.9 and ⇡ 2 TeV.

Figure 7. Full hadronic CMS + ATLAS combined limits (black). The green (yellow) bands

represent the two sigma (one sigma) limits from our fit with the fudge factors. The read and blue

lines correspond to the observed and expected limits respectively of ATLAS-only and CMS-only.

From left to right we show respectively the results for Gbulk ! WLWL, W
0
! WLZL and

Gbulk ! ZLZL selections and signal hypotheses.

Figure 11 shows the evolution of observed and expected limits when the signal is com-
posed by ZLZL and WLWL components.

– 12 –

Figure 8. The p-values from full hadronic CMS + ATLAS combination (black). The green (yellow)

bands represent the two sigma (one sigma) limits from our fit with the fudge factors. The red and

blue lines correspond to the observed and expected limits respectively of ATLAS-only and CMS-

only. We also show the result of the combination without use of the fudge factors in dashed. From
left to right we show respectively the results for Gbulk ! WLWL, W

0
! WLZL and Gbulk ! ZLZL

selections and signal hypotheses.

Figure 9. Best fitted cross section for ATLAS and CMS combination in the VV ! JJ channel,

compared with the best fitted cross section from the individual results for ATLAS-only (red) and

CMS-only (blue). The green (yellow) bands represent the two sigma (one sigma) limits from our fit

with the fudge factors. From left to right we show respectively the results for Gbulk ! WLWL,

W
0
! WLZL and Gbulk ! ZLZL selections and signal hypotheses.
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Figure 19. Combination of ATLAS and CMS in semi-leptonic channels: Top: Gbulk ! ZLZL,

Middle: Gbulk ! WLWL. The results of the combination (black) are compared with individual

ATLAS-only (red) and CMS-only (blue). Bottom: W’. Left: Expected (dashed) and observed

(continuous) limits. The green (yellow) bands represent the two sigma (one sigma) limits for the

ATLAS and CMS combination when the fudge factors are included in limits setting. Right p-value

to the ATLAS and CMS combination including the fudge factors in limits setting (continuous), and

not including them (dashed).
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Figure 19. Combination of ATLAS and CMS in semi-leptonic channels: Top: Gbulk ! ZLZL,

Middle: Gbulk ! WLWL. The results of the combination (black) are compared with individual

ATLAS-only (red) and CMS-only (blue). Bottom: W’. Left: Expected (dashed) and observed

(continuous) limits. The green (yellow) bands represent the two sigma (one sigma) limits for the

ATLAS and CMS combination when the fudge factors are included in limits setting. Right p-value

to the ATLAS and CMS combination including the fudge factors in limits setting (continuous), and

not including them (dashed).
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ATLAS and CMS combination when the fudge factors are included in limits setting. Right p-value

to the ATLAS and CMS combination including the fudge factors in limits setting (continuous), and

not including them (dashed).
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Figure 19. Combination of ATLAS and CMS in semi-leptonic channels: Top: Gbulk ! ZLZL,

Middle: Gbulk ! WLWL. The results of the combination (black) are compared with individual

ATLAS-only (red) and CMS-only (blue). Bottom: W’. Left: Expected (dashed) and observed

(continuous) limits. The green (yellow) bands represent the two sigma (one sigma) limits for the

ATLAS and CMS combination when the fudge factors are included in limits setting. Right p-value

to the ATLAS and CMS combination including the fudge factors in limits setting (continuous), and

not including them (dashed).
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At 8 TeV, some excess in ZW decays (in jets) mostly in ATLAS:
The ATLAS Dijet Diboson excess  
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Figure 5: Background-only fits to the dijet mass (mj j) distributions in data (a) after tagging with the WZ selection,
(b) after tagging with the WW selection and (c) after tagging with the ZZ selection. The significance shown in
the inset for each bin is the di↵erence between the data and the fit in units of the uncertainty on this di↵erence.
The significance with respect to the maximum-likelihood expectation is displayed in red, and the significance when
taking the uncertainties on the fit parameters into account is shown in blue. The spectra are compared to the signals
expected for an EGM W 0 with mW0 = 1.5, 2.0, or 2.5 TeV or to an RS graviton with mGRS = 1.5 or 2.0 TeV.

to the shape of the signal, and N is a log-normal distribution for the nuisance parameters, ✓, modelling
the systematic uncertainty on the signal normalisation. The expected number of events is the bin-wise
sum of the events expected for the signal and background: nexp = nsig + nbg. The number of expected
background events in dijet mass bin i, ni

bg, is obtained by integrating dn/dx obtained from eqn. (1) over
that bin. Thus nbg is a function of the dijet background parameters p1, p2, p3. The number of expected
signal events, nsig, is evaluated based on MC simulation assuming the cross section of the model under
test multiplied by the signal strength and including the e↵ects of the systematic uncertainties described in
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• ATLAS reported an excess in the Run I all-jet Diboson search 

• Excess seen at ≈2 TeV in three overlapping analyses (i.e., not 
independent results)


• 3.4� in the WZ channel, 2.6� in WW, 2.9� in ZZ


• Global significance evaluated to 2.5� after Look Elsewhere effect
ATLAS arXiv:1506.00962 
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Figure 5: Background-only fits to the dijet mass (mj j) distributions in data (a) after tagging with the WZ selection,
(b) after tagging with the WW selection and (c) after tagging with the ZZ selection. The significance shown in
the inset for each bin is the di↵erence between the data and the fit in units of the uncertainty on this di↵erence.
The significance with respect to the maximum-likelihood expectation is displayed in red, and the significance when
taking the uncertainties on the fit parameters into account is shown in blue. The spectra are compared to the signals
expected for an EGM W 0 with mW0 = 1.5, 2.0, or 2.5 TeV or to an RS graviton with mGRS = 1.5 or 2.0 TeV.

to the shape of the signal, and N is a log-normal distribution for the nuisance parameters, ✓, modelling
the systematic uncertainty on the signal normalisation. The expected number of events is the bin-wise
sum of the events expected for the signal and background: nexp = nsig + nbg. The number of expected
background events in dijet mass bin i, ni

bg, is obtained by integrating dn/dx obtained from eqn. (1) over
that bin. Thus nbg is a function of the dijet background parameters p1, p2, p3. The number of expected
signal events, nsig, is evaluated based on MC simulation assuming the cross section of the model under
test multiplied by the signal strength and including the e↵ects of the systematic uncertainties described in

16

1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5

Ev
en

ts
 / 

10
0 

G
eV

2−10

1−10

1

10

210

310

410
Data
Background model
1.5 TeV EGM W', c = 1
2.0 TeV EGM W', c = 1
2.5 TeV EGM W', c = 1
Significance (stat)
Significance (stat + syst)

ATLAS
-1 = 8 TeV, 20.3 fbs

WZ Selection

 [TeV]jjm
1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nc
e

2−
1−
0
1
2
3

(a)

1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5

Ev
en

ts
 / 

10
0 

G
eV

3−10

2−10

1−10

1

10

210

310

410
Data
Background model

 = 1PIM, k/RS1.5 TeV Bulk G
 = 1PIM, k/RS2.0 TeV Bulk G

Significance (stat)
Significance (stat + syst)

ATLAS
-1 = 8 TeV, 20.3 fbs

WW Selection

 [TeV]jjm
1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nc
e

2−
1−
0
1
2
3

(b)

1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5

Ev
en

ts
 / 

10
0 

G
eV

3−10

2−10

1−10

1

10

210

310

410
Data
Background model

 = 1PIM, k/RS1.5 TeV Bulk G
 = 1PIM, k/RS2.0 TeV Bulk G

Significance (stat)
Significance (stat + syst)

ATLAS
-1 = 8 TeV, 20.3 fbs

ZZ Selection

 [TeV]jjm
1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5

Si
gn

ifi
ca

nc
e

2−
1−
0
1
2
3

(c)

Figure 5: Background-only fits to the dijet mass (mj j) distributions in data (a) after tagging with the WZ selection,
(b) after tagging with the WW selection and (c) after tagging with the ZZ selection. The significance shown in
the inset for each bin is the di↵erence between the data and the fit in units of the uncertainty on this di↵erence.
The significance with respect to the maximum-likelihood expectation is displayed in red, and the significance when
taking the uncertainties on the fit parameters into account is shown in blue. The spectra are compared to the signals
expected for an EGM W 0 with mW0 = 1.5, 2.0, or 2.5 TeV or to an RS graviton with mGRS = 1.5 or 2.0 TeV.

to the shape of the signal, and N is a log-normal distribution for the nuisance parameters, ✓, modelling
the systematic uncertainty on the signal normalisation. The expected number of events is the bin-wise
sum of the events expected for the signal and background: nexp = nsig + nbg. The number of expected
background events in dijet mass bin i, ni

bg, is obtained by integrating dn/dx obtained from eqn. (1) over
that bin. Thus nbg is a function of the dijet background parameters p1, p2, p3. The number of expected
signal events, nsig, is evaluated based on MC simulation assuming the cross section of the model under
test multiplied by the signal strength and including the e↵ects of the systematic uncertainties described in

16

Spin-1 resonance searches: enhanced by large 
couplings from the 
composite sector

Glimpses at the LHC? suppressed by large couplings from the 
composite sector

H couplings vs searches for vector resonances
Precision /indirect searches (high lumi.) vs. direct searches (high energy)

 Precision Higgs study:  

 Direct searches for resonances:

DY production xs of resonances decreases as 1/gρ2
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Figure 3.2: Comparison of direct and indirect searches in the (m⇢, g⇢) plane. Left panel: region up to
m⇢ = 10TeV showing the relevance of LHC direct searches at 8TeV with 20 fb�1 (LHC8), 14TeV with
300 fb�1 (LHC) and 3 ab�1 (HL-LHC); right plot: region up to m⇢ = 40TeV showing the comparison
between the LHC and FCC reach with 1 and 10 ab�1. Indirect measurements at the LHC, HL-LHC,
ILC at 500GeV with 500 fb�1 and TLEP at 350GeV with 2.6 ab�1 are shown.

kink in the limits originates from the superposition of the di-lepton and di-boson searches we

considered which, as already mentioned, is more sensitive to weak and strong g⇢, respectively.

This is due to the fact that, while the coupling to fermions decreases, the one to (longitudinal)

gauge bosons increases like g⇢ and the di-boson BR rapidly becomes dominant.

The global message which emerges from these pictures is rather simple and expected. An

increase of the collider energy improves the mass reach dramatically, and in particular only

the 100TeV FCC can access the multi–TeV region. An increase in luminosity, instead, has a

marginal e↵ect on the mass reach but considerably extends the sensitivity in the large g⇢ (i.e.,

small rate) direction. In particular we see that the impact of the high luminosity extension of

the LHC is considerable given that largish values of the g⇢ coupling are perfectly plausible in

the CH scenario (see the Conclusions for a more detailed discussion).

Let us now turn to the indirect constraints from the measurement of the Higgs coupling to

vector bosons. The 1� (68%CL) error on ⇠ (i.e., twice the one on kV ' 1 � ⇠/2) obtainable

for di↵erent collider options, as extracted from currently available literature, are summarised

in table 3.1. Twice those values, which in the assumption of gaussian statistics corresponds to

the 95%CL limits on ⇠, are reported in figures 3.2 and 3.3 as black dashed curves, with the

excluded region sitting above the lines. In the (m⇢, ⇠) plane, the limits simply corresponds to

horizontal lines and translate into straight lines with varying inclination in the (m⇢, g⇢) plane.

In particular, we show the LHC reach with 300 fb�1 and 3 ab�1, obtained from single Higgs

production, corresponding to ⇠ > 0.13 and ⇠ > 0.08 respectively, and the expected reach of the

ILC and TLEP at
p

s = 500GeV and
p

s = 350GeV corresponding to ⇠ > 0.01 and ⇠ > 0.004.
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Collider Energy Luminosity ⇠ [1�] References

LHC 14TeV 300 fb�1 6.6� 11.4⇥ 10�2 [60–62]

LHC 14TeV 3 ab�1 4� 10⇥ 10�2 [60–62]

ILC 250GeV 250 fb�1

4.8-7.8⇥10�3 [1, 62]
+ 500GeV 500 fb�1

CLIC 350GeV 500 fb�1

2.2 ⇥10�3 [62, 63]+ 1.4TeV 1.5 ab�1

+ 3.0TeV 2 ab�1

TLEP 240GeV 10 ab�1

2⇥10�3 [62]
+ 350GeV 2.6 ab�1

Table 3.1: Summary of the reach on ⇠ (see the text for the definition) for various collider options.

4 EWPT reassessment

As mentioned in the Introduction, EWPT, and in particular the oblique parameters Ŝ and T̂ ,

set some of the strongest constraints on CH models. However, as we stressed before, they su↵er

from an unavoidable model dependence, so that incalculable UV contributions can substantially

relax these constraints [19]. We believe that presenting the corresponding exclusion contours

in the previous plots without taking into account any possible UV contribution would lead to a

wrong and too pessimistic conclusion. Therefore we parametrize the new physics contributions

to Ŝ and T̂ as

�Ŝ =
g
2
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3y2t
16⇡2

⇠ ,

(4.1)

where the first terms represent the IR contributions due to the Higgs coupling modifications

[11], the second term in �Ŝ comes from tree-level exchange of vector resonances and the last

terms parametrize short distance e↵ects. The scale ⇤ in eq. (4) represents the scale of new

physics, which we set to ⇤ = 4⇡f . We could instead use m⇢ to parametrize this scale, however,

here we have the situation in mind where m⇢ could be lighter than the typical resonances scale,

or the cut-o↵ scale, and our choice maximises the NP e↵ect, leading to a more conservative

bound. Moreover, being the sensitivity to this scale logarithmic, the final result only has a

mild sensitivity on this choice. The coe�cients ↵ and � are of order one and could have either

sign [19]. In the literature, a constant positive contribution to �T̂ has often been assumed to

relax the constraints from EWPT [53, 64]. However, the finite UV contributions of the form

of the last terms in eq. (4.1) arising from loops of heavy fermionic resonances always depend

on ⇠, significantly changing the EW fit compared to a constant contribution. In order to show

realistic constraints from EWPT, we define a �
2 as a function of ⇠, m⇢, ↵, �, i.e. �

2(⇠, m⇢, ↵, �),

and compute 95%CL exclusion contours in the (m⇢, ⇠) plane marginalising over ↵ and �. In

order to control the level of cancellation in the �
2 due to the contribution of the UV terms, we
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Figure 3.2: Comparison of direct and indirect searches in the (m⇢, g⇢) plane. Left panel: region up to
m⇢ = 10TeV showing the relevance of LHC direct searches at 8TeV with 20 fb�1 (LHC8), 14TeV with
300 fb�1 (LHC) and 3 ab�1 (HL-LHC); right plot: region up to m⇢ = 40TeV showing the comparison
between the LHC and FCC reach with 1 and 10 ab�1. Indirect measurements at the LHC, HL-LHC,
ILC at 500GeV with 500 fb�1 and TLEP at 350GeV with 2.6 ab�1 are shown.

kink in the limits originates from the superposition of the di-lepton and di-boson searches we

considered which, as already mentioned, is more sensitive to weak and strong g⇢, respectively.

This is due to the fact that, while the coupling to fermions decreases, the one to (longitudinal)

gauge bosons increases like g⇢ and the di-boson BR rapidly becomes dominant.

The global message which emerges from these pictures is rather simple and expected. An

increase of the collider energy improves the mass reach dramatically, and in particular only

the 100TeV FCC can access the multi–TeV region. An increase in luminosity, instead, has a

marginal e↵ect on the mass reach but considerably extends the sensitivity in the large g⇢ (i.e.,

small rate) direction. In particular we see that the impact of the high luminosity extension of

the LHC is considerable given that largish values of the g⇢ coupling are perfectly plausible in

the CH scenario (see the Conclusions for a more detailed discussion).

Let us now turn to the indirect constraints from the measurement of the Higgs coupling to

vector bosons. The 1� (68%CL) error on ⇠ (i.e., twice the one on kV ' 1 � ⇠/2) obtainable

for di↵erent collider options, as extracted from currently available literature, are summarised

in table 3.1. Twice those values, which in the assumption of gaussian statistics corresponds to

the 95%CL limits on ⇠, are reported in figures 3.2 and 3.3 as black dashed curves, with the

excluded region sitting above the lines. In the (m⇢, ⇠) plane, the limits simply corresponds to

horizontal lines and translate into straight lines with varying inclination in the (m⇢, g⇢) plane.

In particular, we show the LHC reach with 300 fb�1 and 3 ab�1, obtained from single Higgs

production, corresponding to ⇠ > 0.13 and ⇠ > 0.08 respectively, and the expected reach of the

ILC and TLEP at
p

s = 500GeV and
p

s = 350GeV corresponding to ⇠ > 0.01 and ⇠ > 0.004.
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The other resonances

May 17, 2015 9:39 World Scientific Review Volume - 9.75in x 6.5in Future page 12
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Fig. 3. Natural expectations for the mass spectrum in supersymmetric models (left) and com-
posite Higgs models (right).

in most natural scenarios is the Higgsino, or the Gravitino for the case of GMSB
models. For composite Higgs models, the top partners are color fermionic resonances
with electric charges Q = 5/3, 2/3, �1/3 [15], and a phenomenology described in
detail in [50]. This is depicted in Fig. 3 where it is shown the mass spectrum of a
natural supersymmetric and composite Higgs model. Present limits on top partners
from the LHC Run 1 are around 500�800 GeV [51], scratching at present the most
natural region of the parameter space of the MSSM and MCHM. Nevertheless, it
will not be until the LHC Run 2 where the naturalness of these BSM will be really
at stake.

Clues for cosmological conundrums

Could TeV physics be behind other fundamental questions in particle physics and
cosmology, such as the origin of Dark Matter (DM), the abundance of matter
over anti-matter in our universe (Baryogenesis), the origin of inflation or neutrino
masses? Though not necessary the case, as the mandatory new-physics at the
Planck scale could be the true responsible for these phenomena, it is well possible
that some of these questions are addressed by TeV physics, opening an exciting
possibility of resolving these mysteries in well controlled experiments, such as TeV
colliders. The most likely of the above important questions to be addressed by TeV
new-physics is the DM origin. This hope arises from the so-called ”WIMP miracle”:
A stable particle with mass of order the electroweak scale and O(1) renormalizable-
interactions is in the ballpark of the needed relic abundance for a DM candidate.
In the MSSM, as well as in the MCHM, we find many DM candidates [52]. For in-
stance, the lightest superpartner, if neutral, as the neutralinos (superpartners of the
Z, photon or Higgs), can be a good candidate for DM in certain ”well-tempered”
region of the parameter space [53]. Similarly, DM can arise in composite Higgs mod-

Expected spectrum in Composite Higgs Scenarios
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Searching for the top partners

Search in same-sign dilepton events

Pair production 
 (model independent)

Fermionic Resonances

The T5/3 and the B can be pair or singly produced
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Figure 3: Production cross sections at the LHC for T5/3 as functions of its mass. The dashed line
refers to pair-production; the solid and the two dotted curves refer to single production for the
three values of the coupling (from highest to lowest) λT5/3

= Y∗ sin ϕR = 4, 3, 2. Cross sections for
B are given by the same curves for the same values of λB = Y∗ cos ϕL sinϕR.

and M = MT5/3
(M = MB), λ = λT5/3

= Y∗ sin ϕR (λ = λB = Y∗ cos ϕL sin ϕR) in the case
of T5/3 (B). For example, setting λ = 3 gives Γ = 31 (82) GeV for M = 0.5 (1) TeV. Single
production proceeds via the diagram of Fig. 2, and becomes dominant for heavier masses,
see Fig. 3. For simplicity, although it is likely to be important for extending the discovery
reach to larger masses, we will neglect single production in the present work. We will argue
that this should not affect significantly our final results, and that it is in fact a conservative
assumption.

Finally, it is worth mentioning that no direct bounds on the heavy quark masses MT5/3
,

MB exist from Tevatron, as no searches have been pursued for new heavy quarks decaying
to tW . The CDF bound on heavy bottom quarks b′, Mb′ > 268 GeV, is derived assuming
that b′ decays exclusively to bZ [25]. We estimate that for M = 300 GeV (500 GeV), the
pair-production cross section of T5/3 or B at Tevatron is 201 fb (1 fb). For M = 300 GeV
this corresponds to ∼ 35 events in the same-sign dilepton channel, before any cut, with an
integrated luminosity of 4 fb−1, suggesting that, although challenging, a dedicated analysis
at CDF and D0 could lead to interesting bounds on MT5/3

, MB.

3 Signal and Background Simulation

We want to study the pair production of B and T5/3 at the LHC focussing on decay channels
with two same-sign leptons. We consider two values of the heavy fermion masses, M =
500 GeV and M = 1 TeV, and set λT5/3

= λB = 3. As explained in the previous section,
such large values of the couplings are naturally expected if the heavy fermions are bound
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Figure 7: (a) Observed and expected limit (95% CL) on the coupling of the vector-like quark to the SM W boson
and b-quark as a function of the Q mass, where the BR(T ! Wb) is assumed to be 50%. The excluded region is
given by the area above the solid black line. (b) Observed and expected limit (95% CL) on the mixing of a singlet
vector-like T quark to the SM sector, where the BR(T ! Wb) is assumed to be that of a singlet. The excluded
region is given by the area above the solid black line. The limits are shown compared to the indirect electroweak
constraints from Ref. [19] (green and red line). In addition, the observed limits from pair-production searches by
ATLAS [23] (olive) and CMS [27] (blue) are shown.

approximation is used in the production of the signal samples. To test the validity of the limits shown in
Figure 7, the limits were recalculated for signal samples with �/m values up to 0.46, using the same the-
oretical cross-section prediction. For all masses and �/m the observed limit is found to be more stringent
than, or equal to, the value obtained for the narrow-width approximation. For m(Q) = 0.9 TeV the cross-
section times BR limit decreases by 15% (20%) for �/m = 0.3 (�/m = 0.46) and for m(Q) = 1.2 TeV
the limit decreases by 13% (21%) for �/m = 0.3 (�/m = 0.46). Hence, the limits presented in this paper
constitute a conservative estimate regarding the assumptions about the width of vector-like quarks.

9.2 Interpretation for a vector-like Y quark from a doublet

The limits on cross-section times BR are used to set limits on the couplings cWb
L and cWb

R for a vector-
like Y quark. Using the theoretical cross-section and the general vector-like quark model discussed in

Ref. [21] as well as the BR(Y ! Wb) = 1, a limit on
q

cWb
L

2
+ cWb

R
2 is set. Due to the higher BR of

the vector-like Y quark, this limit as shown in Figure 8(a) is more stringent, by a factor of 1/
p

2, than
the limit on |cWb

L | for single T production. The cross-section limit is also translated into a limit on the
mixing parameter | sin ✓R| in a (Y, B) doublet model. This is done as a function of the Y mass as discussed
in Ref. [19]. Figure 8(b) shows the resulting limit on | sin ✓R| for the (Y, B) doublet as a function of m(Y),
including also the limit on | sin ✓R| for a (Y, B) doublet model from electroweak precision observables
taken from Ref. [19].
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Figure 5: The expected and observed limits on the scaling factors |cbW
L | (left) and |ctZ

R | (right)
of the Simplest Simplified Model of Ref. [21, 22], which predict the existence of a left and right
handed coupling for a singlet and double T quark, respectively. The left (right) plots are for a
singlet (doublet) T quark.

Table 4: The observed and expected 95% CL upper limits on the cross sections times the branch-
ing ratio s(pp ! Tbq) B(T ! tH) and s(pp ! Ttq) B(T ! tH), for different masses of the T
quark.

Mass (GeV)
pp ! Tbq (LH) pp ! Tbq (RH) pp ! Ttq (LH) pp ! Ttq (RH)

Limits in pb
Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.

1000 0.93 1.36 0.66 0.96 0.40 0.57 0.37 0.57
1100 0.44 0.60 0.42 0.59 0.35 0.48 0.31 0.45
1200 0.47 0.41 0.38 0.32 0.42 0.44 0.42 0.44
1300 0.44 0.35 0.35 0.28 0.45 0.37 0.44 0.35
1400 0.37 0.32 0.32 0.26 0.44 0.39 0.44 0.39
1500 0.39 0.33 0.38 0.31 0.47 0.28 0.38 0.25
1700 0.52 0.24 0.46 0.20 0.51 0.19 0.51 0.20
1800 0.51 0.23 0.39 0.19 0.49 0.20 0.44 0.18

CL upper limits on s B(T ! tH) are set varying between 0.31 � 0.93 pb for T quark masses
ranging from 1000 GeV to 1800 GeV in the pp ! Tbq and pp ! Ttq production channels with
left and right handed couplings to the SM third generation quarks.
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Figure 3: Production cross sections at the LHC for T5/3 as functions of its mass. The dashed line
refers to pair-production; the solid and the two dotted curves refer to single production for the
three values of the coupling (from highest to lowest) λT5/3

= Y∗ sin ϕR = 4, 3, 2. Cross sections for
B are given by the same curves for the same values of λB = Y∗ cos ϕL sinϕR.

and M = MT5/3
(M = MB), λ = λT5/3

= Y∗ sin ϕR (λ = λB = Y∗ cos ϕL sin ϕR) in the case
of T5/3 (B). For example, setting λ = 3 gives Γ = 31 (82) GeV for M = 0.5 (1) TeV. Single
production proceeds via the diagram of Fig. 2, and becomes dominant for heavier masses,
see Fig. 3. For simplicity, although it is likely to be important for extending the discovery
reach to larger masses, we will neglect single production in the present work. We will argue
that this should not affect significantly our final results, and that it is in fact a conservative
assumption.

Finally, it is worth mentioning that no direct bounds on the heavy quark masses MT5/3
,

MB exist from Tevatron, as no searches have been pursued for new heavy quarks decaying
to tW . The CDF bound on heavy bottom quarks b′, Mb′ > 268 GeV, is derived assuming
that b′ decays exclusively to bZ [25]. We estimate that for M = 300 GeV (500 GeV), the
pair-production cross section of T5/3 or B at Tevatron is 201 fb (1 fb). For M = 300 GeV
this corresponds to ∼ 35 events in the same-sign dilepton channel, before any cut, with an
integrated luminosity of 4 fb−1, suggesting that, although challenging, a dedicated analysis
at CDF and D0 could lead to interesting bounds on MT5/3

, MB.

3 Signal and Background Simulation

We want to study the pair production of B and T5/3 at the LHC focussing on decay channels
with two same-sign leptons. We consider two values of the heavy fermion masses, M =
500 GeV and M = 1 TeV, and set λT5/3

= λB = 3. As explained in the previous section,
such large values of the couplings are naturally expected if the heavy fermions are bound
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Figure 7: (a) Observed and expected limit (95% CL) on the coupling of the vector-like quark to the SM W boson
and b-quark as a function of the Q mass, where the BR(T ! Wb) is assumed to be 50%. The excluded region is
given by the area above the solid black line. (b) Observed and expected limit (95% CL) on the mixing of a singlet
vector-like T quark to the SM sector, where the BR(T ! Wb) is assumed to be that of a singlet. The excluded
region is given by the area above the solid black line. The limits are shown compared to the indirect electroweak
constraints from Ref. [19] (green and red line). In addition, the observed limits from pair-production searches by
ATLAS [23] (olive) and CMS [27] (blue) are shown.

approximation is used in the production of the signal samples. To test the validity of the limits shown in
Figure 7, the limits were recalculated for signal samples with �/m values up to 0.46, using the same the-
oretical cross-section prediction. For all masses and �/m the observed limit is found to be more stringent
than, or equal to, the value obtained for the narrow-width approximation. For m(Q) = 0.9 TeV the cross-
section times BR limit decreases by 15% (20%) for �/m = 0.3 (�/m = 0.46) and for m(Q) = 1.2 TeV
the limit decreases by 13% (21%) for �/m = 0.3 (�/m = 0.46). Hence, the limits presented in this paper
constitute a conservative estimate regarding the assumptions about the width of vector-like quarks.

9.2 Interpretation for a vector-like Y quark from a doublet

The limits on cross-section times BR are used to set limits on the couplings cWb
L and cWb

R for a vector-
like Y quark. Using the theoretical cross-section and the general vector-like quark model discussed in

Ref. [21] as well as the BR(Y ! Wb) = 1, a limit on
q

cWb
L

2
+ cWb

R
2 is set. Due to the higher BR of

the vector-like Y quark, this limit as shown in Figure 8(a) is more stringent, by a factor of 1/
p

2, than
the limit on |cWb

L | for single T production. The cross-section limit is also translated into a limit on the
mixing parameter | sin ✓R| in a (Y, B) doublet model. This is done as a function of the Y mass as discussed
in Ref. [19]. Figure 8(b) shows the resulting limit on | sin ✓R| for the (Y, B) doublet as a function of m(Y),
including also the limit on | sin ✓R| for a (Y, B) doublet model from electroweak precision observables
taken from Ref. [19].
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Figure 5: The expected and observed limits on the scaling factors |cbW
L | (left) and |ctZ

R | (right)
of the Simplest Simplified Model of Ref. [21, 22], which predict the existence of a left and right
handed coupling for a singlet and double T quark, respectively. The left (right) plots are for a
singlet (doublet) T quark.

Table 4: The observed and expected 95% CL upper limits on the cross sections times the branch-
ing ratio s(pp ! Tbq) B(T ! tH) and s(pp ! Ttq) B(T ! tH), for different masses of the T
quark.

Mass (GeV)
pp ! Tbq (LH) pp ! Tbq (RH) pp ! Ttq (LH) pp ! Ttq (RH)

Limits in pb
Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp. Obs. Exp.

1000 0.93 1.36 0.66 0.96 0.40 0.57 0.37 0.57
1100 0.44 0.60 0.42 0.59 0.35 0.48 0.31 0.45
1200 0.47 0.41 0.38 0.32 0.42 0.44 0.42 0.44
1300 0.44 0.35 0.35 0.28 0.45 0.37 0.44 0.35
1400 0.37 0.32 0.32 0.26 0.44 0.39 0.44 0.39
1500 0.39 0.33 0.38 0.31 0.47 0.28 0.38 0.25
1700 0.52 0.24 0.46 0.20 0.51 0.19 0.51 0.20
1800 0.51 0.23 0.39 0.19 0.49 0.20 0.44 0.18

CL upper limits on s B(T ! tH) are set varying between 0.31 � 0.93 pb for T quark masses
ranging from 1000 GeV to 1800 GeV in the pp ! Tbq and pp ! Ttq production channels with
left and right handed couplings to the SM third generation quarks.
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fermion profiles:  
      the bigger overlap with Higgs vev, the bigger the mass

Extra Dimensions for TeV/LHC Physics

SM M2
Pl = VnM2+n
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al structure in the theory of gravity, as op-
posed to all previous ideas that tried to intro-
duce new structure in the particle physics
sector associated with the electroweak scale.
ADD observed that with sufficiently large
dimensions, one can equate the fundamental
gravitational and weak interaction mass
scales. This follows from the relation be-
tween Planck scales given above; a large
volume permits MP to be large, whereas M,
the gravitational scale in the higher dimen-
sional theory, is far lower, on the order of 103

GeV. This does not resolve the hierarchy but
transforms it into a different problem, that of
explaining the very large size of the extra
dimensions. This proposal has many interest-
ing experimental consequences. It turns out
that with two extra dimensions, their size
would be on the order of a millimeter, which
is precisely the size that is explored in current
precision tests of gravity. This was one of the
chief reasons for the excitement associated
with these theories and motivated the work of
Adelberger (6), which ruled out deviations
from Newton’s law on scales of a millimeter.
Furthermore, large extra dimensions that ad-
dress the hierarchy problem would lead to
observable consequences at the same mass
scale we mentioned above in association with
supersymmetry. The same experiments that
search for supersymmetry can also search for
large extra dimensions. For the ADD scenar-
io, the signature would be missing energy;
particles can collide to produce gravitational
particles that escape into the extra dimension
and are therefore not observed. Phenomeno-
logical and astrophysical constraints and im-
plications of this scenario were considered in
(21, 22).

Certainly one unsatisfying feature of the
large-dimension proposal is the difficulty in
stabilizing large extra dimensions. But if one
has uniform isotropic extra dimensions, the
large volume is essential to explain the hierar-
chy. The weakness of gravity that we see as
four-dimensional observers is due precisely to
the fact that the gravitational force is spread out
over a large volume. Sundrum and I, in a theory
referred to as RS1 (3), realized that the very
different geometry we had found, given a brane
in a single extra dimension, can also address the
hierarchy but with a rather modestly sized extra
dimension if there is a second brane some
distance away from the first. The geometry is
very similar to RS2 but with space ending on
the second brane.

This is due to the form of gravity; the
strength of gravity decreases exponentially
with distance from the brane because of the
exponential rescaling of masses. The strength
of gravity is not uniform; the gravitational
force is weak away from the brane even
without diluting the force over a large vol-
ume. The proposal is the following. Suppose
that in addition to the Planck brane, which

traps gravity, there is an additional brane
separated from the first. Quarks, leptons,
photons, and other ingredients of the standard
model are stuck on this brane. Then the elec-
troweak force sees only the second (TeV)
brane, while gravity probes the entire space.
Because the electroweak mass scale decreas-
es exponentially with distance from the brane
that traps gravity, a hierarchy in masses on
the order of 1016 only requires a distance
scale of order log1016 ! 35. If one can
naturally stabilize the length at this value,
there is a natural solution to the hierarchy
problem. The large number that separates the
TeV and Planck scales arises from the fact
that the gravitational coupling changes so
rapidly (exponentially) over this relatively
modest distance. Unlike the previous scenar-
io, this is not a very large extra dimension but
one of a relatively natural size. In this picture,
there are separate physical theories confined
to the two different branes. The TeV brane on
which we live would house all the ingredients
of the standard model. The Planck brane
could be host to all sorts of other interactions
we don’t see. The only reason why the Planck
brane is important to us is that it traps gravity,
thereby explaining the hierarchy (Fig. 3).

However, because this scenario relied cru-
cially on the separation of branes, it was essen-
tial to have a mechanism that could stabilize
this distance. Goldberger and Wise (23) showed
that this stabilization could be achieved in the
presence of an additional scalar field, which is a
particle whose energy is minimized for a par-
ticular value of the size of the fifth dimension.
Subsequently, much work was done on this
scenario. Recently, Giddings et al. (24) showed
an example of a stabilized hierarchy derived
explicitly from string theory based on an idea of
Verlinde (25).

As with the large extra dimension sce-
narios, the experimental consequences of
this warped geometry scenario (RS1) are
quite dramatic. Al-
though in the sim-
plest scenario no new
physics effects will
occur in gravity exper-
iments at a millimeter,
there will be signifi-
cant effects in high-
energy particle physics
experiments, should
this scenario be cor-
rect. In the version
of our theory present-
ed in (3), there would
be particles asso-
ciated with the gra-
viton (those that car-
rymomentum in the
fifth dimension) that
would be observed to
decay in the detector

into known particles such as an electron and
positron that we can observe. This is a very
distinctive signature; these particles would
have spin 2, like the graviton, and would
come with definite mass relations. There are
other possibilities as well. In a variant of the
original proposal (26), in which the second
brane does not end space but resides in an
infinite extra dimension (essentially combin-
ing RS1 and RS2), one would have missing
energy signatures identical to those one
would obtain with six large ADD-type extra
dimensions. Other ranges of parameters for
which low-energy tests, such as tests of grav-
ity over short distances, might be relevant
were considered (27).

Another remarkable feature of the warped
metric solution to the hierarchy problem
(RS1) is that the unification of couplings at a
high energy scale can be readily incorporated
(28, 29). This is possible because, unlike the
large extra dimension scenario, the TeV scale
is not the highest energy scale accessible to
the full higher-dimensional theory. Incorpo-
rating this feature means that RS1 can be
considered as a theory with all forces unified,
thereby achieving a major goal of particle
physics.

Another interesting feature of this scenar-
io is that because of the inclusion of high-
energy scales, conventional inflation (30) can
readily be incorporated. Moreover, it has also
been shown to reproduce the known low-
energy cosmology (24). This makes this the-
ory a realistic candidate for the solution to the
hierarchy.

Other Implications for Particle Physics
Extra dimensions can have other important
ramifications for particle physics in our ob-
servable world. We have already discussed
two ways in which they might address ques-
tions about the relative size of mass scales.
There is another big difference between phys-

Planck brane Tev brane

ψ(r)

Fig. 3. "(r) is the graviton wavefunction. Gravity is weak because of the
exponential suppression of "(r) on the TeV brane.
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Large volume xdim phenomenology

 Graviton production in colliders
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Figure 2: Missing transverse energy spectrum for the monojet plus missing ET signature at the LHC assuming an integrated

luminosity of 100 fb−1 from Ref[18]. Both the SM backgrounds and the signal excesses from graviton emission in the ADD

model are shown. Here MD = M∗ and δ = n.

through graviton KK tower exchange as well as through the usual SM fields. As before, the amplitude for one KK

intermediate state is quite tiny but we must again sum over all their exchanges (of which there are very many) thus

obtaining a potentially large result. Unlike the case of graviton emission where the KK sum was cut off by the

kinematics here there is no obvious cutoff and, in principle, the KK sum should include all the tower states. One

problem with this is that this KK sum is divergent once n > 1 as is the case here. (In fact the sum is log divergent

for n = 2 and power law divergent for larger n.) The conventional approach to this problem is to remember that

once we pass the mass scale ∼ M∗ the gravitons in the ADD model become strongly coupled and we can no longer

rely on perturbation theory so perhaps we should cut off the sum near M∗. There are several ways to implement

this in detail described in the literature[13, 14]. In all cases the effect of graviton exchange is to produce a set of

dimension-8 operators containing SM fields, e.g., in the notation of Hewett[14]

L =
4λ

Λ4
H

T i
µνT µν

f , (10)

where ΛH ∼ M∗ is the cutoff scale, λ = ±1 and T µν
i,f are the stress energy tensors for the SM fields in the initial

and final state, respectively. This is just a contact interaction albeit of dimension-8 and with an unconventional

tensor structure owing to the spin-2 nature of the gravitons being exchanged. Graviton exchange contributions to

SM processes can lead to substantial deviations from conventional expectations; Fig 4 shows the effects of graviton

KK exchange on the process e+e− → bb̄ at the ILC. Note that the differential cross section as well as the left-right

polarization asymmetry, ALR, are both altered from the usual SM predictions.

Can the effects of graviton exchange be uniquely identified, i.e., separated from other new physics which induces

contact interaction-like effects, such as Z ′ exchange? This has been addressed by several groups of authors[15]. For

example, by taking moments of the e+e− → f f̄ , W+W− angular distributions and employing polarized beams it

is possible to uniquely identify the spin-2 nature of the graviton KK exchange up to ∼ 6 TeV at a
√

s = 1 TeV

ILC with an integrated luminosity of 1 ab−1. This is about half of the discovery reach at the ILC for ADD EDs:

L013

monojet+ET

Figure 1: Fig. 1a: Tree-level graviton exchange generating the dimension-8 operator T . Fig. 1b:

One-loop graviton exchange generating the dimension-6 operator �.

where f in any SM quark or lepton. As in the case of tree-level graviton exchange, the

coe⇧cient c� is fully sensitive to the ultraviolet completion of the theory and can be

related to the fundamental parameters MD and � only by specifying a cuto⇥ procedure.

4. Dijet events at large invariant mass and large rapidity separation. In this kinematic

regime, gravitational scattering can be reliably computed in the eikonal approximation [6].

This is because scattering processes at center-of-mass energy larger thanMD (the so-called

transplanckian region) are governed by classical dynamics and any quantum-gravity e⇥ect

is subdominant.

5. Black holes. Black-hole formation and decay is expected to occur in the transplanckian

region when the impact parameter becomes smaller than the corresponding Schwarzschild

radius [17]. Therefore it supplants gravitational scattering, in the limit of small rapidity

separation. While transplanckian gravitational scattering can be perturbatively calcu-

lated, black-hole formation occurs in the regime in which gravitational interactions are

strong.

Furthermore brane fluctuations (massless ‘branons’) give rise to the same e⇥ect 1 (as in � = 6)

and 2 (as in � = �4) [18]. In its first stage with low statistics, LHC is particularly sensitive to

the operator in eq. (2), because its high dimensionality means that the high energy of the LHC

collisions is the key factor.

In section 2 we show that the present low-statistics data about pp ⇥ jj already set a bound

on the coe⇧cient 8/M4
T of the e⇥ective operator (2) which is significantly stronger than those

obtained from any previous experiment, as summarized in table 1. In section 3 we discuss how

MT can be related to MD and �, and derive explicit expressions for the full graviton-exchange

amplitude, including both gravitons at the ultraviolet end of the spectrum and gravitons that

can be produced at LHC. In section 4 we compare the full amplitude to LHC data. Section 5

contains our conclusions.

2 Fit to the graviton-exchange e�ective operator

We compare the first LHC data to the new physics described by eq.s (2) and (3). Since the

�-dependent double trace term in T is irrelevant for collisions of particles with masses much

smaller than the LHC energy, our subsequent analysis applies to any number of extra dimensions

(larger than 2) as well as to branon e⇥ects.
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Figure 1: (a) MHT distributions for ADD signal (MD = 2 TeV, � = 2) and relevant back-
grounds before any selection, after 200 pb�1 (b). Number of jets for signal and relevant back-
grounds, for MHT > 250 GeV and jets with transverse momenta larger than 50 GeV and
|⇥| < 3. Histograms are overlaid and normalized to the same area.

The data sample was then cleaned from leptonic events using the “Indirect Lepton Veto” ap-
proach, where two variables are exploited:

• Jet Electromagnetic Fraction (JEMF), defined as the fraction of jet energy collected
by the electromagnetic calorimeter over the total energy in electromagnetic and hadronic
calorimeter. High-energy electrons and photons can be rejected by requiring a JEMF
lower than 0.9. Instrumental background (as noise in calorimetric cells, beam halo
events or cosmic rays), that may lead to fake jets, was reduced with a cut JEMF >
0.1;

• Track Isolation Veto (TIV). A hollow cone 0.02< DR <0.3 was defined around each
track with pT > 10 GeV. The sum of the transverse momenta pj

T of all the tracks
inside the cone with pT > 1 GeV was calculated and the TIV variable defined as:

TIV =
1

pT(tk 1) Â
R⇤DR

pj
T ,

where pT(tk 1) is the highest transverse momentum of tracks in the cone and the
cone lower bound excludes the track itself. Rejecting tracks with TIV < 0.1 resulted
in a reduction of W(µ⌅)+jets and top pair events by factors 9 and 5, respectively.

In order to suppress cosmic background, at least one vertex coming from the interaction point
and at least two tracks with pT > 5 GeV inside the leading jet cone were requested.

To improve the background rejection, the most energetic jet in the event (leading jet, jet 1) was

CMS PAS EXO 09-013

eV splitting  between 
graviton KK modes

 1/MPl couplings of 
graviton KK modes to SM

q

 Virtual graviton exchange

http://inspirehep.net/record/562141?ln=en
http://cdsweb.cern.ch/record/1194496/files/EXO-09-013-pas.pdf
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 Black Hole production

classical production (can be very large 103-4 pb),  
Hawking thermal decay, i.e., large decay multiplicity
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FIG. 1: a) Parton-level production cross section, b) differen-
tial cross section dσ/dMBH at the LHC, c) Hawking temper-
ature, and d) average decay multiplicity for a Schwarzschild
black hole. The number of extra spatial dimensions n = 4 is
used for a)-c). The dependence of the cross section and Hawk-
ing temperature on n is weak and would be hardly noticable
on the logarithmic scale.

radius, and given by [5]:

TH = MP

(

MP

MBH

n + 2

8Γ
(

n+3
2

)

)
1

n+1

n + 1

4
√

π
(3)

(see Fig. 1b). As the parton collision energy increases,
the resulting black hole gets heavier and its decay prod-
ucts get colder.

Note that the wavelength λ = 2π
TH

corresponding to
the Hawking temperature is larger than the size of the
black hole. Therefore, the BH is, to first approxima-
tion, a point-radiator and therefore emits mostly s-waves.
This indicates that it decays equally to a particle on the
brane and in the bulk, since it is only sensitive to the
radial coordinate and does not make use of the extra an-
gular modes available in the bulk. Since there are many
more particles on our brane than in the bulk, this has the
crucial consequence that the black hole decays visibly to
standard model (SM) particles [4, 9].

The average multiplicity of particles produced in the

process of BH evaporation is given by: ⟨N⟩ =
〈

MBH
E

〉

,

where E is the energy spectrum of the decay products.
In order to find ⟨N⟩, we note that the BH evaporation
is a blackbody radiation process, with the energy flux
per unit of time given by Planck’s formula: df

dx ∼ x3

ex±c ,
where x ≡ E/TH , and c is a constant, which depends on
the quantum statistics of the decay products (c = −1 for
bosons, +1 for fermions, and 0 for Boltzmann statistics).

The spectrum of the BH decay products in the massless
particle approximation is given by: dN

dE ∼ 1
E

df
dE ∼ x2

ex±c .
In order to calculate the average multiplicity of the par-
ticles produced in the BH decay, we use the average of
the distribution in the inverse particle energy:

〈

1

E

〉

=
1

TH

∫ ∞

0
dx 1

x
x2

ex±c
∫ ∞

0
dx x2

ex±c

= a/TH , (4)

where a is a dimensionless constant that depends on the
type of produced particles and numerically equals 0.68 for
bosons, 0.46 for fermions, and 1

2
for Boltzmann statistics.

Since a mixture of fermions and bosons is produced in
the BH decay, we can approximate the average by using
Boltzmann statistics, which gives the following formula

for the average multiplicity: ⟨N⟩ ≈ MBH
2TH

. Using Eq. (3)
for Hawking temperature, we obtain:

⟨N⟩ =
2
√

π

n + 1

(

MBH

MP

)

n+2
n+1

(

8Γ
(

n+3
2

)

n + 2

)
1

n+1

. (5)

Eq. (5) is reliable when the mass of the BH is much
larger than the Hawking temperature, i.e. ⟨N⟩ ≫ 1; oth-
erwise, the Planck spectrum is truncated at E ≈ MBH/2
by the decay kinematics [10]. The average number of
particles produced in the process of BH evaporation is
shown in Fig. 1d, as a function of MBH/MP , for several
values of n.

We emphasize that, throughout this paper, we ignore
time evolution: as the BH decays, it gets lighter and hot-
ter and its decay accelerates. We adopt the “sudden ap-
proximation” in which the BH decays, at its original tem-
perature, into its decay products. This approximation
should be reliable as the BH spends most of its time near
its original mass and temperature, because that is when
it evolves the slowest; furthermore, that is also when it
emits the most particles. Later, when we test the Hawk-
ing mass-temperature relation by reconstructing Wien’s
dispacement law, we will minimize the sensitivity to the
late and hot stages of the BHs life by looking at only
the soft part of the decay spectrum. Proper treatment
of time evolution, for MBH ≈ MP , is difficult, since it
immediately takes us to the stringy regime.

Branching Fractions: The decay of a BH is ther-
mal: it obeys all local conservation laws, but otherwise
does not discriminate between particle species (of the
same mass and spin). Theories with quantum gravity
near a TeV must have additional symmetries, beyond
the standard SU(3) × SU(2) × U(1), to guarantee pro-
ton longevity, approximate lepton number(s) and flavor
conservation [11]. There are many possibilities: discrete
or continuous symmetries, four dimensional or higher di-
mensional “bulk” symmetries [12]. Each of these possi-
ble symmetries constrains the decays of the black holes.
Since the typical decay involves a large number of par-
ticles, we will ignore the constraints imposed by the few
conservation laws and assume that the BH decays with
roughly equal probability to all off ≈ 60 particles of the
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FIG. 1: a) Parton-level production cross section, b) differen-
tial cross section dσ/dMBH at the LHC, c) Hawking temper-
ature, and d) average decay multiplicity for a Schwarzschild
black hole. The number of extra spatial dimensions n = 4 is
used for a)-c). The dependence of the cross section and Hawk-
ing temperature on n is weak and would be hardly noticable
on the logarithmic scale.

radius, and given by [5]:

TH = MP

(

MP

MBH

n + 2

8Γ
(

n+3
2

)

)
1

n+1

n + 1

4
√

π
(3)

(see Fig. 1b). As the parton collision energy increases,
the resulting black hole gets heavier and its decay prod-
ucts get colder.

Note that the wavelength λ = 2π
TH

corresponding to
the Hawking temperature is larger than the size of the
black hole. Therefore, the BH is, to first approxima-
tion, a point-radiator and therefore emits mostly s-waves.
This indicates that it decays equally to a particle on the
brane and in the bulk, since it is only sensitive to the
radial coordinate and does not make use of the extra an-
gular modes available in the bulk. Since there are many
more particles on our brane than in the bulk, this has the
crucial consequence that the black hole decays visibly to
standard model (SM) particles [4, 9].

The average multiplicity of particles produced in the

process of BH evaporation is given by: ⟨N⟩ =
〈

MBH
E

〉

,

where E is the energy spectrum of the decay products.
In order to find ⟨N⟩, we note that the BH evaporation
is a blackbody radiation process, with the energy flux
per unit of time given by Planck’s formula: df

dx ∼ x3

ex±c ,
where x ≡ E/TH , and c is a constant, which depends on
the quantum statistics of the decay products (c = −1 for
bosons, +1 for fermions, and 0 for Boltzmann statistics).

The spectrum of the BH decay products in the massless
particle approximation is given by: dN

dE ∼ 1
E

df
dE ∼ x2

ex±c .
In order to calculate the average multiplicity of the par-
ticles produced in the BH decay, we use the average of
the distribution in the inverse particle energy:

〈

1

E

〉

=
1

TH

∫ ∞

0
dx 1

x
x2

ex±c
∫ ∞

0
dx x2

ex±c

= a/TH , (4)

where a is a dimensionless constant that depends on the
type of produced particles and numerically equals 0.68 for
bosons, 0.46 for fermions, and 1

2
for Boltzmann statistics.

Since a mixture of fermions and bosons is produced in
the BH decay, we can approximate the average by using
Boltzmann statistics, which gives the following formula

for the average multiplicity: ⟨N⟩ ≈ MBH
2TH

. Using Eq. (3)
for Hawking temperature, we obtain:

⟨N⟩ =
2
√

π

n + 1

(

MBH

MP

)

n+2
n+1

(

8Γ
(

n+3
2

)

n + 2

)
1

n+1

. (5)

Eq. (5) is reliable when the mass of the BH is much
larger than the Hawking temperature, i.e. ⟨N⟩ ≫ 1; oth-
erwise, the Planck spectrum is truncated at E ≈ MBH/2
by the decay kinematics [10]. The average number of
particles produced in the process of BH evaporation is
shown in Fig. 1d, as a function of MBH/MP , for several
values of n.

We emphasize that, throughout this paper, we ignore
time evolution: as the BH decays, it gets lighter and hot-
ter and its decay accelerates. We adopt the “sudden ap-
proximation” in which the BH decays, at its original tem-
perature, into its decay products. This approximation
should be reliable as the BH spends most of its time near
its original mass and temperature, because that is when
it evolves the slowest; furthermore, that is also when it
emits the most particles. Later, when we test the Hawk-
ing mass-temperature relation by reconstructing Wien’s
dispacement law, we will minimize the sensitivity to the
late and hot stages of the BHs life by looking at only
the soft part of the decay spectrum. Proper treatment
of time evolution, for MBH ≈ MP , is difficult, since it
immediately takes us to the stringy regime.

Branching Fractions: The decay of a BH is ther-
mal: it obeys all local conservation laws, but otherwise
does not discriminate between particle species (of the
same mass and spin). Theories with quantum gravity
near a TeV must have additional symmetries, beyond
the standard SU(3) × SU(2) × U(1), to guarantee pro-
ton longevity, approximate lepton number(s) and flavor
conservation [11]. There are many possibilities: discrete
or continuous symmetries, four dimensional or higher di-
mensional “bulk” symmetries [12]. Each of these possi-
ble symmetries constrains the decays of the black holes.
Since the typical decay involves a large number of par-
ticles, we will ignore the constraints imposed by the few
conservation laws and assume that the BH decays with
roughly equal probability to all off ≈ 60 particles of the
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 String resonances production

 Supernova cooling: M*>100 TeV (for 2 xdim)

Large volume xdim phenomenology
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Various size of 5D curvature
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Curved xdim phenomenology
TeV splitting  between 

gauge KK modes
 O(gSM) couplings of 

gauge KK modes to SM

Figure 6: Scattering cross section for e+e− → µ+µ− at a linear collider in the presence
of the tower of Randall-Sundrum KK gravitons, as calculated and plotted by Davoudiasl,
Hewett and Rizzo [65]. The mass of the first KK resonance is fixed to be 600 GeV, and the
various curves correspond to different values of k/MP l = 1, 0.7, 0.5, 0.3, 0.2, 0.1 from top to
bottom. For details and LHC processes see the original paper [65].

effective theory this parameter is also arbitrary, and thus has no potential, and so is
a flat direction. Thus it can have no mass. This massless radion would contribute
to Newton’s law and result in violations of the equivalence principle (would cause a
fifth force), which is phenomenologically unacceptable, and therefore it does need to
obtain a mass – the radius has to be stabilized.

• The radius has to be stabilized at values somewhat larger than its natural value (we
need kr ∼ 30, while one would expect r ∼ 1/k). Does this reintroduce the hierarchy
problem?

• We have seen that one needed two fine tunings to obtain the static RS solution, one
of which was equivalent to the vanishing of the 4D cosmological constant, and is thus
expected. But can we shed light on what the nature of the second fine tuning is and
whether we can eliminate it somehow?

A mechanism for radius stabilization will address all the above mentioned issues. The
simplest and most elegant solution for stabilization of the size of the extra dimension
was proposed by Goldberger and Wise [66], and is known as the Goldberger-Wise (GW)
mechanism. Here we will discuss the details of this mechanism and its effect on the radion
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One may also consider the associated production Z ′W or Z ′h, but they are subleading to the DY

process and we will not pursue any detailed studies for those channels.

To further quantify the search sensitivity to the Z ′, we will thus concentrate on the DY process

shown in Fig. 3(a). We include the coherent sum of the A1, Z̃1 and Z̃X1 contributions to a particular

final state in the following. Throughout this section, we set gR = gL ≈ g, the SM SU(2)L coupling.

We include b-quarks in the initial state along with the light quarks. We use the CTEQ6.1M parton

distribution functions [31] for all our numerical calculations. We have obtained the results in this

section by incorporating our model into CalcHEP [32] and performed some checks by adding our

model into Madgraph [33].

5.1 A1, Z̃X1 → W+W−

As seen from the discussion for the Z ′ decay in Sec. 4, A1 and Z̃X1 decay to W+W− with substantial

branching fraction of 30 − 40%, while for Z̃1 it is down by more than one order of magnitude.

To gain a qualitative sense first, we consider the differential cross section for the signal with

a mass of 2 and 3 TeV and the irreducible SM background of W+W− pair production in Fig. 5,

for (a) the invariant mass distributions MWW , and for (b) the rapidity distribution ηW . These are

after a pT W > 250 GeV cut. The signal cross-section before any cuts is about 16 fb for a mass of

2 TeV, and 1.3 fb for 3 TeV mass. Based on the distributions, the signal can be enhanced relative

to background by the application of suitable MWW and η cuts. We see clearly the good signal

observability, and we consider in the following how to realize these cuts using only the observable

particles resulting from the decay of the two W ’s. Additional sources of background will have to

be contended with when one considers specific decay modes.

For the observable final states, we will not consider the fully hadronic mode for WW decays

due to the formidable QCD di-jet background. We will propose to focus on the purely-leptonic and

semi-leptonic channels.
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Figure 4: Total cross section for Z ′ production versus its mass, (a) with the coupling constant
squared (λ2) factored out as in Table 10 in Appendix B (for states in the KK eigenbasis, where
ZKK includes A1, Z1 and ZX1, and the qq̄ZX1 coupling is vanishingly small), and (b) with the
absolute normalization for the couplings (for states in the mass eigenbasis).
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of the tower of Randall-Sundrum KK gravitons, as calculated and plotted by Davoudiasl,
Hewett and Rizzo [65]. The mass of the first KK resonance is fixed to be 600 GeV, and the
various curves correspond to different values of k/MP l = 1, 0.7, 0.5, 0.3, 0.2, 0.1 from top to
bottom. For details and LHC processes see the original paper [65].
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hierarchies are induced/created by time evolution/the age of the Universe

 mH(t):  
 Higgs mass-squared promoted to a field. 
 The field evolves in time in the early universe and scans a vast range 

of Higgs mass. But “Why/How/When does it stop evolving?” 
 The Higgs mass-squared relaxes to a small negative value 
 The electroweak symmetry breaking back-reacts on the relaxion 

field and stops the time-evolution of the dynamical system
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Self-organized criticality 
dynamical evolution of a system is stopped at a critical point due to back-reaction

Can this idea be formulated in a QFT language?  
In which sense is it addressing the stability of small numbers at the quantum level? 

hierarchies result from dynamics not from symmetries anymore! 
important consequences on the spectrum of new physics
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potential needed to force ! to roll-down in time 
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axion-like coupling 
that will seed the potential barrier stopping 
the rolling when the Higgs develops its vev
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a small dimensionful coupling to the Higgs. This small coupling will help set the weak scale, and will be technically
natural, making the weak scale technically natural and solving the hierarchy problem.

We add to the standard model Lagrangian the following terms:

(�M
2 + g�)|h|2 + V (g�) +

1

32⇡2
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f
G̃

µ⌫
Gµ⌫ (1)

where M is the cuto↵ of the theory (where SM loops are cuto↵), h is the Higgs doublet, Gµ⌫ is the QCD field strength
(and G̃

µ⌫ = ✏
µ⌫↵�

G↵�), g is our dimensionful coupling, and we have neglected order one numbers. We have set the
mass of the Higgs to be at the cuto↵ M so that it is natural. The field � is like the QCD axion, but can take on field
values much larger than f . However, despite its non-compact nature it has all the properties of the QCD axion with
couplings set by f . Setting g ! 0, the Lagrangian has a shift symmetry � ! �+2⇡f (broken from a continuous shift
symmetry by non-perturbative QCD e↵ects). Thus, g can be treated as a spurion that breaks this symmetry entirely.
This coupling can generate small potential terms for �, and we take the potential with technically natural values by
expanding in powers of g�. Non-perturbative e↵ects of QCD produce an additional potential for �, satisfying the
discrete shift symmetry. Below the QCD scale, our potential becomes
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where the ellipsis represents terms higher order in g�/M
2, and thus we take the range of validity for � in this e↵ective

field theory to be � . M
2
/g. We have approximated the periodic potential generated by QCD as a cosine, but in fact

the precise form will not a↵ect our results. Of course ⇤ is very roughly set by QCD, but with important corrections
that we discuss below. Both g and ⇤ break symmetries and it is technically natural for them to be much smaller than
the cuto↵. The parameters g and ⇤ are responsible for the smallness of the weak scale. This model plus inflation
solves the hierarchy problem.

�

V (�)

FIG. 1: Here is a characterization of the �’s potential in the region where the barriers begin to become important. This is the
one-dimensional slice in the field space after the Higgs is integrated out, e↵ectively setting it to its minimum. To the left, the
Higgs vev is essentially zero, and is O(mW) when the barriers become visible. The density of barriers are greatly reduced for
clarity.

We will now examine the dynamics of this model in the early universe. We take an initial value for � such that
the e↵ective mass-squared of the Higgs, m

2
h, is positive. During inflation � will slow-roll, scanning the physical Higgs

⇤/g

Cosmological evolution:

1 Introduction

Our understanding of Nature is based on the empirical evidence that natural phenomena

taking place at di↵erent energy/distance scales do not influence each other. At present,

these di↵erent phenomena are described by a succession of e↵ective theories with di↵erent

degrees of freedom manifesting themselves as shorter and shorter distances are probed. The

parameters of the low-energy e↵ective theory are natural if they do not require any special

tuning of the parameters of the theory at higher energies.

Wilson [1] and ’t Hooft [2] gave a quantitative meaning to this naturalness principle

by demanding that all dimensionless parameters controlling the di↵erent e↵ective theories

should be of order unity unless they are associated to the breaking of a symmetry. Numerous

examples of the naturalness principle to understand the necessity of new phenomena have

been extensively discussed in the literature (see for instance [3] and references therein).

The Higgs boson mass and the value of the cosmological constant have been long recog-

nized as two notorious challengers of this naturalness principle, a situation that stimulated

the creativity of physicists in finding extensions of the Standard Model at higher energies.

In most of these e↵orts to explain the smallness of the Higgs mass, such as supersymmetric

and composite Higgs models, new physics is predicted to be present at TeV energies. Re-

cently, however, a radically new approach to the Higgs mass hierarchy problem has been

proposed [4], in reminiscence of the relaxation mechanism of [5] proposed for explaining dy-

namically the smallness of the cosmological constant (see [6, 7] for similar previous ideas).

In principle, in this new approach no new degrees of freedom around the TeV scale are

needed anymore to screen the Higgs mass from large quantum corrections. This has of

course profound implications for the physics agenda of the LHC and beyond.

Technically, the relaxation mechanism of [4] is based on the cosmological interplay be-

tween the Higgs field h and an axion-like field �, arising from the following three terms of

the scalar e↵ective potential:

V (�, h) = ⇤3g�� 1
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where ⇤ is the UV cut-o↵ scale of the model, while ⇤c . ⇤ is the scale at which the periodic

cos(�/f)-term originates and n is a positive integer. The first term is needed to force � to

roll-down in time, while the second one corresponds to a Higgs mass-squared term with a

(positive) dependence on � such that di↵erent values of � scan the Higgs mass over a large

range, including the weak scale. Finally, the third term plays the role of a potential barrier
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If ! continues rolling, the Higgs vev 
increases, the potential barrier increases 

and ultimately prevents ! from rolling 
down further 

Higgs mass  
depends on !
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II Hierarchy problem solved 
by light weakly coupled new physics  

and not by TeV scale physics

http://arxiv.org/abs/1504.07551
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Two classes of relaxion models (so far)
 H-dependent potential barrier

potential barriers in the 
relaxion potential appear 
soon after EWSB occurs 

and the relaxion gets 
trapped in one minimum

Graham, Kaplan, Rajendran ’15
Espinosa, Grojean, Panico, Pomarol, Pujolas, Servant ’15

 H-dependent friction
Hook, Marques-Tavares ’16

You ’17

the potential barriers in the 
relaxion potential always exist 
but there is no friction to stop 

the relaxion in one the 
minimum until the Higgs vev 
approaches a critical value

Fonseca, Morgante, Servant ’18

drawings borrowed from A. Matsedonskyi, DESY workshop seminar ’17

http://arxiv.org/abs/1504.07551
http://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:1506.09217
mailto:oleksii.matsedonskyi@desy.de,%20christophe.grojean@desy.de?subject=Relaxion%20workshop%20seminar
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Consistency Conditions

 Higgs vev stops cosmological rolling

⇤3
QCD

v

f
⇠ @

@�

�
⇤4V (g�/⇤)

�
' g⇤3

⇤6

M3
P

< g⇤3 = ⇤3
QCD

v

f
⇤ < 107 GeV

✓
109 GeV

f

◆1/6

i.e.

note: v<<Λ provided that g<<1. It doesn’t 
explain why the coupling is small (that question 
can be postponed to higher energies, requires 
m o r e m o d e l - b u i l d i n g e n g i n e e r i n g , 
relaxion=PGB?) but it ensures that the solution 
is stable under quantum correction. 

ensures that the energy density stored in !  
does not affect inflation

 Slow rolling: HI >
⇤2

MP

 Classical rolling: H3
I < g⇤3

Important issues: 
1. θQCD~ 1 ≫10-10. Can be solved but Λ < 30 TeV 

2. large field excursion: Δ!~Λ/g~fΛ3/(vΛQCD)≫1, Ne~
3 f2⇤8

v2⇤6
QCDM2

P

� 1
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 n=1: need another source of EWSB 
 QCD condensate <qq>~ ΛQCD 

 new strongly-coupled sector à la Technicolor 
⫦ new physics @ TeV, coincidence problem? ⫣

 n=2: no extra source of EWSB needed 
 quantum stability? h-loops generate extra interactions that will stop !  

before the Higgs vev develops unless ΛB<v (new physics below TeV again)

V (�, h) = ⇤3g�� 1

2
⇤2

✓
1� g�

⇤

◆
h2 + ⇤4

B cos(�/f) + . . .

⇤4
B = ⇤4

B(0) + ⇤3
B(1)h+ ⇤2

B(2)h
2 + . . .

Quantum stability of relaxing Lagrangians...

⇤4
B < v4necessary condition for the Higgs vev to stop the relaxion:

Xcos�
h

⇤2
B(2)⇤

2 cos(�/f)

Xcos�

h

h
X cos�

⇤4
B(2) cos

2(�/f)

h

h
X cos��

g⇤⇤2
B(2)� cos(�/f)
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2 Double scanner mechanism

The key new ingredient of our proposal, with respect to [4], is a second scanning field, that

we call �. The full potential, up to terms of order ✏, g� and g, is given by1

V (�, �, H) = ⇤4

✓
g�

⇤
+

g��

⇤

◆
� ⇤2

✓
↵� g�

⇤

◆
|H|2 + 1

2
�|H|4 + A(�, �, H) cos (�/f) , (4)

where

A(�, �, H) ⌘ ✏⇤4

✓
� + c�

g�

⇤
� c�

g� �

⇤
+

|H|2

⇤2

◆
, (5)

with 0 < g, g�, ✏ ⌧ 1, while ↵, � and c�, c� are O(1) positive coe�cients. We assume that all

terms of Eq. (4) are generated at the cut-o↵ scale ⇤. For simplicity and clarity, we are only

considering linear terms in g�/⇤ (resp. g��/⇤), but we could have taken a generic function

of g�/⇤ (resp. g��/⇤) with the only requirement that it is monotonically decreasing or

increasing in a wide region of order ⇤/g (resp. ⇤/g�).

From Eq. (4) and Eq. (5), we see that � scans the Higgs mass-squared, while � scans

A(�, �, H) which is the overall amplitude –the envelope– of the oscillating term. This de-

pendence of A(�, �, H) on � is crucial for our mechanism to work, while the other terms in

Eq. (5) are added since, as we said, they are anyway generated at the quantum level (by loops

of H). The potential in Eq. (4) is stable under quantum corrections in the small-coupling

limit (g, g�, ✏ ⌧ 1) we consider. A possible UV origin of the periodic term in Eq. (4) is given

in Appendinx A.

We will sudy the time evolution of �, � and H during the inflationary epoch. Inflation is

needed, as in [4], to provide the friction that makes the fields slow-roll and reach the desired

minimum. The time evolution of � is quite trivial, as for ✏ ⌧ 1, it simply slides down:

�(t) = �0 � g�⇤
3t/(3HI) . (6)

In the cosmological evolution of � we can distinguish four stages, depicted in Fig. 1, that we

qualitatively describe next:

I) At the beginning of inflation we assume � & ⇤/g and � & ⇤/g� such that the Higgs

mass-squared and the amplitude A are positive. The field � is stuck in some deep

minimum coming from the A cos(�/f) term of Eq. (4), while the Higgs field value is

zero.
1NOT NEEDED: Notice the unusal normalization of the Higgs quartic coupling, � ⇠ 0.26. Do we really

want to keep this normalization? Or, who’s afraid of factors of 2??

4

2 Double scanner mechanism

The key new ingredient of our proposal, with respect to [4], is a second scanning field, that

we call �. The full potential, up to terms of order ✏, g� and g, is given by1

V (�, �, H) = ⇤4

✓
g�

⇤
+

g��

⇤

◆
� ⇤2

✓
↵� g�

⇤

◆
|H|2 + 1

2
�|H|4 + A(�, �, H) cos (�/f) , (4)

where

A(�, �, H) ⌘ ✏⇤4

✓
� + c�

g�

⇤
� c�

g� �

⇤
+

|H|2

⇤2

◆
, (5)

with 0 < g, g�, ✏ ⌧ 1, while ↵, � and c�, c� are O(1) positive coe�cients. We assume that all

terms of Eq. (4) are generated at the cut-o↵ scale ⇤. For simplicity and clarity, we are only

considering linear terms in g�/⇤ (resp. g��/⇤), but we could have taken a generic function

of g�/⇤ (resp. g��/⇤) with the only requirement that it is monotonically decreasing or

increasing in a wide region of order ⇤/g (resp. ⇤/g�).

From Eq. (4) and Eq. (5), we see that � scans the Higgs mass-squared, while � scans

A(�, �, H) which is the overall amplitude –the envelope– of the oscillating term. This de-

pendence of A(�, �, H) on � is crucial for our mechanism to work, while the other terms in

Eq. (5) are added since, as we said, they are anyway generated at the quantum level (by loops

of H). The potential in Eq. (4) is stable under quantum corrections in the small-coupling

limit (g, g�, ✏ ⌧ 1) we consider. A possible UV origin of the periodic term in Eq. (4) is given

in Appendinx A.

We will sudy the time evolution of �, � and H during the inflationary epoch. Inflation is

needed, as in [4], to provide the friction that makes the fields slow-roll and reach the desired

minimum. The time evolution of � is quite trivial, as for ✏ ⌧ 1, it simply slides down:

�(t) = �0 � g�⇤
3t/(3HI) . (6)

In the cosmological evolution of � we can distinguish four stages, depicted in Fig. 1, that we

qualitatively describe next:

I) At the beginning of inflation we assume � & ⇤/g and � & ⇤/g� such that the Higgs

mass-squared and the amplitude A are positive. The field � is stuck in some deep

minimum coming from the A cos(�/f) term of Eq. (4), while the Higgs field value is

zero.
1NOT NEEDED: Notice the unusal normalization of the Higgs quartic coupling, � ⇠ 0.26. Do we really

want to keep this normalization? Or, who’s afraid of factors of 2??

4

Figure 1: Left: Scalar potential in the {�, �} plane. The band without barriers is colored

green while the barriers getting high(er) are indicated by dark(er) brown. The blue line shows

a possible slow-roll cosmological trajectory of the fields during the inflationary period. The

dashed purple line is the critical line for EWSB. Right: Classical time evolution of � (blue

curve) in the potential on the left. The black lines show the extremal points of the potential,

with closely spaced minima (bold) and maxima (thin) alternating. (Arbitrary units and scales

in both plots.)

II) As � evolves down, the amplitude A decreases until the point at which the steepness

of A cos(�/f) is smaller than the slope coming from the linear term of Eq. (4), and �

can start to move down. The region in field-space at which this occurs is shown by

a “green-band” in Fig. 1. In this region, the bumps from A cos(�/f) are very small

and, for g� . g, � goes down tracking �: �(t) ' const. + c�g��(t)/(c�g), which is the

solution of A ⇡ 0 (this solution neglects e↵ects of size �� ⇠ f which correspond to

the stepwise behavior visible in Fig. 1).

III) When � crosses the critical value

�c ⌘
↵⇤

g
, (7)

the Higgs mass-squared term becomes negative, turning on H. This gives, according

to Eq. (5), a positive contribution to the amplitude A, that, for certain values of the

5

Espinosa, Grojean, Panico, Pomarol, Pujolas, Servant ’15

original relaxion-type 
 term

quantum generated 
 new terms from  

the |H|2cos(!/f) term the new interaction 
 that saves our day

introduce a second field to scan the potential barrier

Cosmological Higgs-Axion Interplay (CHAIN)

✏ =

✓
⇤B

⇤

◆4

http://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:1506.09217
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Consistency conditions

 Quantum stability of the potential ✏ . v2/⇤2

ensures that terms ✏2⇤4 cos2(�/f) don’t affect the tracking solution

courtesy to JR Espinosa

⇤4
B < v2⇤2large potential barrier allowed:
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Consistency conditions

 Quantum stability of the potential ✏ . v2/⇤2

ensures that terms ✏2⇤4 cos2(�/f) don’t affect the tracking solution
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2
� ! exits the barrier-free valley after EWSB:

 large field excursions: ��,�� > ⇤/g to ensure that the Higgs mass scans 
from  Λ to the weak scale

 Slow rolling: HI >
⇤2

MP

ensures that the energy density stored in ! and !  
does not affect inflation



Christophe Grojean BSM Dubna, July 2018!72

Consistency conditions

 Quantum stability of the potential ✏ . v2/⇤2

ensures that terms ✏2⇤4 cos2(�/f) don’t affect the tracking solution

⇤3

M3
Pl

. g� . g . v4

f⇤3 ⇤ .
�
v4M3

Pl

�1/7 ' 2⇥ 109 GeV

 Higgs vev stops cosmological rolling ✏⇤2v2

f
⇠ @

@�

�
⇤4V (g�/⇤)

�
' g⇤3

 Classical rolling: H
3
I < g⇤3

�

 ! tracks " in the barrier-free valley before EWSB: c�g
2 > c�g

2
�

(c� � 1
2� )g

2 < c�g
2
� ! exits the barrier-free valley after EWSB:

 large field excursions: ��,�� > ⇤/g to ensure that the Higgs mass scans 
from  Λ to the weak scale

 Slow rolling: HI >
⇤2

MP

ensures that the energy density stored in ! and !  
does not affect inflation



Christophe Grojean BSM Dubna, July 2018!72

Consistency conditions

 Quantum stability of the potential ✏ . v2/⇤2

ensures that terms ✏2⇤4 cos2(�/f) don’t affect the tracking solution

⇤3

M3
Pl

. g� . g . v4

f⇤3 ⇤ .
�
v4M3

Pl

�1/7 ' 2⇥ 109 GeV

 Higgs vev stops cosmological rolling ✏⇤2v2

f
⇠ @

@�

�
⇤4V (g�/⇤)

�
' g⇤3

 Classical rolling: H
3
I < g⇤3

�

 ! tracks " in the barrier-free valley before EWSB: c�g
2 > c�g

2
�

(c� � 1
2� )g

2 < c�g
2
� ! exits the barrier-free valley after EWSB:

 large field excursions: ��,�� > ⇤/g to ensure that the Higgs mass scans 
from  Λ to the weak scale

 Slow rolling: HI >
⇤2

MP

ensures that the energy density stored in ! and !  
does not affect inflation

1000 105 107 109
10-50

10-41

10-32

10-23

10-14

10-5

L HGeVL

g

✏ = 10�45

✏ = 10�30

✏ = 10�15

✏ = 1

quantum unstable potential

no classical rolling

1000 105 107 109
10-50

10-41

10-32

10-23

10-14

10-5

L HGeVL

g

1000 105 107 109
10-50

10-41

10-32

10-23

10-14

10-5

L HGeVL

g

Ne ⇠ O(1),��/MPl ⇠ 10
�10

Ne ⇠ O(1),��/MPl ⇠ 1

Ne ⇠ 10
20 ,��/MPl ⇠ 10

10

Ne ⇠ 10
40 ,��/MPl ⇠ 10

20

Ne ⇠ 10
60 ,��/MPl ⇠ 10

30

g = 10g�

f = ⇤

Long epoch of inflation to 
allow the field to explore 
large range values and 
reach the critical point 

without fine-tuning

�� ⇠ Ne

✓
g� ⇤3

H
2
I

◆
> ⇤/g�

not necessarily  
a crazy cosmology

Best solution  
to little  

hierarchy pb?



Christophe Grojean BSM Dubna, July 2018!73

Phenomenological signatures
Nothing to be discovered at the LHC/ILC/CLIC/CepC/SppC/FCC!

only BSM physics below Λ 

two (very) light and very weakly coupled axion-like scalar fields

m� ⇠
✓
g⇤5

f v2

◆1/2

⇠ (10�20 � 102)GeV

m� ⇠ g�⇤ ⇠ (10�45 � 10�2)GeV
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~interesting cosmology signatures~ 

̝ BBN constraints 
̝ decaying DM signs in #-rays background 

̝ ALPs 
̝ superradiance

~interesting signatures @ SHiP~ 

̝ production of light scalars  
by B and K decays 

Espinosa et al ’15 Choi and Im ’16

~interesting atomic physics~ 
̝ change of atom sizes

Flacke et al ’16

G. Perez et al ‘in progress

A QFT rationale for light and weakly coupled degrees of freedom
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Relaxing without multiple vacua: pole attractors

• The relaxion has a non canonical kinetic term 1

h2n
(@µ�)

2

• When                then              and the kinetic term grows.

m2
h0

⇤/

V�

�

V�c

(V� = �⇤3�)Vh � (�⇤2 + ⇤�)h2

• The Higgs mass is scanned by the relaxion field  �

� ! h(�c)�c

� ! ⇤/ h ! 0

• The slope of the relaxion potential and coupling to the Higgs 
decrease and the scanning effectively stops.

• derivative Higgs-relaxion couplings becomes non-perturbative
• UV completions unknown

Matsedonskyi, Montull ‘17

http://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:1709.09090
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Pole attractors: minimal realistic model
Matsedonskyi, Montull ‘17

m2
h0

⇤/

V�

�
0

V�

�

1) kinetic terms controlled by a 
new field

1

�2

�
(@�)2 + (@�)2

 

 2)     provides a limited time for 
a scan until it gets to zero and 
blocks all the evolution

�

 3)    moves quickly before 
reaching h~0, and after it’s 
slowed down by particle friction 
provided

�

� ! W,B

4) remaining part of the limited 
time relaxion is very slow, almost 
no scan is possible

fast slow

�̇ & mW f
* f controls particle friction

motivated by SUSY-based 
inflation models

�
mW ⇠ ⇤

⇤2

http://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:1709.09090
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NNaturalness

Nnaturalness

N ima Arkani-Hamed,1 Timothy CoheN ,2 Ra↵aele Tito D’AgNolo,1

ANson Hook,3 HyuNg Do Kim,4 and David PiNner 5

1 School of Natural Sciences, Institute for Advanced Study, Princeton, New Jersey 08540, USA
2 Institute of Theoretical Science, University of Oregon, Eugene, OR 97403, USA

3 Stanford Institute for Theoretical Physics, Stanford University, Stanford, CA 94305, USA
4 Department of Physics and Astronomy and Center for Theoretical Physics,

Seoul National University, Seoul 151-747, Korea
5 Princeton Center for Theoretical Science, Princeton University, Princeton, NJ 08544, USA

Abstract

We present a new solution to the electroweak hierarchy problem. We introduce N copies of the
Standard Model with varying values of the Higgs mass parameter. This generically yields a sector
whose weak scale is parametrically removed from the cuto↵ by a factor of 1/

p
N . Ensuring that

reheating deposits a majority of the total energy density into this lightest sector requires a modifi-
cation of the standard cosmological history, providing a powerful probe of the mechanism. Current
and near-future experiments will explore much of the natural parameter space. Furthermore, su-
persymmetric completions which preserve grand unification predict superpartners with mass below
mW ⇥Mpl/MGUT ⇠ 10 TeV.

I. MECHANISM

This letter describes a new mechanism, dubbed
“Nnaturalness,” which solves the hierarchy problem.
It predicts no new particles at the LHC, but does
yield a variety of experimental signatures for the next
generation of CMB and large scale structure experi-
ments [1, 2]. Well-motivated supersymmetric incarna-
tions of this model predict superpartners beneath the
scale mW ⇥ Mpl/MGUT ⇠ 10 TeV, accessible to a future
100 TeV collider [3, 4].

The first step is to introduce N sectors which are mu-
tually non-interacting. The detailed particle content of
these sectors is unimportant, with the exception that
the Standard Model (SM) should not be atypical; many
sectors should contain scalars, chiral fermions, unbroken
gauge groups, etc. For simplicity, we imagine that they
are exact copies of the SM, with the same gauge and
Yukawa structure.

It is crucial that the Higgs mass parameters are allowed
to take values distributed between �⇤2

H
and ⇤2

H
, where

⇤H is the (common) scale that cuts o↵ the quadratic di-
vergences. Then for a wide range of distributions, the
generic expectation is that some sectors are accidentally
tuned at the 1/N level,

��m2

H

��
min

⇠ ⇤2

H
/N . We iden-

tify the sector with the smallest non-zero Higgs vacuum
expectation value (vev), hHi = v, as “our” SM. This
picture is illustrated schematically in Fig. 1.

In order for small values of m
2

H
to be populated, the

distribution of the mass parameters must pass through
zero. For concreteness, we take a simple uniform distri-
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sector with the smallest vacuum expectation value contains
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where i = 0 = “us” is the lightest sector with a non-
zero vev:

�
m

2

H

�
us

= �r ⇥ ⇤2

H
/N ' �(88 GeV)2 is the

Higgs mass parameter inferred from observations. The
parameter r can be seen as a proxy for fine-tuning,1 since

1
There are a variety of other ways one might choose to imple-

ment a measure of fine-tuning in this model. For example, one

could assume the distribution of Higgs mass squared parameters
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FIG. 2: Feynman diagrams for the most important decays in
the �model. The left (right) column is for hHi 6= 0
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The top (bottom) row is for m� � |mH |
�
m� ⌧ |mH |
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1/m
4

Hi
in sectors with and without electroweak symme-

try breaking, respectively. Thus the reheaton preferen-
tially decays into sectors with light Higgs bosons and non-
zero vevs. If, instead, the reheaton were heavy enough
to decay directly to on-shell Higgs or gauge bosons, the
branching fractions would be democratic into those sec-
tors, and the energy density in our sector would not come
to dominate the energy budget of the Universe.

In the scalar case the decays are di↵erent, but the scal-
ing of the decay widths is exactly the same. This can be
seen once more by integrating out the Higgs and gauge
bosons in all the sectors:
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(5)

where again the C
�

i
are numerical coe�cients, and Wµ⌫

is the SU(2) field strength. As in the fermionic case, this
Lagrangian leads to decay widths that scale as �m

2
H

<0 ⇠

1/m
2

hi
and �m

2
H

>0 ⇠ 1/m
4

Hi
in sectors with and without

electroweak symmetry breaking, respectively, through
the diagrams shown in Fig. 2. We have not included
the one-loop decay � ! � � in Eq. (5) for sectors with
hHi 6= 0. This operator scales as 1/m

2

h
and is important

for sectors with N & 108; we find that this is never the
leading decay once the bounds on N discussed in Sec. III
are taken into account.

Before moving to a more detailed discussion of signals
and constraints it is worth pointing out two important
di↵erences between the � and ` models that will lead us to
modify the latter. Given the scaling of the widths we can
approximately neglect the contributions to cosmological
observables from the hHi = 0 sectors. In the simple case
that the vevs squared are equally spaced, v

2

i
⇠ 2 i ⇥ v

2

us
,

as in Eq. (1) with r = 1, we find that the branching ratio

into the other sectors is
P

1/i ⇠ log N .
In the � model, this logarithmic sensitivity to N is not

realized. Since the reheaton decays into sectors with non-
zero vevs via mixing with the Higgs, the decays become
suppressed by smaller and smaller Yukawa couplings as
hi becomes heavy. After the charm threshold is crossed
m� < 2 mci

we can neglect the contribution of the new
sectors to cosmological observables (with one exception
that we discuss in the next section). This behavior is
displayed in the left panel of Fig. 3, where we show the
fraction of energy density deposited in each sector.

The second important di↵erence is that in the ` model
the reheaton couples directly to neutrinos and, in the sec-
tors with electroweak symmetry breaking, it mixes with
them. This leads to two e↵ects. First, the physical re-
heaton mass grows with N , implying that the structure
of the ` model forces the reheaton to be heavy at large
N , and can be inconsistent depending on the value of �.
Additionally, this mixing can generate a freeze-in abun-
dance [5] of neutrinos in the other sectors from the pro-
cess ⌫us ⌫us ! ⌫us ⌫i via an o↵-shell Z

0. Tension with
neutrino overclosure and overproduction of hot dark mat-
ter leads to an upper bound on the maximum number of
sectors. In practice, it is hard to go beyond N ' 103.

However, there is a simple extension of the ` model
that at once mitigates its UV, i.e., large N , sensitivity
and solves the problems arising from a direct coupling
to neutrinos. If the reheaton couples to each sector only
through a massive portal (whose mass grows with vi),
then the branching ratios will scale with a higher power
of the Higgs vev after integrating out the portal states.
As an example, consider introducing a 4th generation of
vector-like leptons (L4, L
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), (E4, E
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), and (N4, N
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) to

each sector. Then relying on softly broken U(1) sym-
metries, we can couple the reheaton to L4 only via the
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where we have assumed universal masses and couplings
across all the sectors for simplicity. We again need � ⇠

1/
p

N for perturbativity. Note that we are assuming that
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across all the sectors for simplicity. We again need � ⇠
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