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Abstract: We study a simplified model of two colourless heavy vector resonances in the

singlet representation of SU(2)L, with zero and unit hypercharge. We discuss mixing with

the Standard Model gauge bosons due to electroweak symmetry breaking, semi-analytic

formulae for production at proton colliders, requirements to obey the narrow width ap-

proximation and selected low energy constraints. We show current LHC constraints and

sensitivity projections for the HL-LHC, HE-LHC, SPPC and FCC-hh on the charged and

neutral heavy vectors. The utility of the simplified model Lagrangian is demonstrated by

matching these results onto three explicit models: a weakly coupled abelian extension of

the Standard Model gauge group, a weakly coupled non-abelian extension and a strongly

coupled minimal composite Higgs model. All our results are presented in terms of physical

resonance masses, which are accurate even at vector masses near the electroweak scale

due to a parameter inversion we derive. We discuss the importance of this inversion and

point out that its effect, and the effects of electroweak symmetry breaking, can remain

important up to resonance masses of several TeV. Finally, we clarify the relation between

this simplified model and the Heavy Vector Triplet (HVT) model, a simplified model for

heavy SU(2)L triplets with zero hypercharge, and provide exact and approximate matching

relations.ar
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1 Introduction

Heavy vector resonances appear in a wide variety of models beyond the Standard Model

(SM). For example, they appear as gauge bosons of spontaneously broken abelian or non-

abelian gauge symmetries that extend the SM gauge group [1–16] and as heavy vector

mesons of new strongly coupled sectors [6, 15, 17–37]. This makes them prime targets for

collider searches.

While heavy vector resonances can have very different theoretical origins, their phe-

nomenology at colliders depends on just a few properties. Heavy vectors that couple to

quarks or gauge bosons can be produced via Drell-Yan processes or vector boson fusion

[38], respectively. After production, the heavy particles may decay into jets, heavy quarks,

gauge bosons, Higgs bosons, and leptons. This wide range of possible decay channels makes

heavy vectors a good benchmark for collider searches. Furthermore, heavy vectors are con-

strained in a wide variety of ways as the ATLAS and CMS collaborations have searched

extensively for narrow resonances in these final states [39–73].

Simplified models provide a powerful framework for studying the phenomenological

features of a particle, regardless of its theoretical origin, provided it is the lightest new

particle in the full theory (like the pion in QCD). The simplified model can be viewed as

a bridge between explicit models and experimental searches. On one side, the simplified

model can be analytically matched onto any explicit model, typically reducing the number

of free parameters. On the other side, experimental results can be expressed in terms of

a general set of simplified model parameters. The experimental limits can then easily be

translated into any explicit model, which makes the experimental results extremely general

and versatile. However, care has to be taken to remain within the realm of validity of the

simplified model. This can be ensured by restricting attention to narrow resonances, which

can be treated in the narrow width approximation. Experimental searches then constrain

strictly on-shell quantities, such as σ × BR. Resonance searches focusing on a narrow

resonance region, where finite widths effects are negligible, ensure model independence

[74–77].

Simplified models for heavy vector resonances have been studied extensively in the

literature [11, 38, 77–94].1 Here, we add for the first time: (1) LHC constraints on the

simplified model parameter space for a model of heavy vector singlets; (2) sensitivity pro-

jections for the HL-LHC, HE-LHC, SPPC and FCC-hh on the heavy vector singlets in the

simplified model framework; (3) the implementation of a parameter inversion that allows

us to express experimental results in terms of physical parameters, while correctly taking

into account the effects of electroweak symmetry breaking; and (4) a detailed discussion of

the relation between simplified models of SU(2)L triplets and singlets.

Reference [77] explores triplets under SU(2)L with zero hypercharge, the Heavy Vector

Triplet (HVT) simplified model. Here we follow a similar approach and explore the simpli-

fied model for colourless singlets under SU(2)L with unit and zero hypercharge, the Heavy

Vector Singlet (HVS) simplified model. Individually, these vectors amount to a charged

1See Ref. [95] for the effects of a neutral heavy resonance on the SM effective theory.
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and neutral vector but combined they can describe a triplet under an SU(2)R symmetry. In

section 2, we first discuss the simplified model Lagrangian. We then perform a parameter

inversion which allows us to treat the physical heavy singlet masses as input parameters

and automatically reproduce the Z boson mass, the Fermi constant and the fine structure

constant. To do this we take account of electroweak symmetry breaking (EWSB), to find

the mixing with the electroweak gauge bosons, and compute the new Fermi constant in this

model. We also compare the exact treatment accounting for EWSB effects and parameter

inversion with a truncated method which ignores the effects of EWSB. We discuss vector

singlet production via Drell-Yan processes at the LHC and future colliders, and their de-

cay. We also discuss low energy constraints from electroweak precision tests (EWPTs). In

section 3, we collect current LHC limits and provide constraints on the simplified model

parameter space of the charged and neutral vectors. Furthermore, we provide sensitivity

projections for the HL-LHC, HE-LHC, SPPC and FCC-hh and discuss their reach on the

production cross-section of the heavy vectors. In section 4, we match three explicit models

onto the simplified model parameter space: a U(1) extension of the SM gauge group, a

non-abelian extension and a strongly coupled minimal composite Higgs model. We discuss

current LHC limits and constraints from electroweak precision tests in these explicit mod-

els and provide sensitivity projections for future colliders. Finally, in section 5, we explore

the relation of the simplified model for heavy vector singlets with the HVT. The triplet

Lagrangian constitutes a subset of the singlet Lagrangian and we conclude that certain

singlet parameters can be constrained by experimental results provided in terms of the

triplet simplified model parameters.

2 A Simplified Model for Heavy Vector Singlets

2.1 The Simplified Model Lagrangian

In addition to the SM field content, we consider a colourless charged vector V±
µ and a

colourless neutral vector V0
µ which are singlets under SU(2)L and have unit and zero hy-

percharge, respectively. Assuming CP conservation and in analogy with Refs. [11, 77, 89],

we describe the new vectors by the phenomenological Lagrangian

Lph = LV+ + LV0 + Lmix , (2.1)

where the Lagrangian terms for the charged vector are

LV+ = −1

2
D[µV+

ν]D
[µV− ν] +m2

V+V+
µ V−µ

−i
gV√
2
c+HV

+
µ H

†↔
D
µ
H̃ +

gV√
2
c+q V+

µ J
µ
q + h.c.

+2g2V c
+
V V HHV

+
µ V−µH†H + ig′c+V V BBµ νV

+µV− ν ,

(2.2)

– 3 –



the Lagrangian terms for the neutral vector are

LV0 = −1

4
∂[µV0

ν]∂
[µV0 ν] +

m2
V0

2
V0
µV0µ

+i
gV
2
c0HV0

µH
†↔
D
µ
H +

∑
Ψ=Q,L,U,D,E

gV
2
c0ΨV0

µJ
µ
Ψ

+g2V c
0
V V HHV0

µV0µH†H ,

(2.3)

and the Lagrangian terms for the mixing of the two new vectors are

Lmix = (igV c
+
V V VD[µV−

ν]V
0µV+ ν + h.c.) + igV c

0
V V V ∂[µV0

ν]V
+µV− ν , (2.4)

where H̃ = iσ2H
∗, all couplings are assumed to be real and gV is a redundant but useful

parameter (see below). The fermion currents are

Jµq =
3∑
i=1

Ū iγµDi , JµΨ =
3∑
i=1

Ψ̄iγµΨi , (2.5)

where fermion fields are represented as four-component Dirac spinors and i = 1, 2, 3 counts

the generations. The charged singlet could in principle couple to right-handed neutrinos,

N i, via (gV /
√
2)c+NV+

µ J
µ
N where JµN =

∑3
i=1 N̄

iγµEi. However, we will not consider the

presence of right-handed neutrinos here, since our aim is to build a phenomenological model

to describe heavy resonance searches with direct decay into SM particles. This model will

apply to explicit models containing right-handed neutrinos as long as they are heavier than

the charged heavy vector.

The three Lagrangians LV+ , LV0 and Lmix describe the dynamics of the charged and

neutral vectors in isolation and the interactions among the two. We can consider the case

where the two vectors belong to a single triplet representation of the SU(2)R subgroup

of the SM custodial group. In that case, the charged and neutral c parameters will be

related, as discussed in sections 4.2 and 4.3. Alternatively, each vector can be considered

in isolation by taking the mass of the other to infinity.

In analogy to Ref. [77], the phenomenological Lagrangian in eq. (2.1) is based on the

following assumptions:

1. the interactions of the new vectors conserve CP ;

2. only operators with mass dimension lower than or equal to four are included;

3. quadrilinear interactions among the heavy vectors, which are irrelevant for the LHC

phenomenology we consider, are not included;

4. the kinetic mixing between the neutral singlet and the SM hypercharge gauge bo-

son Bµ is not included since it can be eliminated from the Lagrangian by a field

redefinition (see Appendix A for details);
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5. motivated by composite models [96], every insertion of the heavy vector fields, of H

and of the fermionic fields in the simplified model Lagrangian (but not the Standard

Model terms) is weighted by gV , while insertions of Bµ are weighted by the SM gauge

coupling, g′ (note that we then divide Lph by g2V to canonically normalise the kinetic

terms of the heavy vector singlets);

6. gV has dimension [ℏ]−1/2, while the c parameters are dimensionless constants.

For an extensive discussion of these assumptions and their motivations we refer the reader

to Ref. [77]. Notice that no gauge invariant kinetic mixing is allowed for the charged singlet

V+
µ . Finally, let us stress again that the parameter gV is redundant and could be absorbed

in a redefinition of the c coefficients. However, it represents a convenient normalisation to

make the power counting manifest.

The first lines of LV+ and LV0 in eqs. (2.2) and (2.3),

LV+ ⊃ −1

2
D[µV+

ν]D
[µV− ν] +m2

V+V+
µ V−µ ,

LV0 ⊃ −1

4
∂[µV0

ν]∂
[µV0 ν] +

m2
V0

2
V0
µV0µ ,

(2.6)

contain the kinetic and mass terms of the two vectors. The vector V0 is a full singlet under

the SM gauge group and its kinetic term is written in terms of the ordinary derivative ∂µ,

while V+ is charged under the hypercharge U(1)Y gauge group and its covariant derivative

is given in terms of Dµ,

D[µV+
ν] = DµV+

ν −DνV+
µ , DµV+

ν = ∂µV+
ν − ig′BµV+

ν , (2.7)

where g′ is the hypercharge gauge coupling.

The first terms in the second lines of LV+ and LV0 in eqs. (2.2) and (2.3),

LV+ ⊃ −i
gV√
2
c+HV

+
µ H

†↔
D
µ
H̃ + h.c. ,

LV0 ⊃ +i
gV
2
c0HV0

µH
†↔
D
µ
H ,

(2.8)

contain the interactions of the heavy vectors with the Higgs currents,

iH†↔
D
µ
H̃ = iH†(DµH̃)− i(DµH)†H̃ ,

iH†↔
D
µ
H = iH†(DµH)− i(DµH)†H ,

(2.9)

which transform in the appropriate complex conjugate representation of the hypercharge

gauge group. The interactions of the heavy vector singlets with these currents are pro-

portional to the couplings gV c
+
H and gV c

0
H and describe interactions of the new vectors

with the physical Higgs boson, the three unphysical Goldstone bosons and the transverse

SM gauge bosons. After electroweak symmetry breaking the couplings gV c
0
H and gV c

+
H

control the interactions of the new vectors with the longitudinal polarisations of the SM

gauge bosons and with the Higgs boson. These interactions also lead to mixing between

the heavy vector singlets and the SM W and Z bosons.
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The second terms in the second lines of LV+ and LV0 in eqs. (2.2) and (2.3),

LV+ ⊃ gV√
2
c+q V+

µ J
µ
q + h.c. ,

LV0 ⊃
∑

Ψ=Q,L,U,D,E

gV
2
c0ΨV0

µJ
µ
Ψ ,

(2.10)

contain the interactions with the fermion currents, given in eq. (2.5). An important dif-

ference between our HVS Lagrangian in eqs. (2.2) and (2.3) and the left-handed HVT dis-

cussed in Ref. [77] is that while the HVT couplings to fermions are normalised by g2/gV ,

the HVS couplings are just weighted by gV . This is because the left-handed triplet fermion

current of Ref. [77] only couples to the SM SU(2)L gauge bosons, implying that in most

explicit models this current couples to the heavy vectors only through mixing with the W .

For heavy singlets, the fermion currents in eq. (2.5) do not couple to SM gauge bosons but

they do couple to the heavy vectors. This means that we can expect non-mixing-suppressed

HVS couplings to fermions in many explicit models. While both the charged and the neu-

tral vectors couple to quarks, and therefore have un-surpressed Drell-Yan production, they

differ in their couplings to leptons. While the neutral vector couples directly to SM leptons,

the charged vector does not. A coupling to a left-handed lepton and a neutrino can be

induced through mixing with the SM W boson after EWSB, but this is mixing suppressed.

This implies that searches for new vector resonances decaying into two lepton final states

can set a constraint on the neutral vector singlet but are irrelevant for the charged one. The

fact that the charged vector singlet is difficult to constrain has been stressed in Ref. [11],

where a simplified model approach to this state has been proposed. Here we extend this

approach to take into account possible correlations with the neutral singlet and to unify

the notation with our previous work of Ref. [77]. The coupling combinations gV c
+
q and

gV c
0
Q,U,D control the production of the charged and the neutral vector, respectively, while

the coupling combinations gV c
+
q and gV c

0
Ψ contribute to the neutral and charged vector

decays. Of course, as in the case of vector triplets, one can go beyond the assumption of

family-universal couplings to fermions and consider different couplings to the first two gen-

erations and the third one, e.g., c0Q → (c0qL , c
0
qL3

), c0U → (c0uR , c
0
uR3) and c0D → (c0dR , c

0
dR3).

The same can be done for the charged sector: c+q → (c+uR , c
+
tR3).

The third lines of LV+ and LV0 in eqs. (2.2) and (2.3),

LV+ ⊃ +2g2V c
+
V V HHV

+
µ V−µH†H + ig′c+V V BBµ νV

+µV− ν ,

LV0 ⊃ +g2V c
0
V V HHV0

µV0µH†H ,
(2.11)

contain interactions of the new vectors with the SM bosons. The operators proportional

to c+V V HH and c0V V HH describe interactions of the heavy vectors with two Higgses. After

EWSB these terms also give rise to interactions with a single Higgs boson and to an

additional contribution to the vector masses proportional to g2V c
0,+
V V HH v̂

2, where v̂2 =

2
〈
H†H

〉
is the vacuum expectation value of the Higgs doublet H, which in this model

is in general different to the SM EWSB scale v ≡ (
√
2GF )

−1/2 ≈ 246GeV. The operator

proportional to c+V V B describes an interaction of the charged vector with the neutral SM
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γ and Z and, after EWSB, is relevant for the WZ and Wγ decays of the charged heavy

vector due to mixing effects. The parameter c+V V B is also related to the gyromagnetic ratio

ðV+ of V+ by the relation ðV+ = 1− c+V V B [11].

Finally Lmix in eq. (2.4),

Lmix = (igV c
+
V V VD[µV−

ν]V
0µV+ ν + h.c.) + igV c

0
V V V ∂[µV0

ν]V
+µV− ν , (2.12)

describes trilinear interactions among the new charged and neutral heavy vector fields.

All the operators describing bilinear and trilinear interactions of the heavy vectors with

SM fields and among each other are not directly relevant for single resonance production

or for the decay of the heavy vectors into SM final states, but they do give subdominant

contributions due to mixing with the SM gauge bosons after EWSB. Note that we do not

consider cascade decays where one heavy vector decays into the other (and maybe a SM

field).

2.2 Physical Masses and Input Parameters

The interactions between the heavy vector singlets and the Standard Model particles alter

usual standard model relations (in particular the gauge boson masses and the Fermi con-

stant), and so change the Standard Model Lagrangian parameters required to reproduce

well-measured experimental quantities. To take this into account, we invert the new rela-

tions for the gauge boson masses and the Fermi constant to write the relevant Lagrangian

parameters in terms of these well-measured quantities. In this subsection we first compute

mixing angles and physical masses after electroweak symmetry breaking, before computing

the new contributions to the Fermi constant. We then describe the parameter inversion

process.

2.2.1 Electroweak Symmetry Breaking

Upon EWSB only the electromagnetic U(1)Q remains unbroken, the photon is identified

with the combination Aµ = cos θWBµ + sin θWW 3
µ , the electric charge assumes the form

e = gg′/
√

g2 + g′ 2 with tan θW = g′/g, and the other SM vector bosons acquire masses. In

the HVS model, the new heavy vectors will receive extra contributions to their masses from

interactions with the Higgs boson, and they will mix with the massive SM vector bosons.

Working in the unitary gauge, we will write the massive vector fields after electroweak

symmetry breaking but prior to this mixing as Ŵ±, Ẑ, V̂ ± and V̂ 0, so the physical fields

after mixing can be written W±, Z, V ± and V 0. We can then write two-by-two mass

matrices for the charged vectors in the basis (Ŵ+, V̂ +),

(
m̂2
W+ −c+Hζ

+m̂W+m̂V +

−c+Hζ
+m̂W+m̂V + m̂2

V +

)
, where


m̂W+ =

gv̂

2
m̂2
V + = m2

V+ + g2V c
+
V V HH v̂

2

ζ+ =
gV v̂

m̂V +

,

(2.13)
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and for the neutral vectors in the basis (Ẑ, V̂ 0),

(
m̂2
Z −c0Hζ

0m̂Zm̂V 0

−c0Hζ
0m̂Zm̂V 0 m̂2

V 0

)
, where


m̂Z =

gv̂

2 cos θW
m̂2
V 0 = m2

V0 + g2V c
0
V V HH v̂

2

ζ0 =
gV v̂

2m̂V 0

, (2.14)

and where θW is the Weinberg angle. These matrices can be diagonalised by two different

rotations with mixing angles

tan 2θ+ = −2
c+Hζ

+m̂W+m̂V +

m̂2
V + − m̂2

W+

,

tan 2θ0 = −2
c0Hζ

0m̂Zm̂V 0

m̂2
V 0 − m̂2

Z

,

(2.15)

and the physical masses are given by

m2
W+ =

1

2

m̂2
V + + m̂2

W+ −

√
(m̂2

V + − m̂2
W+)2 +

16g2V c
+2
H m̂4

W+

g2

 ,

m2
V + =

1

2

m̂2
V + + m̂2

W+ +

√
(m̂2

V + − m̂2
W+)2 +

16g2V c
+2
H m̂4

W+

g2

 ,

m2
Z =

1

2

m̂2
V 0 + m̂2

Z −

√
(m̂2

V 0 − m̂2
Z)

2 +
4g2V c

0 2
H m̂2

Zm̂
2
W+

g2

 ,

m2
V 0 =

1

2

m̂2
V 0 + m̂2

Z +

√
(m̂2

V 0 − m̂2
Z)

2 +
4g2V c

0 2
H m̂2

Zm̂
2
W+

g2

 .

(2.16)

In the following sections we will make plots and express quantities in terms of these physical

masses, to ease the comparison with experimental results (unless otherwise specified).

It was pointed out in Ref. [77] that for the physical W and Z masses to be reproduced

without unnatural cancellations in the determinant of the mass matrices, it is necessary

to assume that the new vectors are parametrically heavier than the EW scale, i.e., with

masses in the hundreds of GeV or TeV region.2 Assuming m̂V + , m̂V 0 ≫ m̂W+ , m̂Z , we find

the physical masses to approximately be

m2
W+,Z = m̂2

W+,Z

[
1 +O

(
m̂2
W+

m̂2
V +,V 0

)]
,

m2
V +,V 0 = m̂2

V +,V 0

[
1 +O

(
m̂4
W+

m̂4
V +,V 0

)]
.

(2.17)

2The exact lower limit on the new heavy vector mass is model-dependent, as when eq. (2.16) is matched

onto a given explicit model, the coupling gV will determine the scale at which mW and mZ are reproducible.

For some strongly coupled models, this can be at masses of several TeV. However, generally speaking, this

mass is typically low enough to already be ruled out by experiment.
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We see that the physical masses of the SM gauge bosons are changed from their SM values

at order m̂2
W+/m̂

2
V while the heavy vectors are changed only at order m̂4

W+/m̂
4
V .

In this work we generally consider the charged and neutral vectors to be independent.

However, they could be the components of an SU(2)R triplet. In this case, the mass

splitting between the charged and neutral vectors is proportional to g′2/g2V , so the mass

splitting is suppressed if g′2 ≪ g2V . This is a remnant of the fact that the hypercharge

gauge coupling is the only source of SU(2)R breaking. The coupling gV will be the same

in the charged and neutral sector and some of the c parameters will be related, as we will

see in sections 4.2 and 4.3.

2.2.2 The Fermi Constant

The heavy vector singlets also contribute to the Fermi constant. Following mass diagonali-

sation, the Lagrangian of eq. (2.1) has couplings of the W and the Z bosons to the fermion

currents defined in eq. (2.5),

LV+ ⊃ −
gV c

+
q√
2

sin θ+W+
µ Jµq ,

LV0 ⊃ −
gV c

0
Ψ

2
sin θ0ZµJ

µ
Ψ.

(2.18)

While in the SM the Fermi constant is equal for leptons and quarks, this is no longer the

case after mixing with the vector singlets. Upon integrating out the heavy vector singlets,

the independent HVS couplings to left- and right-handed SM fermions contribute to several

four-fermion operators. Instead of one Fermi constant as in the SM, the HVS model has

many (in general, different) Fermi constants between left- and right-handed currents of

leptons and quarks [95].

The best experimental measurement of these four-fermion operators is obtained from

measurements of the muon lifetime [97, 98] which precisely determines the four lepton

Fermi constant, Gℓℓ
F . The corresponding four-fermion operator comes from integrating the

W boson out of the interaction between two left-handed SM lepton currents. In the HVS

model, this Fermi constant is given by

Gℓℓ
F =

1√
2v̂2

1

1−
c+2
H g2V v̂

2

m̂2
V +

. (2.19)

2.2.3 Using the Physical Masses and the Fermi Constant as Input Parameters

Using eqs. (2.16) and (2.19) we take the physical heavy vector masses mV 0 , mV + , the Z

boson mass mZ (which is better experimentally determined than the W mass), the Fermi

constant, Gℓℓ
F , and the fine structure constant as input parameters. We use these inputs to

iteratively rewrite m̂V + in terms of mV + , v̂ in terms of mZ , m̂V 0 in terms of mV 0 and the

SM coupling g in terms of the Fermi constant Gℓℓ
F . In this parameter inversion we work to

a precision of order O(g2g2V v̂
4/m̂4

V 0,+). We can then express all quantities, such as partial
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widths and cross-sections, in terms of these five physical input parameters. Constraints

imposed by this procedure are detailed in appendix B.

We provide a FeynRules [99, 100] and corresponding MadGraph [101] UFO model with

the Simplified Model Lagrangian in eq. (2.1) implemented in the mass eigenstate basis and

in the unitary gauge. The model files are registered in the HEPMDB model database [102]

with the unique identifier hepmdb:0724.0349 and are available to download here.

2.3 Collider Production and Decay

In this subsection we discuss single production and decay of a heavy vector singlet at the

LHC and future proton-proton colliders in the narrow width approximation.

2.3.1 Production Cross-Section

The main production mechanisms relevant for vector resonance searches are Drell-Yan

(DY) and vector boson fusion (VBF). In this work we focus on DY production. VBF is

subdominant to DY in large regions of the parameter space, so we do not consider it here.

In the narrow width approximation for s-channel processes, 2-to-2 cross-sections can

be factorised into a production cross-section times a branching ratio. We can then express

the production cross-section in terms of the partial widths ΓV→ij of the decay process

V → ij [103],

σ(pp → V ) =
∑
i,j∈p

ΓV→ij

mV

16π2(2J + 1)

(2Si + 1)(2Sj + 1)

C

CiCj

dLij
dŝ

∣∣∣∣∣
ŝ=m2

V

. (2.20)

The sum is performed over the relevant colliding partons in the two protons, i, j = {q, q̄},
and dLij/dŝ|ŝ=m2

V
is the corresponding parton luminosity evaluated at the resonance mass.

The factors J and Si,j are the spins of the resonance and the initial states, respectively

(J = 1 and Si,j = 1/2 for quarks), and C and Ci,j are their colour factors (C = 1 and

Ci,j = 3 for quarks). Note that the only factors in eq. (2.20) that depend on the simplified

model parameters are the partial widths and the physical masses of the heavy vectors.

As we only consider DY processes in this work, for production we only need the di-quark

partial widths.

Before electroweak symmetry breaking the charged vector V+ only couples to Ū iγµDi.

After electroweak symmetry breaking the charged vector V̂ + mixes with Ŵ+, so will pick

up additional couplings which will be mixing angle suppressed. There will likewise be a

small deviation in the coupling to Ū iγµDi. While we keep these mixing effects in our

numerical work, if we neglect them then the partial width for the charged vector to decay

into light quarks q and q̄′ is approximately

ΓV +→qq̄′ ≃ Ci|Vqq′ |2
(
gV c

+
q

)2 mV +

48π
, (2.21)

where Vqq′ are the corresponding CKM matrix elements and Ci = 3 is the colour factor of

a quark. In this discussion we will only consider the dominant production channels of the

charged vector, coming from ud̄ and dū.

– 10 –
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Figure 2.1: Values of the quark-antiquark parton luminosities for charged (yellow, green) and

neutral (blue, red) initial states at the 13TeV LHC (solid), as well as for future 27TeV (dashed)

and 100TeV (dotted) pp colliders.

Similarly, the neutral vector V̂ 0 mixes with the Ẑ boson, with a subsequent impact on

the couplings on EWSB. While we keep these mixing effects in our numerical work, if we

neglect them then the partial widths of the neutral vector to light quarks are approximately

ΓV 0→uū ≃ Cig
2
V

(
c0 2Q + c0 2U

) mV 0

96π
, (2.22)

ΓV 0→dd̄ ≃ Cig
2
V

(
c0 2Q + c0 2D

) mV 0

96π
. (2.23)

For the parton luminosity functions we used the Mathematica package NNPDF [104]

to generate universal fitted functions for the parton luminosities to leading order, with

αS = 0.118 at the Z-mass scale. The differential quark-antiquark parton luminosities are

shown in fig. 2.1 as a function of the resonance massmV (wheremV stands formV + ormV 0 ,

as appropriate), for the 13TeV LHC (solid lines) as well as for future 27TeV (dashed) and

100TeV (dotted) colliders. We see that the LHC luminosity drops steadily from around

2.5TeV to around 10TeV, where it starts to drop sharply. At masses around 7.5TeV

a 27TeV collider would have a luminosity almost three orders of magnitude larger than

the LHC, and a 100TeV collider would have a luminosity almost five orders of magnitude

larger. Higher energy colliders also only suffer a sharp drop in luminosity at higher energies,

when the resonance mass nears the beam centre of mass energy. Note that the parton

luminosity functions have an increasing uncertainty as the resonance mass approaches the

centre of mass energy. This does not lead to a large uncertainty in the LHC limits we set

at mV ≲ 5TeV but would become more important at masses that are a larger fraction of

the centre of mass energy.

We do not investigate the role of VBF in this work, as it is heavily suppressed with

respect to DY in most regions of the parameter space. This is mostly due to suppression

from insertions of the fine structure constant in the vector boson PDFs. While there are

narrow regions of parameter space where DY is subdominant to VBF (like those discussed

for the HVT in Refs. [38, 77]), we leave this to future work.

– 11 –
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Figure 2.2: LHC production cross-sections for the heavy charged (left) and neutral (right) vectors

as a function of the resonance mass, for a model with universal couplings c+,0
X = 1. The black lines

correspond to different couplings gV for the values gV = 0.1 (dot-dashed), 0.5 (dashed), 1 (solid),

and 3 (dotted). The blue and red curves show the production cross-section for a 27TeV and 100TeV

collider, respectively, for gV = 1.

In fig. 2.2 we show the LHC and future collider production cross-sections for the charged

and neutral vector singlets, using eq. (2.20) for a benchmark case of universal couplings

(c+X = c0X = 1 for all X). We see that for both the charged and neutral vectors, the

high-luminosity run of the LHC with 3 ab−1 could produce tens of heavy vectors at 8TeV

for gV ≳ 0.5. At the same mass, this roughly extends to tens of thousands for a 27TeV

collider such as the HE-LHC with 15 ab−1, and tens of millions for a 100TeV collider such

as the FCC-hh with 20 ab−1. For this benchmark (cX = 1), the production cross-section

is always proportional to g2V , and the stronger this coupling, the larger the cross-section.

In general, however, the relationship between gV and the cross-section will depend on the

c parameters in the given UV models. We will see an example of a non-trivial relationship

between gV and the cross-section in sections 4.2 and 4.3.

2.3.2 Narrow Width Approximation and Finite Width Effects

When using experimental data to set limits on the simplified model parameter space, the

narrow width approximation (NWA) is very useful as it separates resonance production

and decay. However, this factorisation does not hold away from the peak in the invariant

mass distribution and in an analysis using the NWA care should be taken not to include

the tails. Here we briefly review two well-known finite width effects [74–77] which can spoil

the factorisation: the energy dependence of the pdfs and interference with the SM.

Firstly, the factorisation of the total differential cross-section assumes that the parton

luminosities are fairly constant within the peak region. Generally this means that the

narrower the resonance, the better the agreement. Furthermore, it requires the resonance

mass to be significantly below the kinematical production threshold of the collider, as the

parton luminosities drop dramatically near this threshold, as can be seen in Fig. 2.1. In

Ref. [77] it was shown that this finite width effect remains small as long as Γ/mV ≲ 0.1 and

an invariant mass interval no bigger than [mV −Γ,mV +Γ] is considered in the experimental

– 12 –
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Figure 2.3: Total width over mass of the charged (brown) and neutral (blue) vectors as a function

of gV for universal couplings and in the limit of large vector masses. The dotted and dashed lines

show vector masses of 500GeV and 750GeV, respectively.

analyses.

Secondly, Feynman diagrams with virtual heavy vectors that share the same initial

and final states as SM backgrounds will interfere at the amplitude level. While these

interference effects can be sizeable, Ref. [77] shows that by focusing on the peak region

[mV − Γ,mV + Γ] and treating the parton luminosities as constant within that window,

the interference contribution to the signal is an odd function around the resonance peak

and so cancels when integrated over a symmetric interval. In the peak region, the relative

deviation between the total signal plus background (including interference effects) and

the Breit-Wigner signal approximation plus background (excluding interference effects) is

typically less than 10%.

In fig. 2.3 we show Γ/mV for the charged and neutral vectors for universal couplings as

a function of gV , in the limit of large vector masses. We see that for universal couplings the

NWA requires gV ≲ 1. For heavy vector singlet masses near the electroweak scale, there is

dependence on the masses due to mixing at the level of O(m2
W /m2

V ). While fig. 2.3 shows

that these mixing effects are fairly small for universal couplings, the mass dependence can

be larger as we will see, e.g., in the strongly coupled model we consider in section 4.3

(Model E).

2.3.3 Partial Widths and Branching Ratios

We have given some partial widths for di-quark decays of the charged and neutral vectors

in section 2.3.1, since these enter the LHC production cross-sections. In this section we

present approximate expressions for the remaining partial widths, discuss the branching

ratios and compare the approximate expressions to the full expressions.

The charged vector decays into di-quarks and, as previously mentioned, acquires a

(suppressed) coupling to leptons from mixing with the Ŵ boson. This suppression is

typically so large that di-lepton decays of charged heavy vector singlets are not relevant at

– 13 –



colliders and can be neglected. The charged vector also decays into di-boson final states,

which we will discuss below. The partial widths to ud̄ and cs̄ were given in eq. (2.21),

which we write here again for completeness, and they differ only by a CKM factor,

ΓV +→qq̄′ ≃ Ci|Vqq′ |2
(
gV c

+
q

)2 mV +

48π
. (2.24)

The partial width to tb̄, keeping effects due to the top quark mass (but neglecting mixing

effects), is approximately

ΓV +→tb̄ ≃ Ci
(
gV c

+
T

)2 mV +

48π

(
1− 3m2

t

2m2
V +

+
m6
t

2m6
V +

)
. (2.25)

Even at 1TeV, effects from the top mass are negligible, and (for universal parameters) this

agrees with eq. (2.21) to within a percent.

The neutral vector decays into di-quarks, di-leptons and di-bosons. We will start with

the fermion final states before discussing the di-boson final states. After mixing with the Ẑ

boson, the neutral vector couplings to fermions consist of two contributions: the first comes

directly from the Lagrangian, eq. (2.1), with an additional suppression factor of cos θ0, while

the second comes from the corresponding SM coupling of the Ẑ boson suppressed by sin θ0.

For small θ0, these mixing effects are small. If they are neglected, the partial widths can

be written as

ΓV 0→uū ≃ Cig
2
V

(
c0 2Q + c0 2U

) mV 0

96π
, ΓV 0→dd̄ ≃ Cig

2
V

(
c0 2Q + c0 2D

) mV 0

96π
, (2.26)

ΓV 0→ℓℓ̄ ≃ g2V
(
c0 2L + c0 2E

) mV 0

96π
, ΓV 0→νν̄ ≃

(
gV c

0
L

)2 mV 0

96π
, (2.27)

ΓV 0→tt̄ ≃ Cig
2
V

mV 0

96π

((
c0 2Q + c0 2T

)
− m2

t

m2
V 0

(
c0 2Q − 6c0Qc

0
T + c0 2T

))√
1− 4m2

t

m2
V 0

, (2.28)

where we have kept mass corrections from the top quark. While it is useful to have these

approximate expressions, in the numerical analysis in the following sections we retain the

full mixing effects.

Note that while the widths of the charged vector only have contributions from right-

handed fermions, the widths of the neutral vector receive contributions from both chiralities

(we see that left- and right-handed c parameters contribute to the ℓℓ̄ and di-quark widths).

This means that unless polarised final states are studied, only combinations of the couplings

enter measurements of the neutral vector. The combinations c0 2Q + c0 2U and c0 2Q + c0 2D are

relevant for production and for decay into di-quark final states, while c0L and c0 2L + c0 2E are

relevant for the decays into leptonic final states. For the neutral vector, a combination of

different analyses would be required to disentangle the different parameters.

Comparing these fermionic widths of the HVS with those of the neutral and charged

components of the HVT, we see that the widths of the charged vector into quarks is

completely analogous. The fermionic widths of the neutral vector singlet are larger for

universal c parameters, because the SU(2)L triplet only couples to left-handed fermions

while the neutral singlet couples to both left and right-handed ones.
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We now turn to approximate expressions for the di-boson partial widths. Since the

heavy vectors couple mostly to longitudinal SM gauge bosons, we can use the Goldstone

Boson Equivalence Theorem [105]. In the approximate widths we also neglect the effect

of gauge couplings g and g′ (by taking g = g′ = 0) and include only the linear operators

relevant for the decay. While we derived the impact of electroweak symmetry breaking in

the unitary gauge, to use the Goldstone Boson Equivalence Theorem we now work in the

equivalent gauge [106]. We then write the SM Higgs doublet H in terms of the physical

Higgs boson h and the Goldstone bosons πi,

H =


π2 + iπ1√

2
v̂ + h− iπ3√

2

 ≡

 iπ+

v̂ + h− iπ0

√
2

 . (2.29)

Using the Goldstone Boson Equivalence Theorem, the longitudinal W and Z bosons are

described by π± and π0, respectively, in the high-energy limit. The Lagrangian in eq. (2.1)

can then be re-expressed in terms of these fields. In this limit a mixing of the form Vµ∂
µπ

arises between the heavy vector singlets and the Standard Model Goldstone bosons, for

both the charged and neutral singlets. This mixing can be eliminated by a suitable shift

of the vector fields

V +
µ → V +

µ −
c+Hζ

+

mV +

∂µπ
+, V 0

µ → V 0
µ −

c0Hζ
0

mV 0

∂µπ
0 , (2.30)

followed by canonically normalising the Goldstone boson fields

π+ → 1√
1− c+H

2
ζ+2

π+, π0 → 1√
1− c0H

2
ζ02

π0 . (2.31)

This leads to an O((ζ+)2, (ζ0)2) deviation in the partial widths, for the charged and neu-

tral vectors, respectively, which we can neglect (recall that ζ+ = gV v̂/m̂V + and ζ0 =

gV v̂/2m̂V 0). For cX ≲ 1, gV ≲ 1 and mW+,Z ≪ mV +,0 , the partial decay widths into

di-boson final states are then approximately given by

ΓV +→W+
L ZL

≃
(gV c

+
H)

2mV +

48π
, ΓV +→W+

L h
≃

(gV c
+
H)

2mV +

48π
,

ΓV 0→W+
L W

−
L

≃
(gV c

0
H)

2mV 0

192π
, ΓV 0→ZLh ≃

(gV c
0
H)

2mV 0

192π
.

(2.32)

Compared to the di-boson widths of the HVT, the neutral singlet widths are identical while

the charged singlet widths appear larger by a factor of four. However, this factor comes

from the definitions of the couplings in the Lagrangians as the charged component of the

SU(2)L triplet contains an extra factor of 1/2 from the SU(2)L generators.

We have now given approximate partial widths for all decay channels of the heavy

vector singlets. We show the branching ratios of the charged and neutral heavy vector

singlets as a function of their masses, fig. 2.4 (left) and (right), respectively, for universal

couplings (c+X = c0X = 1 for all X). The solid lines correspond to the full numerical
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Figure 2.4: Branching ratios for the two body decays of the charged vector V + (left) and the

neutral vector V 0 (right), for the case of universal couplings c+X = c0X = 1. Here gV = 1, although in

any case, the BRs depend only very weakly on gV . The solid lines correspond to the full numerical

expressions, while the dotted lines show the approximate expressions. In the left (right) panels, the

neutral (charged) vector is decoupled.

expressions, which we obtain from our FeynRules implementation including the effects of

electroweak symmetry breaking, the parameter inversion and which we use in the limits we

set below, while the dotted lines correspond to the approximate expressions given above.

Although universal couplings do not correspond to any of the UV models we consider

in section 4, it is useful to discuss the branching ratios in the simplified model without

referencing an explicit UV completion. In section 4 we show the branching ratios in two of

the explicit UV models we explore.

We see from the left panel of fig. 2.4 that for both the approximate and exact expres-

sions, the charged vector dominantly decays into di-quarks, with di-boson decays being the

only other relevant channel. The remaining channels into leptons or different generation

quarks are either mixing- or CKM-suppressed. The CKM factor in eq. (2.21) accounts for

a slightly larger branching ratio into tb̄ over light quarks. However, this is only the case

for large masses. Corrections from the top quark mass in eq. (2.25) lead to a suppression

in this channel at masses below 1TeV. Comparing the exact and approximate branching

ratios, we see that mixing effects are important when mV + ≲ 2TeV, particularly for the

di-boson channels.

In the right panel of fig. 2.4, we show the branching ratios of V 0. Again it dominantly

decays into di-quarks, and top quark mass effects are important when mV 0 ≲ 1TeV.

The branching ratio into charged leptons is a factor of three smaller than the di-quark

branching ratios due to a colour factor. Since the decay width into charged leptons receives

a contribution from left-handed and right-handed fermion couplings, it is larger than the

decay into (purely left-handed) neutrinos. The di-boson decays are even smaller. We can

see that mixing effects have a smaller but non-negligible impact when mV 0 ≲ 1TeV.

In both panels of fig. 2.4 we show the branching ratios for gV = 1. We can see

from our approximate expressions that all partial widths are proportional to g2V when

mixing effects are neglected, and this holds up to O(m4
W /m4

V ). The branching ratios

are then independent of gV up to this order. Although we saw in fig. 2.3 that the total
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widths are proportional to g2V to high accuracy for masses below 1TeV, this is due to an

accidental cancellation and the partial widths can have a different dependence on gV for

these masses. Since non-trivial gV dependence enters through mixing effects, the difference

between the exact and approximate expressions can give us an idea of when the partial

widths have a significant dependence on gV . For the charged vector, for example, the

exact and approximate branching ratios agree within 5% for mV + ≳ 2TeV for gV = 1 and

universal couplings, so we would expect dependence on gV for mV + ≲ 2TeV. We will see

later that this mass differs with other coupling choices. In the more realistic benchmark

models we consider in section 4, the BRs for the weakly (strongly) coupled Model D (E)

agree within 5% for a neutral vector mass mV 0 ≳ 1.4 (4)TeV at gV = 1 (3). The effects

of electroweak symmetry breaking can therefore be relevant up to TeV scale masses, and

particularly so in strongly coupled models. It is thus important to consider these mixing

effects in the context of LHC phenomenology.

Overall, the picture for LHC production and decay is similar to the HVT case. The

main production channel is Drell-Yan, with production cross-sections proportional to the

combinations g2V (c
0 2
Q +c0 2U ), g2V (c

0 2
Q +c0 2D ), and (gV c

+
q )

2 for the uu, dd and ud̄ (dū) partonic

initial states, respectively. In the universal coupling scenario, the main decay channels are

di-quark decays, while di-boson and di-lepton decays are reduced but not negligible. The

same limitations of the narrow width approximation are also present, and experimental

analyses should take care to only consider the peak region (and not the tails). There are,

however, three main differences to the HVT model: first, the charged vector singlet has a

very suppressed coupling to SM leptons compared to the charged component of the HVT;

second, the vector singlets typically have enhanced couplings to fermions compared to the

vector triplets;3 and third, the neutral singlet couples to both left- and right-handed quarks

and leptons, introducing more free parameters than in the triplet model.

2.4 Electroweak Precision Tests

While our main focus in the paper is on direct searches at collider experiments, constraints

can also be placed on the vector singlets via indirect measurements, such as electroweak

precision tests. In this section we describe the impact of heavy vector singlets on the

electroweak S, T and U parameters.

In order to compute the S, T and U parameters, we follow the approach of Ref. [107]

(see also Ref. [77]) where the heavy vectors are integrated out after certain field redefini-

tions. This technique is based on the assumptions that the strongest constraints come from

(i) the oblique parameters and (ii) the couplings to leptons. For the neutral vector this

approach is fully motivated [107]. For the charged singlet, which does not directly couple to

SM leptons, the main constraint comes from the T parameter if a flavour structure aligned

with the SM is assumed, so there are no contributions to δF = 2 processes [11]. In this

case, the approach of Ref. [107] is well motivated for a large part of the parameter space of

3The HVT coupling to fermions is typically generated through mixing with the W boson and is therefore

proportional to g2/gV . This is not the case for singlets where the coupling is proportional to gV . This is

reflected in our choice of normalisation in the simplified model Lagrangian.

– 17 –



YQ YL YU YD YE YH

1
6 −1

2
2
3 −1

3 −1 1
2

Table 2.1: Hypercharges of the SM fields where we use the convention Q = T 3 + Y , where

T 3 = σ3/2 is the SU(2) charge.

the phenomenological Lagrangian (2.1). One should however bear in mind that particular

corners of the parameter space could require an ad hoc discussion of the constraints from

precision measurements and flavour physics.

For the neutral vector the computation is analogous to the one described in Ref. [107]

for non-universal Z ′ models, with the gauge charges Zi substituted by the corresponding

quantities in our notation, i.e., gV c
0
i /2. In this case we integrate out the neutral vector

after the field redefinition,4

Bµ → Bµ +
gV c

0
E

2g′YE
V 0
µ , W 3

µ → W 3
µ +

gB
(
c0EYL + c0LYE

)
gYE

V 0
µ , (2.33)

where YΨ denotes the hypercharges of the SM Ψ multiplets, given in Table 2.1. The

charged vector can be integrated out directly, without introducing any mixing with the W ,

since it does not directly couple to charged leptons. We can treat the neutral and charged

vectors independently and sum up their contributions to the precision observables since

the interactions between them do not, after integrating out these fields, contribute to the

leading order effective Lagrangian.

We then get the following contributions to the oblique parameters at leading order in

m2
W /m2

V (+,0) [11, 107]:

Ŝ ≡ α(mZ)

4 sin2 θW
S =

g2Vm
2
W

2g2g′2m2
V 0

(c0E − c0H + c0L)(g
2c0E + g′2(c0E + 2c0L)) , (2.34)

T̂ ≡ α(mZ)T =
g2Vm

2
W

g2m2
V 0

(c0E − c0H + c0L)
2 −

g2V (c
+
H)

2m2
W

g2m2
V +

, (2.35)

Û ≡ − α(mZ)

4 sin2 θW
U =

g2Vm
2
W

g2m2
V 0

(c0E − c0H + c0L)(c
0
E + 2c0L) , (2.36)

where α(mZ) is the fine-structure constant at the scale of mZ . We see that the oblique

parameters are proportional to g2V , in contrast to the relatively weak gV -dependence seen

for the HVT. The EWPTs then lead to stronger constraints on the HVS model, especially

when considering strongly coupled scenarios.

To set the constraints from EWPTs on the HVS parameter space, which will be shown

in the next sections together with the constraints from collider searches, we use a three-

dimensional χ2 fit using the experimental values given in Ref. [108]. Note that stronger

constraints could be placed on the model by performing a complete global fit, or by using

extended parameterisations of new physics effects (see, e.g., Ref. [107]).

4Note that the signs are different to those in Ref. [107], due to the different convention for the hypercharge

of the right-handed fermions.
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Channel Reference Main background Extrapolation

jj [39, 40] multi-jet ×
tb̄ [41–43] multi-jet ×
WZ → 3ℓν [44] DY WZ ✓
WZ → jj [45–49] multi-jet ×
WZ → ℓνjj [50–53] W/Z+jets ×
WZ → ℓℓjj [50, 54–56] W/Z+jets ×
WZ → ννjj [54, 57, 58] W/Z+jets, tt̄ in certain control regions ◦
Wγ [59, 60] γ+jet, γ +W ×
Wh → ℓνb̄b [52, 61] tt̄ ✓
Wh → jjb̄b [62] multi-jet ×

Table 3.1: Summary of ATLAS and CMS searches relevant for a charged heavy vector resonance,

V +. Explanation of the symbols: ✓– extrapolation procedure works well, × – extrapolation pro-

cedure is not appropriate, ◦ – extrapolation procedure can be used with caution.

3 Current and Future Limits from Collider Searches

The ATLAS and CMS collaborations have performed a significant number of direct searches

for heavy resonances decaying to various SM final states. Tables 3.1 and 3.2 provide a

summary of the searches relevant for decaying charged and neutral vector bosons, respec-

tively.5 The majority of these analyses provide limits on the production cross-section times

branching ratio, σ×BR, as a function of the resonance mass. In this section we use these

searches to places limits on the simplified model parameter space, first for universal cou-

plings (c
(0,+)
X = 1 for all X) and then letting the couplings vary (where we also include

the indirect electroweak constraints). We then make sensitivity projections for a range of

possible future colliders (the HL-LHC, HE-LHC, the FCC and the SPPC).

3.1 Current LHC Limits with Universal Couplings

We first consider the simple case where the vector singlets couple universally to the SM

particles. That is, we set c+X = c0X = 1 for all X and use the most constraining searches

to place limits on the heavy vector masses. We first discuss the charged vector and then

the neutral. We do not consider channels where both the charged and neutral vectors are

present, such as di-jet, so they can be studied independently. We do not include di-jet

limits because they are generally less sensitive than di-lepton and di-boson searches.

In fig. 3.1 we take the most stringent limits on σ×BR for a charged vector resonance

and convert them to limits on the production cross-section of a charged vector singlet,

σ, assuming universal couplings. The black dashed and solid curves correspond to our

5For a recent ATLAS combination of the channels (W/Z)(W/Z) + (W/Z)H + ℓℓ + ℓν + τν see [109].

Note that combinations such as this do not apply to the HVS in a straightforward way since they need to

make assumptions about the branching ratios.
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Channel Reference Main background Extrapolation

ℓℓ [63–67] DY ℓℓ̄ ✓
ττ [68, 69] di-jet, jet + τ ×
jj [39, 40] multi-jet ×
bb̄ [70] multi-jet ×
tt̄ [71–73] tt̄ ✓
WW → jj [45–49] multi-jet ×
WW → ℓνjj [50–53] W+jets, tt̄ (50% in certain signal regions) ◦
Zh → ℓℓ/ννb̄b [61] 2-ℓ: Z + (bb̄) (75%), tt̄ (25%) / 0-ℓ: tt̄ ✓
Zh → jjb̄b [62] multi-jet ×

Table 3.2: Summary of ATLAS and CMS searches relevant for a neutral heavy vector resonance,

V 0.
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Figure 3.1: Experimental limits on the DY production cross-section of a charged heavy vector

singlet V +, for all c couplings set to one. The blue and purple curves correspond to the ATLAS

searches of a semi-leptonic di-boson final state [50] and fully-leptonic di-boson final state [44],

respectively. The red curve shows the CMS search corresponding to a tb̄ final state [42], and brown

shows the CMS resonance search examining the Wh → ℓν+ bb̄ channel [52]. The black curves show

the theoretical DY production cross-section for gV = 0.5 (dashed) and 1 (solid). The neutral vector

is decoupled, with mV 0 = 100TeV.

simplified model production cross-section with gV = 0.5 and gV = 1, respectively. A

weakly coupled resonance with gV = 0.5 is excluded for masses below around 4.8TeV,

while for gV = 1 the limit is 5.5TeV. The strongest bounds are provided by searches for

di-boson decays into semi-leptonic final states (blue and brown) [50, 52]. As expected

from the branching ratios, we see that decays into a W boson and a single Higgs (brown)

have comparable sensitivity to the combined WZ channel (blue). The combined fully-

leptonic di-boson final state search (purple) [44] provides a weaker bound of around 3TeV
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Figure 3.2: Experimental limits on the DY production cross-section of a neutral heavy vector

singlet V 0, for all c couplings set to one. The ATLAS searches shown correspond to the di-lepton

final state [63] (orange), the semi-leptonic di-boson final state [50] (blue), the tt̄ final state [72] (red),

and the Zh → ℓ+ℓ−/νν̄+bb̄ final state [61] (brown). The black curves show the DY production cross-

section for gV = 0.5 (dashed) and 1 (solid). The charged vector is decoupled, with mV + = 100TeV.

despite lower backgrounds than in the semi-leptonic channel. This can be explained by the

higher integrated luminosity of 139 fb−1 in the semi-leptonic search compared to 36.1 fb−1

in the fully leptonic. Although searches to tb̄ (red) [42] are less constraining than di-boson

channels, they can still set bounds up to 4TeV for gV = 1.

In fig. 3.2 we show the most constraining searches for the neutral vector singlet, pre-

sented as limits on the production cross-section of V 0 with universal couplings. Here, the

strongest limits are given by the di-lepton search (orange) [63], which for a weakly cou-

pled vector with gV = 0.5 can exclude resonance masses up to 5.2TeV, while for gV = 1

the limit is 6TeV. The di-boson semi-leptonic searches (blue and brown) [50, 61] provide

weaker bounds, due to the small di-boson branching ratios of the neutral vector (see fig. 2.4,

right). The tt̄ search (red) [72] is comparable to the di-boson searches, excluding masses

up to 3.5–4.5TeV.

3.2 Current LHC Limits with Non-Universal Couplings

In this section we relax the universal coupling constraint from the previous section and

interpret the current experimental searches as limits on our simplified model parameter

space. When the couplings are free to vary, the charged and neutral vector singlets must be

treated differently to each other. The LHC phenomenology of the charged vector depends

only on two parameter combinations, gV c
+
H and gV c

+
q , for a fixed mass mV + . We can then

present exclusion contours in the (gV c
+
H , gV c

+
q ) plane, in analogy with the HVT. For most

explicit models, the c parameters will be fixed, there is only one free coupling, gV , and

we can present exclusion limits in the (mV + , gV ) plane. The LHC phenomenology of the

neutral vector is rather different, due to its independent couplings to left- and right-handed
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Figure 3.3: Current LHC constraints on a charged heavy vector singlet V + in the (gV c
+
H , gV c

+
q )

plane for mV + = 2, 3 and 5TeV (left, centre and right). The vector V 0 is decoupled, with mV 0

set to 100TeV. The light blue regions show the exclusions for the ATLAS search of a combined

semi-leptonic di-boson final state [50], while the purple regions indicate the fully-leptonic di-boson

CMS search of Ref. [44]. Light red depicts limits from the CMS search for a charged vector decaying

to a tb̄ final state [42]. The dashed purple and green lines correspond to the section 4 benchmark

models D and E respectively, where c+H and c+q are constant and gV can vary.

fermions. For a fixed mass mV 0 , there are six free parameters (gV c
0
H and five different gV c

0
Ψ

couplings), so limits cannot be presented on a single two-dimensional plot. However, only

certain parameter combinations enter into measurements of σ×BR. Using this information

we can present exclusion contours in a somewhat reduced effective parameter space, as

shown below.

3.2.1 Charged Vector Singlet

Although the charged HVS and the HVT both only have two relevant couplings, the charged

singlet and the charged component of the triplet are phenomenologically very different.

While the triplet dominantly couples to two left-handed SM fermions, the singlet must

couple to right-handed SM fermions. The charged heavy vector singlet dominantly couples

to two right-handed quarks and only couples to leptons through mixing with the W boson,

which leads to a very suppressed branching ratio, BR(V + → ℓ+ν) ≲ 10−2–10−3 depending

on the values of the c parameters. This channel gives one of the strongest bounds on the

vector triplet, but for charged singlets, unless there is a strong suppression of the coupling

to right-handed quarks (which reduces the production cross-section), the leading decay

channels are di-jets, tb̄, and di-bosons.

In fig. 3.3, we show current exclusion bounds in the plane (gV c
+
H , gV c

+
q ) for three

different resonance masses, mV + = 2, 3, and 5TeV (left, centre and right). Both fully-

and semi-leptonic di-boson final states [44, 50], in purple and blue, respectively, rule out

significant parts of the parameter space at mV + = 2TeV, and the sensitivity drops as

the mass increases, with the fully-leptonic di-boson channel losing sensitivity around 3TeV

and the semi-leptonic channel losing sensitivity around 5TeV. At all masses, a narrow strip
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around c+q ∼ 0 cannot be constrained by any DY search, as the production cross-section

vanishes in this limit. While we do not consider it here, this region could potentially be

probed with production via vector boson fusion (cf. Ref. [38]). Small values of c+H also

cannot be probed by di-boson searches, since the branching ratio of the charged vector into

SM bosons becomes negligible. In this case, di-quark final states such as tb̄ [42] (in red)

complement the di-boson searches, excluding some parameter space where c+H ∼ 0. For the

electroweak constraints, the charged singlet only contributes to the T̂ parameter and the

constraints are too weak to appear in these figures.

In fig. 3.3 we also show the regions of parameter space corresponding to the explicit

models D and E discussed in section 4. In these models the parameters c+H and c+q are

fixed, so their corresponding lines in the figure represent permitted values of the coupling

gV . Model D is entirely excluded by tb̄ searches up to 3TeV. Future di-quark searches are

necessary to constrain this model at higher masses since di-boson searches are insensitive

when c+H = 0, as is the case in Model D. The charged component of Model E does not

couple to quarks, so we cannot exclude it with DY production. A discussion of resonance

production via vector boson fusion requires a dedicated analysis similar to [38] which is

beyond the scope of this paper.

3.2.2 Neutral Vector Singlet

Since the neutral singlet has six independent parameters, gV c
0
H and gV c

0
Ψ for

Ψ ∈ {Q,L,U,D,E}, it is challenging to present limits in this space in a meaningful way.

However, we see from eqs. (2.26) to (2.28) that the left- and right-handed fermion cou-

plings can not easily be independently probed at the LHC. If the heavy vector mass is

large enough that these approximations hold, we can reduce the size of this parameter

space to five independent parameters by defining the effective couplings,

(ceffu )2 = (c0Q)
2 + (c0U )

2, (ceffe )2 = (c0L)
2 + (c0E)

2 ,

(ceffd )2 = (c0Q)
2 + (c0D)

2 , ceffn = c0L .
(3.1)

Even though up- and down-type light jets cannot be distinguished, we have not combined

the up- and down-type couplings since DY production is sensitive to the up and down

quark content of the proton. Decays to the νν̄ final state only depend on c0L, and we define

ceffn = c0L to remain consistent in notation. Current LHC constraints are only sensitive to

ceffn through the total width (which impacts the branching ratios). While we retain this

parameter for accuracy and to investigate the interplay with the electroweak constraints,

the relevant parameter space for LHC physics is now just four-dimensional if this effect is

neglected, which can be presented in a set of two-dimensional plots.

We can now show slices depicting the parameter dependence in the full five-dimensional

parameter space by plotting contours on an array of two-dimensional plots. To do this we

first choose one effective parameter, say ceffu , and show each two-dimensional plot in the

(gV c
0
H , gV c

eff
u ) plane. We then define the following ratios,

λd =
ceffd
ceffu

, λe =
ceffe
ceffu

, λn =
ceffn
ceffu

. (3.2)
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With these ratios, an array of plots corresponding to different fixed λ values will show the

dependence of the experimental constraints on all five effective couplings. Note that, due

to the absence of right-handed neutrinos in the SM, λe ≥ λn.

We show this array of two-dimensional plots in fig. 3.4. The various two-dimensional

plots in the array correspond to different lepton coupling strengths. From top to bottom,

we show an increasing coupling to charged leptons λe. In the rows, we fix λn/λe, which

increases from left to right. The ratio λn/λe parameterises the relative size of c0E and c0L,

with the left hand column giving c0L = 0 and the rightmost column giving c0E = c0L. In each

two-dimensional plot, we show three sets of contours, one set for λd = 0.5, one for λd = 1

and one for λd = 2.

In all two-dimensional plots we show the leading di-lepton [63] (orange) and di-

boson [50] (blue) constraints, assuming mV 0 = 5TeV. The regions favoured by the indirect

electroweak constraints are shown in grey contours, at 68% (dot-dashed) and 95% (solid)

CL. In all the slices we show, the di-lepton constraints are the most stringent at |gV c0H | ≲ 1,

while the electroweak constraints disfavour the remaining regions with gV c
0
H ≳ 1 (although

note that these constraints depend on the full particle content of the model). The di-boson

constraints are more constraining than the di-lepton bounds when gV c
eff
u and gV c

0
H are

quite large and the lepton couplings are small, although this region is disfavoured by the

electroweak constraints.

As λe increases, the di-lepton constraints get stronger (as is expected, since a larger

coupling leads to a larger branching ratio into leptons). Decreasing λn does not have a

strong impact on the direct constraints, since it only enters the total width of V 0, but

does change the EWPT disfavoured regions, due to the dependence seen in eqs. (2.34)

to (2.36). We see that if electroweak information is not taken into account, it can be a

good approximation to neglect λn and only consider a four-dimensional parameter space

(which can be presented in a single row of plots). For λe = 1.63 and 3, the limits are fairly

insensitive to changes in λd (even though the production cross-section becomes larger for

larger λd, this happens to be compensated by a reduction in the di-lepton branching ratio).

Note that λd does not impact the EWPT contours.

Some of the UV models we consider in section 4 can be represented as points or lines

on the particular slices of parameter space we have chosen. In the top-right panel Model

D is shown as two points (the given combination of λe and λn fixes gV = ±0.61). In

the other right hand panels we have also shown Model D even though λn ̸= λe/
√
2, since

the constraints are only weakly dependent on λn. The choice λe = 1 leads to gV = 0.53,

λe = 1.63 leads to gV = 0.48 and λe = 3 leads to gV = 0.43. For several U(1)X models

and Model E, gV remains a free parameter, so these models are depicted as lines. For the

U(1)X models, gV = 0 appears at the origin. Note that U(1)u corresponds to U(1)q+xu for

x ≫ 1. For Model E, λd = 0.54 is fixed, and the model is excluded by di-lepton searches

at 5TeV for gV ≲ 0.61.
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Figure 3.4: Current LHC limits for a neutral heavy vector singlet V 0 at mV 0 = 5TeV. See text

for further details.

– 25 –



Collisions
√
s [TeV] L [ab−1] References

HL-LHC pp 14 3 [115]

HE-LHC pp 27 15 [110]

SPPC pp 100 3 [113]

FCC-hh pp 100 20 [112]

Table 3.3: Benchmark centre-of-mass energies and integrated luminosities for various future

collider proposals used in this work.

3.3 Projections to Future Colliders with Universal Couplings

For the case of universal couplings, we now extrapolate the current limits discussed above to

predict the future sensitivity of the forthcoming high-luminosity LHC (HL-LHC), and the

proposed designs for a 27TeV high-energy LHC (HE-LHC) [110, 111], a 100TeV Future

Circular Collider (FCC-hh) [112] and a 100TeV Super Proton-Proton Collider (SPPC)

[113]. We follow the method discussed in Ref. [114], which uses rescaling of the parton

luminosities to provide simple extrapolations of cross-section limits to future hadron-hadron

colliders. The specific energies and luminosities that we assume for these future colliders

are given in table 3.3.

The main idea that underlies this procedure is that, for a small window of partonic

centre-of-mass energy centred around the resonance mass, the upper limit on the number

of signal events depends exclusively on the number of background events in that window.

By studying the scaling of the background with energy and luminosity, we can use current

LHC bounds to obtain projected exclusions at future colliders.

Equating the number of background events,

B(s0, L0,m0) = B(s, L,m), (3.3)

where
√
s0 and L0 are the LHC centre-of-mass energy and integrated luminosity, and

√
s

and L correspond to that of the new collider, we can determine the ‘equivalent mass’ m,

which describes the resonance mass where the number of background events at the future

collider is equal to the number of background events at m0 in the LHC analysis. As

described in appendix C, this can be written as∑
{i,j}

cij
dLij
dŝ

(m;
√
s) =

L0

L

∑
{i,j}

cij
dLij
dŝ

(m0;
√
s0) , (3.4)

where cij are constants which depend on the dominant background processes. If there

is only one set of partons that produces the dominant background, the sum and the cij
coefficients cancel on both sides of the equation. If there is more than one set of partons,

the cij coefficients have to be computed and summed over.

Since the number of background events will be the same for a heavy vector with mass

m at a future collider as for a heavy vector with mass m0 at the LHC, we can estimate the

expected limit on σ × BR at the future collider using

limit[σ × BR](m; s, L) = min
L′≤L

L0√
LL′

limit[σ × BR]0(m0; s0, L0) . (3.5)
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Figure 3.5: Limits on the production cross-section for a charged vector singlet V + with universal

couplings at the LHC (left solid), and projected limits for the 14TeV HL-LHC with 3 ab−1 (left

dashed), 27TeV HE-LHC with 15 ab−1 (left dotted), 100TeV SPPC with 3 ab−1 (right solid) and

FCC-hh with 20 ab−1 (right dashed). The production cross-sections are shown in black, while blue

corresponds to the fully-leptonic di-boson final state [44] at 36.1 fb−1, and brown is the Wh search

of Ref. [52] at 137 fb−1.

For details see appendix C. This holds as long as the background and signal acceptances

and efficiencies of the two experiments are similar, which we will assume.

This extrapolation procedure relies on the assumption that the exclusion limit is ex-

clusively driven by the background. In principle, eq. (3.4) could include dominant and sub-

dominant backgrounds. However, the extrapolation procedure would then become rather

involved while still relying on the assumption that the background composition at the low

and high-energy colliders are the same. At this point, a detailed signal and background

analysis at the future collider will be more accurate. For this reason, we will restrict our

attention to those signal channels where the dominant background is produced by just one

or two partonic interactions.

Tables 3.1 and 3.2 list the dominant backgrounds for all search channels. For the

charged heavy vector singlet, we apply the extrapolation procedure to the fully leptonically

decaying WZ search [44]. The dominant background to this process is the SM DY pro-

duction of WZ which requires the parton luminosity for ud̄. Furthermore, we extrapolate

the Wh → ℓνbb̄ search where tt̄ is the dominant background, which is overwhelmingly pro-

duced via gluon fusion [52]. The extrapolation procedure could be applied to WZ → ννjj,

but while the dominant background originates from a SM W or Z-boson plus jets, which

eq. (3.4) does not capture easily, the tt̄ background dominates in certain control regions.

However, since the extrapolation procedure works reliably for the leptonically decaying

di-boson channel, we do not include this semi-leptonic channel in our extrapolations. The

backgrounds of the other signal channels are dominated by QCD processes or SM gauge

boson plus jet production which is not easily captured by eq. (3.4).

Figure 3.5 shows the production cross-section of a charged heavy vector V + with

universal couplings at the LHC, the HL-LHC and HE-LHC (left), and at 100TeV colliders

(right), along with the existing limits from the searches in table 3.1 and their projected

sensitivities. As in section 3.1, all c+X couplings and gV are set to one. We see that the
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Figure 3.6: Limits on the production cross-section for a neutral vector singlet V 0 with universal

couplings at the LHC (left solid), and projected limits for the 14TeV HL-LHC with 3 ab−1 (left

dashed), 27TeV HE-LHC with 15 ab−1 (left dotted), 100TeV SPPC with 3 ab−1 (right solid) and

FCC-hh with 20 ab−1 (right dashed). The production cross-sections are shown in black, while

orange shows the di-lepton final state search of Ref. [63] at 139 fb−1, blue the semi-leptonic di-

boson final state search of Ref. [50] at 139 fb−1, brown the di-boson search of Ref. [61] at 36.1 fb−1,

and red the tt̄ search of Ref. [72] at 139 fb−1.

Wh search of Ref. [52] (brown) sets the current strongest limit at around 4–5TeV. The

HL-LHC would be expected to reach above 6TeV while the HE-LHC would be able to

reach above 11–12TeV. Looking further ahead, the SPPC with 3 ab−1 would reach over

30TeV while the FCC-hh with 20 ab−1 would reach over 35TeV. Note that the exclusion

limits are expected to continue at a constant production cross-section to higher masses

since this is the no-background regime. Making this assumption, the mass reaches become

8TeV for the HL-LHC, 15TeV for the HE-LHC, 34TeV for the SPPC and 42TeV for the

FCC-hh.

As shown in table 3.2, for neutral heavy resonances the extrapolation procedure can

be applied to the di-lepton [63], tt̄ [72] and Zh → ννb̄b [61] searches where the dominant

backgrounds are DY ℓ+ℓ−, tt̄ and tt̄, respectively. The DY ℓ+ℓ− background can be

produced via uū and dd̄ initial states. We compute the tree-level background processes

analytically and obtain cdd̄/cuū = 0.51. The tt̄ background is dominantly produced in

gluon-gluon fusion and we use the gg parton luminosities to estimate it. We also apply the

extrapolation procedure to WW → ℓνjj [50]. Here the W plus jet background competes

with tt̄ production. While we can not compute the former, we use the latter for our

extrapolation. For any other signal channel, the multi-jet background dominates which

can not be captured by our extrapolation procedure.

Figure 3.6 shows the production cross-sections and existing and projected limits for a

neutral vector V 0 with universal couplings. In this case the di-lepton search of Ref. [63]

sets the strongest limits. The LHC has ruled out masses below 6TeV, the HL-LHC could

reach 8TeV while the HE-LHC could reach 16TeV. The 100TeV SPPC with 3 ab−1 could

almost reach 40TeV, and a luminosity upgrade to 20 ab−1, such as at the FCC, would push

this to over 48TeV (or 51TeV when assuming a constant limit at higher masses).

We see that the limits on V + and V 0 are comparable, even though the best searches
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in each case differ (di-boson for V + and di-lepton for V 0). The di-boson search for V + is

stronger than that for V 0 because the branching ratio for V + into di-bosons is larger by a

factor of around 10.

Detailed simulations were performed in Refs. [110, 116] to derive expected exclusion

limits on a neutral resonance at future collider energies of 27TeV with 15 ab−1 of inte-

grated luminosity and at 100TeV with 30 ab−1. In order to compare these limits to our

extrapolations we note that the di-lepton exclusion limits in Refs. [110, 116] apply to the

2-to-2 cross-section σ(pp → ℓ+ℓ−) and not to σ(pp → V 0)×BR(V 0 → ℓ+ℓ−) in the narrow

width approximation. The sizable tail at low masses in the invariant mass distributions

in Refs. [110, 116] originates from the off-shell production of a heavy resonance with a

non-negligible width. Since this low mass tail is not captured by the Breit-Wigner formula,

factorization of the 2-to-2 cross-section is not justified (see, e.g., [77]). The sizeable tail

leads to characteristic exclusion limits which lose sensitivity at large masses. Our extrap-

olation is based on [63] which uses generic signal shapes constructed from non-relativistic

Breit–Wigner functions and presents exclusion limits on σ(pp → V 0) × BR(V 0 → ℓ+ℓ−).

This explains some inherent differences between Refs. [110, 116] and our di-lepton extrap-

olations. Quantitatively, our extrapolation of the limit on σ × BR for the di-lepton search

at 27TeV agrees with the exclusions in [110] up to a factor of 2 up to mV 0 = 10TeV but

only up to a factor of 14 at mV 0 = 14TeV. Our 100TeV extrapolation in the di-lepton

channel agrees well up to mV 0 = 35TeV but is stronger by a factor of 8 at mV 0 = 50TeV.

Ref. [116] also presents projected limits on the fully hadronic di-boson final state at

100TeV. We, however, extrapolate the semi-leptonic di-boson exclusion limit which we find

to be a factor of 10 stronger. Note that the exclusion in Ref. [116] was obtained for a spin-2

Randall-Sundrum graviton. Note further, that this descrepancy may be partially due to

the fact that the LHC exclusion limit in the semi-leptonic final state [50] is stronger by a

factor of 5-10 than the LHC limit in the fully hadronic channel [45].

Finally, our tt̄ extrapolation agrees with that in Ref. [116] up to a factor of 2 up to

mV 0 = 25TeV and up to a factor of 8 at mV 0 = 35TeV.

4 Matching Explicit Models onto the Simplified Lagrangian

To demonstrate how experimental limits given in terms of the simplified model parameters

can easily be reinterpreted in explicit models, in this section we match three families of

models onto the simplified model parameter space. In Ref. [77], a similar matching was

performed for the HVT. The example models were called A and B. To avoid confusion,

here we name the models C, D and E.

4.1 Model C: New U(1)X Gauge Symmetry

If the gauge symmetry of the Standard Model is extended by a U(1)X symmetry, G =

SU(3)C × SU(2)L × U(1)Y × U(1)X , and the U(1)X is broken by, e.g., a Higgs mecha-

nism, then the associated massive gauge boson can be described by V0 in our simplified
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Field U(1)B−xL U(1)R U(1)q+xu

QL = (uL, dL)
T 1/3 0 1/3

uR 1/3 −1/3 x/3

dR 1/3 1/3 (2− x)/3

LL = (νL, eL)
T −x 0 −1

eR −x 1/3 −(2 + x)/3

H 0 −1/3 (x− 1)/3

Table 4.1: Several U(1)X extensions of the SM and the U(1)X charges of the SM fermions and

Higgs. The right-handed group U(1)R corresponds to U(1)d−xu, where the left-handed quarks are

uncharged, with x = 1.

Lagrangian, eq. (2.3). After electroweak symmetry breaking and mass diagonalisation, V0

becomes V 0. In this context V 0 is often referred to as Z ′.

While a wide range of possible extensions are considered in the literature [117], we

here focus on a set of generation-independent extensions which require only the usual SM

Higgs boson (some extensions require further scalars to generate the SM fermion masses).

The U(1)X models we consider and the SM gauge charges are shown in table 4.1, where

x can be any rational number. When the U(1)X charges are fixed, the model then has

two free parameters: the gauge coupling gX and the V 0 mass mV 0 . While in most cases

anomaly cancellation requires additional fermions, we assume that these are heavy enough

to not impact the HVS collider phenomenology.

We can now match these models onto eq. (2.3). For a field of U(1)X charge X, the

covariant derivative is

DG
µ = DSM

µ − i
gX

1 + x
XV 0

µ . (4.1)

Identifying gV = gX , the matching conditions for fermions and scalars are given by c0Ψ =

2XΨ/(1+x), c0H = 2XH/(1+x) and c0V V HH = X2
H/(1+x)2 where Xi are the gauge charges

taken from [107]. Since these models do not contain a V +, this must be decoupled in the

simplified Lagrangian eq. (2.1) by taking mV + → ∞. The matching relations are shown in

table 4.2, along with those for Models D and E which we discuss in sections 4.2 and 4.3.

We can now use the results from section 3 to easily find the current LHC limits on these

models. Figure 3.4 shows the current limits on V 0 at mV 0 = 5TeV with lines for various

explicit models determined by the matching relations (note that we chose values of λe and

λn which match many of the explicit models we consider). Since we have fixed the mass,

the models have one free parameter, gV . We can see from fig. 3.4 that for all the U(1)X
models we show, the main constraint at mV 0 = 5TeV comes from di-lepton searches. The

limits for the U(1)B−L model are gV c
eff
u =

√
2/3gV < 0.28, so gV < 0.59; gV < 0.73 for the

U(1)B− 1
3
L model; gV < 0.77 for the U(1)R model; gV < 0.59 for the U(1)q+u model; and

gV < 0.77 for the U(1)u model. We see that constraints on the simplified model can simply

provide exclusion contours for a wide variety of explicit models. If, e.g., a future di-lepton
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Model C Model D Model E

U(1)B−xL U(1)R U(1)q+xu SU(2)R × U(1)X SO(5)/SO(4)

gV ±gX ±gX ±gX ±gR ±gρ

mV0 mV0 mV0 mV0

|gV |vR
2kV

mρ

kV

c0Q
2

3(1 + x)
0

2

3(1 + x)
−2YQ

g′2

g2V kV
2YQ

g′2

g2V kV

c0U
2

3(1 + x)
−2

3

2x

3(1 + x)

1

kV
− 2YU

g′2

g2V kV
2YU

g′2

g2V kV

c0D
2

3(1 + x)

2

3

2(2− x)

3(1 + x)
− 1

kV
− 2YD

g′2

g2V kV
2YD

g′2

g2V kV

c0L − 2x

1 + x
0 − 2

1 + x
−2YL

g′2

g2V kV
2YL

g′2

g2V kV

c0E − 2x

1 + x

2

3
−2(2 + x)

3(1 + x)
− 1

kV
− 2YE

g′2

g2V kV
2YE

g′2

g2V kV

c0H 0 −2

3

2(x− 1)

3(1 + x)
kV − 1

kV

(
a2ρ −

g′2

g2V

)
c0V V HH 0

4

9

4(x− 1)2

9(1 + x)2
k2V
4

− g′2

2g2V k
2
V

(
a2ρ −

g′2

2g2V

)
mV+ ∞ ∞ ∞ |gV |vR

2
mρ

c+q - - - 1 0

c+H - - - 0 −
a2ρ
2

c+V V HH - - -
1

4
0

c+V V B - - - 1 1

c0V V V - - - kV −kV

c+V V V - - - kV −kV

Table 4.2: Matching between the simplified model parameters and the explicit Models C, D and

E discussed in sections 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3. Note that kV =
√
1− g′ 2/g2V and aρ = mρ/gV f . Only the

parameters which are relevant for the collider phenomenology are shown. The SM hypercharges YΨ

are given in Table 2.1
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Figure 4.1: Exclusion limits from di-lepton [63] (orange), di-boson [50] (blue) and tt̄ [72] (red)

searches in models with gauge group extensions U(1)B−xL (left), U(1)q+xu (centre) and U(1)R
(right) for sample values of x. The black contours show EWPT constraints on each of the models

at 95% CL. The grey line indicates Γ/mV 0 = 15%.

search presented their limits as a sequence of panels for different values of λe (the di-lepton

searches are only sensitive to λn through the total width) and with contours for different

masses, accurate bounds could be determined for a wide variety of explicit models.

To emphasise the accuracy and utility of this approach, we now use the results of

the searches from section 3 to obtain exclusion regions in the (mV 0 , gV ) plane for some

explicit models in the usual way. To do this we use the NNPDF parton distribution functions

to construct the parton luminosities, then compute the HVS production cross-sections

and branching ratios. We take care that all expressions include the effects of electroweak

symmetry breaking and perform the parameter inversion. We then digitise the experimental

limits (or download the limits from hepdata). We can then finally compare σ×BR to the

experimental limits in the model’s parameter space. We first discuss these results, before

comparing them to the simplified model approach.

Figure 4.1 shows these exclusion regions for the gauge group extensions U(1)B−xL
(left), U(1)q+xu (centre), and U(1)R (right) for some benchmark values of x indicated

by solid, dashed, and dotted lines. As in the case of universal couplings, we see that

current di-lepton searches (orange) lead to the tightest constraints, probing masses up to

∼ 4 − 5TeV for gV ∼ g′ ∼ 0.36. Di-boson (blue) and tt̄ (red) searches can reach up to

roughly 2TeV for the same coupling strength, except for the B − xL model, where the

di-boson search does not provide any constraints because the HVS coupling to di-bosons,

c0H , is zero. The EWPTs are shown as black lines. They are straight since the oblique

parameters given in section 2.4 are proportional to g2V /m
2
V 0 . Except for U(1)R, indirect

constraints via EWPTs are more constraining than the direct collider searches at masses

above 3.5–5TeV. For example, a Z ′ arising from the U(1)B−L symmetry is excluded by

EWPTs for all gV ≳ 0.25 up to 9TeV. However, EWPTs may be sensitive to other particles

present in the full model, so when taking a simplified model approach the direct constraints

are the most robust. We also indicate Γ/mV 0 = 15% by a grey line. For gV < 1, V 0 is
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Figure 4.2: Extrapolations of Model C to the HL-LHC (solid), HE-LHC (dashed) and FCC-hh

(dotted) for selected benchmark models U(1)B−L (left), U(1)q (centre) and U(1)R (right). The

orange contours show di-lepton extrapolations taken from the current limits in Ref. [63], the blue

show di-boson extrapolations based on limits in Ref. [50], and the red show tt̄ extrapolations based

on Ref. [72].

only this wide for the U(1)q model, where values of gV > 0.92 lead to Γ/mV 0 > 15%.

Comparing fig. 3.4 and fig. 4.1 at mV 0 = 5TeV the limits on gV for the U(1)B−L,

U(1)B− 1
3
L, U(1)q+u and U(1)R models agree, as they should. However, the plots shown in

fig. 4.1 each only provide bounds on a small range of models, while those shown in fig. 3.4

show bounds on a wide range of models, including Models D and E which we discuss in

sections 4.2 and 4.3. Furthermore, for a new Z ′ model, it is much easier to get a sense of

the constraints from fig. 3.4 than from fig. 4.1.

Finally, we take the projections to future colliders from the previous chapter and

extrapolate to limits in this explicit model parameter space. Figure 4.2 shows some of

these extrapolations for the HL-LHC, HE-LHC, and FCC-hh in the (mV 0 , gV ) plane. For

the HL-LHC (solid lines) we project that when gV = g′ ≈ 0.36, di-lepton searches will

have a reach of 6–7TeV, di-boson searches 3–4TeV, and tt̄ searches roughly 2.5–3.5TeV.

Likewise for the HE-LHC (dashed lines) we expect a mass reach of around 12–14TeV for

di-leptons, 6–9TeV for di-bosons, and 4–7TeV for tt̄. The FCC-hh (dotted lines) has

an impressive reach in the respective channels of approximately 40TeV, 15–20TeV, and

6–18TeV.

4.2 Model D: New Non-abelian Gauge Symmetry

We now consider an explicit model with the gauge group G = SU(3)C×SU(2)L×SU(2)R×
U(1)X where X = (B−L)/2 [10] and the corresponding gauge couplings are gs, gL, gR and

gX , respectively. We do not assume left-right symmetry, so that gL is not necessarily equal

to gR. Using the notation (SU(2)L, SU(2)R)X , the SM fermions transform as Q ∼ (2,1)1/6,

QR = (U,D)T ∼ (1,2)1/6, L ∼ (2,1)−1/2 and LR = (N,E)T ∼ (1,2)−1/2, where we

have introduced three generations of right-handed neutrinos, N . We consider the minimal

scalar sector compatible with the breaking pattern SU(2)R×U(1)X → U(1)Y , electroweak
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symmetry breaking and with dimension-four Yukawa interactions. This consists of two

scalar multiplets: a bidoublet Φ transforming as (2,2)0,

Φ =

(
ϕ0
1 ϕ+

2

ϕ−
1 ϕ0

2

)
, (4.2)

where the superscripts indicate the electric charge, and a doublet HR transforming as

(1,2)1/2.
6 The SM Higgs is identified with the +1/2 hypercharge component of the bidou-

blet after SU(2)R × U(1)X breaking, H = (ϕ+
2 , ϕ

0
2)
T . At the renormalizable level the

Lagrangian contains the terms

L ⊃ −1

4
W a
LµνW

aµν
L − 1

4
W a
RµνW

aµν
R − 1

4
XµνX

µν +
∑

Ψ=Q,QR,L,LR

iΨ /DΨ

+(DµHR)
†DµHR +Tr

[
(DµΦ)

†DµΦ
]
− V (HR,Φ) ,

(4.3)

where

DµΨ = ∂µΨ− igL,RW
a
L,Rµ

σa

2
Ψ− igX

B − L

2
XµΨ ,

DµHR = ∂µHR − igL,RW
a
L,Rµ

σa

2
HR − i

gX
2
XµHR ,

DµΦ = ∂µΦ− igLW
a
Lµ

σa

2
Φ + igRΦW

a
Rµ

σa

2
.

(4.4)

We assume that the scalar potential, V (HR,Φ), is such that the two scalar multiplets

acquire the vevs7

⟨HR⟩ =
1√
2

(
0

vR

)
, ⟨Φ⟩ = 1√

2

(
v 0

0 v

)
, (4.5)

where ⟨HR⟩ is responsible for the spontaneous breaking of SU(2)R×U(1)X → U(1)Y while

⟨Φ⟩ breaks the electroweak symmetry. Note that the hypercharge in this model is given by

Y = T 3
R +X with T 3

R = σ3/2 = diag(1/2,−1/2). The mass parameters of the heavy gauge

bosons after SU(2)R × U(1)X breaking are given by (in the unitary gauge for the heavy

fields)

Lmass ⊃
v2R
4

[
g2RW

+
RµW

−µ
R +

1

2

(
gRW

3
Rµ − gXXµ

)2]
. (4.6)

After SU(2)R × U(1)X → U(1)Y breaking but before the electroweak SU(2)L × U(1)Y
breaking, eq. (4.6) allows us to identify the degrees of freedom transforming as the neutral

and charged heavy vector singlets,

gNV
0
µ = gRW

3
Rµ − gXXµ ,

gCV
+
µ = gRW

+
Rµ .

(4.7)

6Note that minimal left-right symmetric models often contain two Higgs triplets instead of a doublet as

this allows for a Majorana mass term for the right-handed neutrinos and small neutrino masses [118].

7The vev of Φ could in general be of the form ⟨Φ⟩ =

(
k 0

0 k′eiα1

)
. However, for simplicity, we consider

α1 = 0 and 2k2 = 2k′ 2 = v2 ≈ (246GeV)2.
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where we identify gC ≡ gR and gN ≡
√
g2X + g2R. The heavy vector masses are

mV + =
gCvR
2

, mV 0 =
gNvR
2

. (4.8)

The remaining neutral combination

gNBµ = gXW
3
Rµ + gRXµ , (4.9)

with the identification 1/g′ 2 ≡ 1/g2X+1/g2R, remains massless and can be identified with the

U(1)Y gauge field. We can then re-express the Lagrangian in terms of the fields Bµ, V
0
µ , V

+
µ

using the field redefinitions

gNXµ = gRBµ − gXV
0
µ ,

gNW
3
Rµ = gXBµ + gRV

0
µ ,

gRW
+
Rµ = gCV

+
µ .

(4.10)

Under these field redefinitions the field strengths tensors become

W±
Rµν = ∂[µV

±
ν] ∓ i gRgN

(
gXB[µ + gRV

0
[µ

)
V ±
ν] ,

gNW
3
Rµν = gXBµν + gR

(
∂[µV

0
ν] − igNV

+
[µ V

−
ν]

)
,

gNXµν = gRBµν − gX∂[µV
0
ν] .

(4.11)

Identifying

g = gL , gV = gR ,
1

g′2
=

1

g2X
+

1

g2R
, (4.12)

where g is the usual SU(2)L coupling and g′ is the usual U(1)Y coupling, and defining

kV =
√
1− g′ 2/g2V , we can match this model onto our simplified model Lagrangian in

eq. (2.1) as summarised in table 4.2.

We can now study the collider phenomenology of this model. Note that in addition

to the charged and neutral vectors, this model contains a second fairly light Higgs boson

which is generally phenomenologically excluded. However, it can decouple for zero CP

phases and a fine-tuned choice of couplings in the scalar sector [118]. In this section, we

only consider the phenomenology of the heavy vectors.

First, we can immediately use the results from section 3 to find LHC limits on Model

D. Figure 3.3 shows current limits on V + at mV + = 2, 3 and 5TeV, with lines representing

the matching relations of Model D, for different values of gV . At mV + ≲ 3TeV, Model D

is excluded by tb̄ searches for all couplings gV > g′, but at mV + = 5TeV searches targeting

the charged vector cannot place any constraints. We see that if a new tb̄ search presented

their results as a sequence of panels of exclusion contours for different values of mV + , this

could easily be used to place limits on a range of models, as we have done with Model D

here.

Since Model D contains both a charged and a neutral heavy vector, we can also look

at limits from searches for a neutral singlet, fig. 3.4, where di-lepton and di-boson searches
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Figure 4.3: Model D branching ratios for the two body decays of the neutral vector V 0 (left) for

a coupling gV = 1, and the width-to-mass ratio as a function of gV (right) for both the charged

(brown) and neutral (blue) vectors. In the left panel, the solid lines show our full numerical

expressions for the BRs, while the dotted lines correspond to the approximate BRs. In the right

panel, the solid lines show Γ/mV for mV = 5TeV, while the dotted and dashed lines correspond to

500 and 750 GeV, respectively.

provide the strongest bounds. In the top-right panel of fig. 3.4, we see that |gV | = 0.61 is not

quite excluded by di-lepton searches. For this parameter point mV 0 = 5TeV corresponds

to mV + ≈ kVmV 0 ≈ 4.1TeV, so it is hard to tell from these plots which search is most

constraining on this model in this region. Since the limits are only weakly dependent on

λn, we can however see that despite the large parameter space, for the parameter points

shown in the right-hand panels of fig. 3.4 Model D is almost excluded by the di-lepton

search.

We now compare the simplified model to a more detailed analysis of the explicit model.

In fig. 4.3 (left) we show the branching ratios of the neutral heavy vectors (left) in Model D.

We see that for gV = 1 the branching ratios are similar to the case of universal couplings,

fig. 2.4. In Model D the branching ratio to down-type quarks is slightly higher than that to

up-type quarks, as their hypercharges mean that ceffd is larger than ceffu (see table 4.2). Also,

the branching ratios to bosons (the W+W− and Zh channels) are slightly enhanced while

the νν̄ channel is suppressed. We do not show the branching ratios for the charged vector

since in Model D, even after mixing with the SM gauge bosons, the charged vector only

couples to ud̄, cs̄ and tb̄ (c+H = 0 in this model). Since it couples to these pairs with equal

strength, the branching ratio to each pair is just 1/3 (ignoring top quark mass effects).

In fig. 4.3 (right) we show the width-to-mass ratio as a function of gV for the neutral and

charged resonances in Model D. For the charged vector, the narrow width approximation

applies in this model for gV ≲ 1.6, while for the neutral vector it is valid in the range

0.4 ≲ gV ≲ 1.5. Compared to the case of universal couplings, the charged heavy vector is

slightly narrower, while the neutral vector is narrower at large gV and significantly broader

for gV ≲ 0.4, where the width quickly becomes very large as kV → 0.

To demonstrate the power of the simplified model, we derive the exclusion limits in

the explicit model. We again use the NNPDF parton distribution functions to construct the

parton luminosities, compute the HVS production cross-sections and branching ratios, and
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Figure 4.4: Experimental limits in the (mV 0 , gV ) plane for Model D. The coloured regions

represent the combined di-lepton search [63] (orange), the semileptonic di-boson search [50] (blue),

the tt̄ search [72] (red) and the tb̄ search [42] (purple). The darker coloured curves represent their

respective HL-LHC (solid), HE-LHC (dashed), and FCC-hh (dotted) extrapolations. The black

contour depicts EWPT constraints for CL of 95%. The green contours correspond to fixing the vev

of HR, vR, to the values of 2, 5, and 10TeV. The grey contour shows the limit for which the total

width-to-mass ratio is 15%.

finally compare σ × BR to the experimental limits in Model D’s parameter space.

Figure 4.4 shows the exclusion regions of the most stringent di-lepton (orange), di-

boson (blue), and tt̄ (red) searches on Model D in the (mV 0 , gV ) parameter space. Since

the charged and neutral vector masses are related, we also show the exclusion region of the

tb̄ search (purple). We see that, depending on gV , masses up to 4–6TeV are excluded by the

di-lepton search, while masses up to 4–5TeV are reached by the di-boson and tt̄ searches.

The heavy vector singlet coupling to gauge bosons goes to zero for gV → g′ ∼ 0.36,

as kV → 0 in this limit, and the di-boson searches lose sensitivity. In the same limit,

the fermion couplings become very large, leading to sensitive constraints in the di-lepton

channel. Because of this behaviour, σ×BR in the di-fermion channel grows large both for

1 ≲ gV and gV → g′, and has a minimum around gV ≃ 0.53 (for a fixed mass). At large gV ,

where mV + ≈ mV 0 , the tb̄ search reaches mV 0 ≈ 4TeV, but as gV → g′ this search becomes

very sensitive, since in this regime mV + ≈ kVmV 0 ≪ mV 0 . For a fixed mV 0 , the charged

vector becomes very light so gives stronger constraints on the model. The green contours

show three different benchmark values for vR in this space; we see that vR ≲ 10TeV are

almost entirely excluded. The black contour shows EWPT constraints at 95% confidence

level.

We can now compare the limits obtained using the simplified model framework to

those shown in fig. 4.4. This is complicated by the fact that there are relevant limits on

both the charged and neutral vector, and that the ratio of the masses depends on gV .

Even though it is difficult to directly compare the different presentations, the same picture

emerges. Searches for tb̄ exclude Model D for all gV for mV + ≲ 3TeV (recalling that
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mV + = kVmV 0), while the di-lepton searches are close to excluding mV 0 = 5TeV with

0.43 ≲ gV ≲ 0.61.

Finally, the solid, dashed and dotted orange, blue, and red lines in fig. 4.4 show the

expected sensitivities of the 14TeV HL-LHC, the 27TeV HE-LHC and the 100TeV FCC-

hh, respectively (dark orange for ℓ+ℓ−, blue for W+W− and red for tt̄). We project that

while high luminosity will not dramatically increase the mass reach, higher centre-of-mass

energies of 27 and 100TeV will probe masses around 16TeV and 50TeV, respectively.

4.3 Model E: Minimal Composite Higgs Model

In composite Higgs models the Higgs boson is naturally light as it is a pseudo-Nambu

Goldstone boson, which appears due to the spontaneous breaking of a global symmetry.

In the case of a minimal composite Higgs model, which we study here, there is a global

SO(5) symmetry which is broken to SO(4) ≃ SU(2)L × SU(2)R [27, 119]. The SU(2)L
is gauged and is the SM SU(2)L symmetry, while the SU(2)R will be broken to yield

the SM gauge group. In addition to the SM particles, these models predict a new heavy

and strongly coupled sector, which is governed by this global symmetry. The underlying

symmetry structure of the strong dynamics is formalised by the Callan-Coleman-Wess-

Zumino (CCWZ) formalism [120, 121], and we here follow the discussion in Appendix A

of Ref. [88]. Ultimately, the lightest particles in the new sector may be vector resonances,

which can be described by the simplified model presented in this paper.

Following the SO(5) breaking, there is a right-handed heavy vector triplet ρµ which

transforms in the (1,3) (irreducible) representation of the custodial SU(2)L × SU(2)R
symmetry

ρµ ≡ ρaRµ taRR → h4ρµh
T
4 − ih4∂µh

T
4 for aR = 1, 2, 3 , (4.13)

where taRR are the generators of the vector representation of the SU(2)R subgroup of SO(4),

and h4 is a non-linear SO(4) transformation whose construction is described in Appendix

A of Ref. [88]. When the SU(2)R is broken, ρµ will lead to charged and neutral heavy

vector singlets. The vector ρµ is the right-handed counterpart of the left-handed heavy

vector triplet ρL, which transforms in the (3,1) representation. Note that unless some

parity symmetry which exchanges the two SU(2) symmetries is present, the masses of the

left- and right-handed triplet are independent parameters. This means that one of the two

could be much lighter than the other, so it makes sense to study these two representations

in isolation. For a comprehensive study of the two representations together in the context

of the minimal composite Higgs model see Ref. [122], and for a detailed discussion of the

phenomenology of ρL and its matching onto a simplified Lagrangian, see [77].

We then consider the following Lagrangian

Lρ = − 1

4ĝ′2
(Bµν)

2 − 1

4ĝ2
(W aL

µν )
2 − 1

4g2ρ
(ρaRµν )

2 +
f2

4
diµd

µi +
m2
ρ

2g2ρ

(
ρaRµ − eaRµ

)2
, (4.14)

where Bµν is the field strength of the gauge boson associated with the unbroken U(1)Y
subgroup after SU(2)R breaking, W aL

µν is the field strength of the gauge boson associated

with SU(2)L, and the field strength of the heavy vector is given by ρaµν = ∂µρ
a
ν − ∂νρ

a
µ −

– 38 –



ϵabcρbµρ
c
ν . The full expressions for the covariant variables d and e for SO(5)/SO(4) can be

derived in the CCWZ formalism and are given in Appendix A of Ref. [88] and in [122].

Here we only need approximate formulae in the large f limit,

diµd
µ i =

4

f2
|DµH|2 +O

(
1

f4

)
, (4.15)

ρaRµ − eaRµ = ρaRµ +Bµδ
aR,3 − i

f2
JaRµ +O

(
1

f4

)
, (4.16)

with

J1
µ = −

J+
µ + J−

µ

2
√
2

, J2
µ = −i

J+
µ − J−

µ

2
√
2

, J3
µ = J0

µ , (4.17)

where

J+
µ =

1√
2
Hc †↔

DµH , J−
µ =

1√
2
H†↔

DµH
c , J0

µ =
1

2
H†↔

DµH . (4.18)

We can then define a right-handed triplet V aR
µ , which does not transform under the SM

gauge group, as

V aR
µ ≡ ρaRµ +Bµδ

aR,3. (4.19)

In the charge eigenstate basis this field redefinition is

V ±
µ ≡ ρ±µ , V 0

µ ≡ ρ3µ +Bµ. (4.20)

After this field redefinition, the field strength becomes

ρ±µν = ∂[µV
±
ν] ± i

(
V 0
[µ −B[µ

)
V ±
ν] , ρ3µν = ∂[µV

0
ν] + iV +

[µ V
−
ν] −Bµν . (4.21)

Using the large f expansion, as used in eq. (4.15), we can now match Lρ with the “tilde”

basis of appendix A, leading to

gV = gρ,
1

g′2
=

1

ĝ′2
+

1

g2ρ
and g = ĝ . (4.22)

After canonically normalizing the kinetic terms of the neutral and charged heavy vectors

we obtain

m̃V 0 = m̃V + = mρ, c̃0V B = c̃+V V B = −c̃0V V V = −c̃+V V V = 1,

c̃0H = 2c+H = −
m2
ρ

g2ρf
2
≡ −a2ρ, c̃0V V HH = c+V V HH = c̃0Ψ = c̃+q = 0,

(4.23)

where aρ is an O(1) free parameter as defined in Ref. [27]. We can now use Eq. (A.5) to

convert these parameters into the basis without any kinetic mixing terms. The results are

shown in table 4.2.

We see that the matching relations in this strongly coupled model differ from those

for the weakly coupled Model D discussed in section 4.2. The main difference lies in the

couplings of the charged heavy vector, which couples to the Higgs current but not directly to

the fermionic current. The fermion couplings of the neutral vector are now all proportional
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Figure 4.5: Model E branching ratios for the two body decays of the neutral vector V 0 (left) for a

coupling of gV = 3 and aρ = 1, and the width-to-mass ratio as a function of gV (right) for both the

charged (brown) and neutral (blue) vectors. In the left panel, the solid lines show our full numerical

expressions for the branching ratios, and the dotted lines show the approximate branching ratios.

In the right panel, the solid lines show Γ/mV for mV = 5TeV, while the dotted and dashed lines

correspond to 500 and 750 GeV, respectively. The lower-mass curves terminate around gV = 2 and

gV = 3 where the model becomes theoretically excluded.

to the hypercharge, and note that while all couplings of the neutral vector are proportional

to 1/κV (or 1/κ2V ), if the free parameter aρ ∼ 1, then c0H ∼ −kV and c0V V HH ∼ −g′2/2g2V .

Note that in order to perform the matching we ignored both higher-dimensional oper-

ators coming from subleading corrections to eq. (4.15) and higher derivative terms which

could be added to the Lagrangian in Eq. (4.14). For a detailed discussion of higher-

dimensional operators see, e.g., [27, 77].

We now turn to the phenomenology of this model and make use of the results from

section 3 to find the current LHC limits. From table 4.2 we see that the ratios λd,e,n are

independent of the resonance mass and gV . They are fixed to λd = 0.54, λe = 1.63, and

λn = λe/
√
5. Choosing these values on the grid of plots in fig. 3.4 allows us to represent

Model E as a line in the simplified model parameter space, reflecting the fact that gV is still

a free parameter after fixing λe and λd. We also set aρ = 1. The most stringent constraint

on Model E comes from di-lepton searches which limit gV c
eff
u < 0.35 for mV 0 = 5TeV

indicating that gV > 0.61.

We now compare the simplified model to a more detailed analysis of the explicit model.

For small values of gV the phenomenology is similar to Model D, but in fig. 4.5 we show the

branching ratios of the neutral vector with gV = 3 (we expect gV ≳ 1 in strongly coupled

models) and aρ = 1 (left) and the total widths of both vectors (right) in this model. We

see that in this case the neutral vector predominantly decays to di-bosons, and all other

decays are at the per mille level or lower. This is in contrast to the other models we have

looked at, where the leading branching ratios have been to quarks. This suppresses the

production cross-section of the neutral singlet, and boosts the relative importance of the

di-boson search channels. In fig. 4.5 (right) we see that for multi-TeV vectors, the narrow

width approximation holds for gV ≲ 7, but breaks down at lower values of gV for lighter

resonances. We do not show the branching ratios for the charged vector. Its coupling to
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Figure 4.6: Experimental limits in the (mV 0 , gV ) plane for Model E. The coloured regions

represent the combined di-lepton search of Ref. [63] (orange), the semileptonic di-boson search of

Ref. [50] (blue), and the tt̄ search of Ref. [72] (red). The darker coloured curves represent their

respective HL-LHC (solid), HE-LHC (dashed), and FCC-hh (dotted) extrapolations. The black

contour depicts EWPT constraints for a CL of 95%. The grey region is theoretically excluded, and

the grey contour shows the boundary for which the total width-to-mass ratio is 15%.

quarks is zero, c+q = 0, which implies a negligible DY production cross-section. Production

via vector boson fusion can be relevant but is left for future work.

Again we go through the process of setting limits on this particular model. Figure 4.6

shows the excluded parameter space in the (mV 0 , gV ) plane for the same searches as above

(di-lepton, di-boson, and tt̄). In the strongly coupled region, 1 ≲ gV , the strongest direct

search is the W+W− channel which reaches up to around 4TeV. This gets weaker as gV
increases from 1, since when aρ = 1 the cross-section times branching ratio is proportional

to 1/g2V . The narrow width approximation starts to fail as gV reaches around 7 (and at

lower values for mV 0 ≲ 2TeV). For these large values of gV , perturbativity also starts to

break down (not shown). Beyond the direct collider limits, we see that the indirect EWPTs

provide very strong constraints on this model at large gV , extending beyond 10TeV. How-

ever, since this constraint can be modified by further heavy particle content in a complete

model, which we expect in a composite model, it is not as robust as the direct constraints,

which would only change with additional light particles. For completeness we also show the

limits at gV ≲ 1. We see that in this regime the di-lepton search is the most constraining,

as it was for Model D.

Figure 4.6 confirms the conclusions we drew from fig. 3.4. At 5TeV the di-lepton

search sets the most stringent constraint, and allows gV > 0.61.

We also show our extrapolations of the direct limits to the HL-LHC, HE-LHC and

FCC-hh in fig. 4.6 with solid, dashed and dotted lines, respectively. We see that future

searches will be able to probe the region that is unconstrained by EWPTs, where the

di-boson and di-lepton limits reach 5–9TeV, 10–17TeV and 30–50TeV, respectively. For

large couplings, gV ≳ 3, these colliders could only exclude narrow V 0 resonances below
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3TeV, 6TeV and 14TeV, respectively, so EWPTs still provide a useful complement to

direct searches.

4.4 Summary

Overall, we see that while a model specific analysis can give more information on any

particular model, experimental results presented in the parameter space of the simplified

model can give useful information on a wide range of models and allow for a quick compar-

ison of any specific model to the data. The simplified model approach works particularly

well for the charged singlet. Since the charged parameter space is smaller (there are only

two coupling parameters) it is easier and very useful to present searches for the charged

vector on a simplified model parameter space.

The large number of free parameters makes this approach more challenging for the

neutral singlet. However, with the effective parameters we defined and noting the weak

dependence on λn of the leading di-lepton and di-boson constraints, the neutral vector

simplified model can also be useful. Experimental results could be presented in a set of

plots for, e.g., λe = 0.5, 1, 1.5, 2 with the limits labeled by the resonance mass and λd.

While this may not always give an accurate comparison of an explicit model to the data,

it can give a quick and rough idea of the viable parameter space in a certain model. If a

parameter point of particular interest in an explicit models lies close to the boundary of

an experimental limit, a detailed recasting of the experimental analysis would be required.

5 Relation to the Heavy Vector Triplet Model

In this section we explore the relation between this model of heavy vector singlets and the

HVT model, discussed in Ref. [77]. In particular, we discuss two matching procedures to

relate the parameter space of the singlet and the triplet. Although the parameter space

of the HVS is significantly larger than that of the HVT, we show that in certain cases

experimental limits derived for the HVT can give (perhaps rough) limits on the HVS. In

what follows, HVT parameters from Ref. [77] will be labeled with a ‘T’ superscript and

HVS parameters, where appropriate, with an ‘S’ superscript.

5.1 Exact Matching at the Lagrangian Level

The most direct way to relate the two models is to compare the parameters at the level

of the Lagrangian. For limits depending on Drell-Yan production, exact matching cannot

be done for the charged vectors since the two models can only be related if the fermion

couplings are zero,

cTF = c+q = 0 . (5.1)

This is because the vectors couple to either right- or left-handed currents (that is, currents of

the form uRγ
µdR or fLγ

µτafL) in the singlet and triplet Lagrangian, respectively. Although

non-zero couplings to the Higgs current can be related,

(cTH)
2 = (2c+H)

2 , (5.2)
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Figure 5.1: Di-boson limits initially obtained for the HVT (taken from figure 5 of Ref. [62])

presented in the (gV c
0
H , gV c

eff
u ) plane of the HVS parameter space for mV 0 = 2TeV (blue, dashed)

and 3TeV (blue, dotted) using the exact mapping following section 5.1. The solid black lines show

the exact limit obtained by computing σ × BR in this model.

this term alone leads to mixing suppressed Drell-Yan production which is not large enough

to provide relevant limits.

For the neutral vector, the fermion couplings can be non-zero. Since the HVS pa-

rameter space is substantially larger than that of the HVT, we make use of the effective

parameter space defined in section 3.2.2, and relate these effective couplings to the HVT

parameters. Matching the Lagrangians leads to the following relations,

(g2cTq /gV )
2 = (gV c

eff
u )2 = (gV c

eff
d )2 ,

(g2cTq3/gV )
2 = (gV c

eff
u3)

2 = (gV c
eff
d3)

2 ,

(g2cTl /gV )
2 = (gV c

eff
e )2 = (gV c

0
L)

2 ,

(gV c
T
H)

2 = (gV c
0
H)

2 ,

(5.3)

which lead to the requirements,

(c0U )
2 = (c0D)

2 , (c0E)
2 = 0 . (5.4)

If these conditions are satisfied, the translation of experimental bounds from the HVT to

the HVS parameter space is exact. In Figure 5.1 we take the di-boson limits obtained in

[62], which were presented in the (cTH , c
T
F ) parameter space, and in the dashed and dotted

blue lines we directly translate them onto the effective HVS parameter space. Ref. [62]

assumes a universal HVT coupling to fermions cTF , so we show the limits for universal

effective couplings ceffψ in the HVS parameter space. We also show the exact exclusion after

computing the limit on σ×BR in solid black, and we see that they agree exactly with the

limits taken from the HVT exclusions.

– 43 –



One limitation of this mapping is that the above conditions need to be satisfied in any

simplified or explicit model. One explicit singlet model that satisfies these requirements is

the U(1)B model (see table 4.2). In that case, experimental limits on the HVT parameters

can be directly mapped onto the parameters of the U(1)B model. However, since there

are only a few models for which eq. (5.4) holds, we now discuss a more general numerical

matching.

5.2 Approximate Matching at the Level of σ ×BR

A more general method to map the HVS model onto the HVT model is to compare the

production cross-section times branching ratio on a channel-by-channel basis. If we set

(σ×BR)T = (σ×BR)S separately for di-jet, di-lepton, di-boson, and heavy di-quark final

states, the couplings of the HVT may be expressed in terms of the HVS parameters and

vice versa.8

Table 5.1 shows the relations that lead to equal cross-section times branching ratio

for the charged and neutral vectors for each experimentally relevant final state. Since the

charged singlet and triplet sectors have the same number of free parameters, the charged

relations in the top part of the table are fairly simple. However, the relations for the

neutral vectors are more involved. Because the neutral singlet couples to both left- and

right-handed fermion currents, its couplings to uū and dd̄ in the production cross-section

can be different. This implies a different production cross-section for the neutral singlet

and triplet, so we need to retain the parton luminosities in these matching relations. Note

that for the tt̄ channel, we neglect the effects of the top mass.

Experimental limits on a heavy vector triplet are presented in both the (cTH , c
T
F ) and

(cTq , c
T
l ) planes. The relations in table 5.1 allow us to translate these experimental bounds

directly into the singlet parameter space. An example of this for a charged (left) and

neutral (right) di-boson search [62] is shown in fig. 5.2. The mapping using the relations

in table 5.1 is shown with solid blue lines. They agree exactly with the black lines, which

show the exact limit obtained from σ × BR. While the agreement here is very good, note

that discrepancies can arise in principle when the HVT is taken as a signal template in the

experimental analyses, as this encodes HVT properties in the acceptances. However, since

the HVS is also a colourless spin-1 resonance, just like the HVT, we expect this effect to

be small.

A further subtlety arises from the treatment of the total widths. In the solid blue

lines we compute the total widths as a function of the simplified model parameters for the

triplet and the singlet. On the other hand, if we treat the widths in table 5.1 as fixed

experimental quantities, ΓT
tot/Γ

S
tot = 1, we obtain the dashed blue lines. We see that the

correct treatment of the total widths yields exclusion limits that are much closer to the

exact result. If a quick and rough limit is required, treating the total widths as constants

8Motivated by explicit models, the fermion couplings of the HVT contain the factor g2/gV , as opposed

to the factor gV in the HVS. Of course, one can absorb gV into the couplings such that g2cTF /gV = gTF and

gV cSΨ = gSΨ, and this is already done for many resonance searches.
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V Decay
Channel

Matching relations

jj

(
g2cTq
gV

)4

= g4V
ΓT
tot

ΓS
tot

(c+q )
4

tb̄

(
g4cTq c

T
q3

g2V

)2

= g4V
ΓT
tot

ΓS
tot

(c+q )
2(c+q3)

2

W+
L ZL/W

+
L h (g2cTq c

T
H)

2 = g4V
ΓT
tot

ΓS
tot

4(c+q c
+
H)

2

jj

(
g2cTq
gV

)4

= g4V
1

2

ΓT
tot

ΓS
tot

(ceffu )2
(
dLuū

dŝ

)
+ (ceffd )2

(
dLdd̄

dŝ

)
dLuū

dŝ + dLdd̄

dŝ

(
(ceffu )2 + (ceffd )2

)

bb̄

(
g4cTq c

T
q3

g2V

)2

= g4V
ΓT
tot

ΓS
tot

(ceffu )2
(
dLuū

dŝ

)
+ (ceffd )2

(
dLdd̄

dŝ

)
dLuū

dŝ + dLdd̄

dŝ

(ceffd3)
2

tt̄

(
g4cTq c

T
q3

g2V

)2

= g4V
ΓT
tot

ΓS
tot

(ceffu )2
(
dLuū

dŝ

)
+ (ceffd )2

(
dLdd̄

dŝ

)
dLuū

dŝ + dLdd̄

dŝ

(ceffu3)
2

l+l−

(
g4cTq c

T
l

g2V

)2

= g4V
ΓT
tot

ΓS
tot

(ceffu )2
(
dLuū

dŝ

)
+ (ceffd )2

(
dLdd̄

dŝ

)
dLuū

dŝ + dLdd̄

dŝ

(ceffe )2

W+
L W−

L /ZLh
(
g2cTq c

T
H

)2
= g4V

ΓT
tot

ΓS
tot

(ceffu )2
(
dLuū

dŝ

)
+ (ceffd )2

(
dLdd̄

dŝ

)
dLuū

dŝ + dLdd̄

dŝ

(c0H)
2

Table 5.1: Relations for all relevant search channels that lead to (σ ×BR)T = (σ ×BR)S, where

the superscripts T and S refer to the heavy vector triplet and singlet models, respectively. Note

that in the top half of the table the widths refer to the charged vector widths, while in the bottom

half they refer to the neutral vector.

gives a reasonable approximation to the exact limit, and it is particularly easy to obtain.

For a more accurate result, the tools we provide can be used to compute the widths.

In this section we have seen that limits on a heavy vector triplet can easily be used

to set limits on heavy vector singlets. However, if limits are set using a combination of

channels, such as Wh and Zh, then this procedure does not work. It is therefore useful if

limits are presented using these channels individually, possibly as well as in combination.
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Figure 5.2: Di-boson limits initially obtained for the HVT (taken from figure 5 of Ref. [62])

presented in the (gV c
+
H , gV c

+
q ) (left) and (gV c

0
H , gV c

eff
u ) (right) planes of the HVS parameter space

for a mass of 2TeV. Limits from the relations in table 5.1 with total widths that are functions of

the simplified model parameters are shown in solid blue lines, the dashed blue lines correspond to

the relations in table 5.1 when the total widths are fixed and the black lines depict the exact limit

obtained from σ × BR.

6 Conclusions

In this work we describe a model-independent approach to study colourless spin-one par-

ticles that transform as singlets under SU(2)L, and have zero and unit hypercharge. We

start from a dimension-4 simplified model Lagrangian that couples a charged and neutral

HVS to the SM in the most general way. We compute the mixing angles and physical

masses after electroweak symmetry breaking. We take the physical heavy vector masses,

the Z-boson mass, the Fermi constant and the fine structure constant as input parameters

and discuss an inversion procedure to express all physical quantities in terms of these in-

puts. The narrow width approximation is assumed throughout this work and we discuss

its limitations within the context of a heavy resonance search. We present a semi-analytic

expression for the production cross-sections of the heavy vectors and provide analytic ex-

pressions for the partial decay widths neglecting mixing effects from electroweak symmetry

breaking, as well as accompanying FeynRules and MadGraph UFO model files that imple-

ment the widths numerically including all mixing effects. We emphasise that the effects

of electroweak symmetry breaking on the branching ratios can be sizeable even for masses

over a TeV. We also describe the impact of the HVS on the electroweak oblique parameters.

We present the current LHC limits on the simplified model with universal couplings

to the SM and find that di-lepton searches are the most constraining, followed closely

by di-boson final states. The experimental limits are also presented in the full simplified

model parameter space. This works particularly well for the two free parameters of the
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charged heavy singlet (in addition to the mass). The six-dimensional parameter space of

the neutral singlet can be reduced to four dimensions without sacrificing much accuracy and

experimental bounds can be presented in a row or a grid of two-dimensional plots. We have

also implemented an extrapolation procedure based on the number of background events

for projecting LHC limits to the HL-LHC, HE-LHC, SPPC and FCC-hh. We project that

the HL-LHC will be able to probe 1–2TeV higher than current limits, while the 100TeV

FCC-hh will be able to reach masses of 40–50TeV.

To demonstrate the power of the simplified model, we match three benchmark models

onto our simplified model: an abelian and non-abelian weakly coupled extension of the

SM gauge group, and a strongly coupled composite Higgs model. The explicit models

correspond to points or lines in the simplified model parameter space where it is particularly

easy to see whether they are experimentally excluded or allowed. In addition, we also

translate current and future experimental bounds into the mass vs coupling plane of the

explicit models. Depending on the coupling strengths, we see that weakly coupled gauge

extensions are generally excluded for masses up to 5–6TeV. While the limit is similar in

a composite Higgs model for small couplings, the exclusion limit drops down to 2TeV for

stronger couplings.

Finally, we study the relation between the HVS and HVT simplified models. By map-

ping the two models either at the level of the Lagrangian or at the level of the production

cross-section times branching ratio, we find that experimental limits on the heavy vector

triplet can easily constrain certain singlet parameter combinations, without the implemen-

tation of the entire singlet model.
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A The Tilde Basis for the Neutral Singlet

We mentioned in section 4 that a kinetic mixing between the neutral singlet and the SM

Bµ field may be present, and can be absorbed by a field redefinition. Here we discuss the

relation between the parameters in the two bases where the kinetic mixing is present or

not. We distinguish the parameters in the basis with kinetic mixing with a tilde and refer

to the corresponding basis as the “tilde basis”.

We define the Lagrangian in the “tilde basis”, L̃, as the Lagrangian in Lph given in

eq. (2.1) with all couplings replaced by “tilde”

c → c̃, mV → m̃V , (A.1)
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and with the addition of the kinetic mixing term

L̃ ⊃ c̃0V B
g′

2gV
∂[µV

0
ν]B

µν . (A.2)

Using the field redefinitions {
Bµ → Bµ + αV 0

µ

V 0
µ → βV 0

µ

, (A.3)

with

α =
g′ c̃0V B√

g2V − c̃0 2V Bg
′ 2

and β =
gV√

g2V − c̃0 2V Bg
′ 2
, (A.4)

we get the following relations between the parameters in the two bases

m2
V 0 =

g2V
g2V − c̃0 2V Bg

′2 m̃
2
V 0 ,

m2
V + = m̃2

V + ,

c+V V B = c̃+V V B ,

c0V V V =
gV√

g2V − c̃0 2V Bg
′ 2

(
c̃0V V V +

g′2

g2V
c̃0V B c̃

+
V V B

)
,

c+V V V =
gV√

g2V − c̃0 2V Bg
′ 2

(
c̃+V V V +

g′ 2

g2V
c̃0V B

)
,

c0H =
gV√

g2V − c̃0 2V Bg
′ 2

(
c̃0H +

g′2

g2V
c̃0V B

)
,

c+H = c̃+H ,

c0V V HH =
g2V

g2V − c̃0 2V Bg
′2

(
c̃0V V HH +

g′2

2g2V
c̃0V B c̃

0
H +

g′4

4g4V
c̃0 2V B

)
,

c+V V HH = c̃+V V HH ,

c0Ψ =
gV√

g2V − c̃0 2V Bg
′ 2

(
c̃0Ψ +

g′2

g2V
c̃0V B2YΨ

)
,

c+q = c̃+q .

(A.5)

where YΨ stands collectively for the appropriate hypercharge.

If the neutral and charged singlet belongs to a single SU(2)R triplet, as in Model

D and E above, there are various relations between the charged and neutral tilde coeffi-

cients depending on the details of the model (which imply relations between the non-tilde

coefficients, seen in table 4.2 for Models D and E).
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B Input Parameters for FeynRules and MadGraph Models

We provide a FeynRules [99, 100] and corresponding MadGraph [101] UFO model with the

simplified model Lagrangian in eq. (2.1) implemented in the mass eigenstate basis and in

the unitary gauge. The model files are registered in the HEPMDB model database [102]

with the unique identifier hepmdb:0724.0349 and are available to download here. Here we

explain the input parameters for these models files.

We take the physical heavy vector masses mV 0 , mV + , the Z-boson mass mZ and the

Fermi constant, Gℓℓ
F , and the fine structure constant as input parameters. We use these

inputs to iteratively rewrite m̂V + in terms of mV + , v̂ in terms of mZ , m̂V 0 in terms of mV 0

and the SM coupling g in terms of the Fermi constant Gℓℓ
F . In this parameter inversion we

work to a precision of order O(g2g2V v̂
4/m̂4

V 0,+). We can then express all quantities, such as

partial widths and cross-sections, in terms of these five physical input parameters.

As a result of this parameter inversion, the model files impose the constraints

|c+H | <
m2
V +

ggV v̂2
, (B.1)

|c0H | <
g2
√

m2
V 0 −m2

Z

2gVmZ

√
g2 − 4παEW

. (B.2)

Depending on the input parameters these constraints roughly correspond to |c+H | < 25 (228)

and |c0H | < 4 (12) for heavy vector masses around 1(3)TeV and gV = 1. From the expression

for Gℓℓ
F , eq. (2.19), we can infer that

|c+H | <
m̂V +

gV v̂
, (B.3)

which implies |c+H | ≲ 4 (12) for a mass around 1 (3)TeV. The actual limit is even somewhat

below this value since a |c+H | close to its upper bound leads to deviations in Gℓℓ
F and g

that are so large that they render the model inconsistent. MadGraph will give an error for

non-physical values.

Furthermore we find that

g2V <
8GFm

2
V +m

2
V 0

4
√
2c+2
H m2

V 0 −
√
2c0 2H m2

V +

if |c0H | < 2|c+H |
mV 0

mV +

, (B.4)

corresponding to gV < 9 (4.5) for c+H = c0H = 0.5 (1) and masses around 1TeV. At 3TeV

this changes to gV < 13 (14).

Besides the physical inputs listed above, the FeynRules and MadGraph model files also

take the overall coupling gV and all charged and neutral ci parameters as inputs for the

heavy singlets. The Higgs mass is also an input parameter fixed to a default value of

125.25GeV and the Higgs coupling parameters a, b, c, d3, d4 are implemented following the

notation of Ref. [123]. The default values a = b = c = d3 = d4 = 1 render the Higgs sector

SM like. The model files take full account of the mixing between the heavy vector singlets

and SM gauge bosons after electroweak symmetry breaking.
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C Extrapolation Procedure

In this appendix we describe in more detail the extrapolation procedure used in section 3.3

to estimate the sensitivity of future experiments. We start from the experimental exclu-

sion limit at a given resonance mass, m0, determined by an existing LHC analysis. This

exclusion is based on a certain number of background events. We now define an equivalent

mass, m, at a future collider, which describes the resonance mass where the number of

background events at the future collider is equal to the number of background events at

m0 in the LHC analysis. That is, we find the equivalent mass m that satisfies

B(s0, L0,m0) = B(s, L,m), (C.1)

where B is the number of background events,
√
s0 and L0 are the LHC centre-of-mass

energy and integrated luminosity, and
√
s and L correspond to that of the new collider.

The number of background events for a certain process can be written as

B(m; s, L) ∝ L ·
∑
{i,j}

∫
dŝ

1

ŝ

dLij
dŝ

(
√
ŝ;
√
s)[ŝσ̂ij(ŝ)], (C.2)

where the integral is performed in a small window of partonic invariant mass squared

ŝ ∈ [m2 −∆ŝ/2,m2 +∆ŝ/2] (of fixed relative width such that ∆ŝ/ŝ ≪ 1) centred around

the resonance mass. The sum is performed over all partonic interactions that contribute to

the background. Here dLij/dŝ are the parton luminosities for initial partons i, j with centre-

of-mass energy
√
ŝ, and σ̂ij is the parton-level cross-section for the partonic interactions

contributing to background processes. At energies far above the SM masses, all cross-

sections σ̂ij are proportional to 1/ŝ, so we can write at tree-level,

cij = lim
ŝ→∞

[ŝσ̂ij(ŝ)], (C.3)

where the cij are process-dependent constants. Since we assume the background to be

computed in a narrow window ∆ŝ ≪ m2, the parton luminosities can be taken to be

constant over the integration region and the expected background can be written as

B(m; s, L) ∝ L · ∆ŝ

m2
·
∑
{i,j}

cij
dLij
dŝ

(m;
√
s) . (C.4)

Substituting this into eq. (C.1) and assuming fixed relative widths ∆ŝ/m2 = ∆ŝ0/m
2
0 gives∑

{i,j}

cij
dLij
dŝ

(m;
√
s) =

L0

L

∑
{i,j}

cij
dLij
dŝ

(m0;
√
s0) . (C.5)

Since the number of background events will be the same for a heavy vector with mass

m at a future collider as for a heavy vector with mass m0 at the LHC, we could obtain

the expected limit on the cross-section times branching ratio at the equivalent mass m by

rescaling with the integrated luminosities,

limit[σ × BR](m; s, L) =
L0

L
limit[σ × BR]0(m0; s0, L0) . (C.6)
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This holds as long as the signal acceptances and efficiencies of the two experiments are

similar, which we will assume. However, there is a subtlety at low masses. For a collider

with higher centre-of-mass energy, s > s0, and larger luminosity, L > L0, than the LHC,

the equivalent mass m is greater than the original m0, so an increase in the integrated

luminosity could mean that there will be no predicted limits at the lowest masses consid-

ered in the original analysis. This is dealt with in Ref. [114] by defining an intermediate

luminosity L′ which smoothly varies over the range L′ ≤ L. This leads to a set of extrapo-

lated limits for each L′ and we can choose the strongest limit at each mass point m. While

this procedure produces limits down to the lowest mass considered in the original analysis,

it is conservative at low masses since the low mass limit is obtained with a data set, L′,

smaller than the one corresponding to the expected luminosity, L. An improvement to this

procedure provides a more realistic projection at lower masses [124]. Instead of rescaling

the limit on [σ × BR](m0; s0, L0) by L0/L
′, it is rescaled by L0/

√
LL′, such that

[σ × BR](m; s, L, L′) =
L0√
LL′

limit[σ × BR]0(m0; s0, L0) . (C.7)

The limit is then given by the minimum of [σ × BR](m; s, L, L′) at each equivalent mass

point m over the range of L′,

limit[σ × BR](m; s, L) = min
L′≤L

[σ × BR](m; s, L, L′) . (C.8)
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