arXiv:1605.07313v2 [hep-ph] 15 May 2017

LHC signatures of neutral pseudo–Goldstone boson in the E_6CHM

R. Nevzorov^∗, A. W. Thomas

ARC Centre of Excellence for Particle Physics at the Terascale and CSSM, Department of Physics, The University of Adelaide, Adelaide SA 5005, Australia

Abstract

The breakdown of the SU(6) global symmetry to its SU(5) subgroup, that contains the standard model (SM) gauge group, in the E_6 inspired composite Higgs model (E_6CHM) results in a set of pseudo–Nambu–Goldstone bosons (pNGBs). This set, in particular, involves the SM–like Higgs doublet and a SM singlet boson. In the limit when CP is conserved the SM singlet scalar A is a CP–odd state that does not mix with the SM–like Higgs. The interactions of A with exotic matter beyond the SM, which ensures anomaly cancellation and approximate gauge coupling unification, can induce couplings of this pseudoscalar to the SM gauge bosons. We specify the interactions of the SM singlet pNGB state with the exotic vector–like fermions, top quark and SM gauge bosons. Also we explore the dependence of the branching ratios of the pseudoscalar A and its LHC production cross section on the parameters of the E_6CHM.

∗On leave of absence from the Theory Department, SSC RF ITEP of NRC ”Kurchatov Institute”, Moscow, Russia.

1 Introduction

After the discovery of a scalar particle, which is consistent with the Standard Model (SM) Higgs boson, at the LHC Run-1, the focus of experimental and theoretical studies is shifting again towards the investigations of possible new physics phenomena beyond the SM (BSM). An amount of data at the 13 TeV LHC collected by ATLAS and CMS already permits us to set competitive constraints on the parameters of some BSM models as compared with those obtained at 8 TeV. In this article we consider the possible collider signatures associated with the presence of the neutral pseudo–Goldstone boson in the framework of the E_6 inspired composite Higgs model (E_6CHM) [1]. As in any other composite Higgs model [2] (for a recent review, see [3]), the E_6CHM involves weakly–coupled elementary and strongly interacting sectors. The E_6SSM implies that at some high energy scale, M_X , the E_6 ×G_0 gauge group is broken down to the SU(3)_C ×SU(2)_W ×U(1)_Y ×G subgroup where G_0 and G are associated with the strongly interacting sector and SU(3)_C ×SU(2)_W ×U(1)_Y is the SM gauge group. Fields belonging to the strongly coupled sector can be charged under both the E_6 and G_0 (G) gauge symmetries. The weakly–coupled sector contains elementary states that participate in the E_6 interactions only. In the E_6CHM the appropriate suppression of the proton decay rate and the Majorana masses of the left–handed neutrino can be achieved if global U(1)_B and U(1)_L symmetries, which ensure the conservation of baryon and lepton numbers, are imposed. Because of the almost exact conservation of the U(1)_B and U(1)_L charges, the elementary states with different baryon and/or lepton numbers should stem from different 27–plets, while all other components of these 27–plets have to gain masses of the order of M_X .

The appropriate splitting of the E_6 fundamental representations may occur within a six–dimensional orbifold GUT model with N = 1 supersymmetry (SUSY) [1] in which SUSY is broken slightly below the GUT scale M_X^1. In this model the SM fermions with different baryon and/or lepton numbers are components of different bulk 27–plets. All fields from the strongly interacting sector are localised on the brane, where E_6 symmetry is broken to the SU(6) × SU(2)_N subgroup. It is assumed that the E_6 gauge symmetry gets broken to the SM gauge group, SU(2)_N symmetry is entirely broken, while SU(6), which contains the SU(3)_C × SU(2)_W × U(1)_Y subgroup, remains an approximate global symmetry of the composite sector at low energies.

Below the scale f (f ≳ 10 TeV) the global SU(6) symmetry in the E_6CHM is expected to be broken down to SU(5), so that the SM gauge group is preserved, leading to eleven pseudo–Nambu–Goldstone bosons (pNGBs). One of these pNGB states is a SM singlet

1Different phenomenological aspects of the E_6 inspired models with low-scale supersymmetry breaking were recently studied in [4]-[5].

field, four others form the SM–like Higgs doublet, H, and six pNGB states are associated with an SU(3)_C triplet, T . None of these pNGB states carry any baryon and/or lepton numbers. The effective potential, which describes the interactions of the pNGB states, is induced by radiative corrections. These corrections are caused by the interactions between the elementary states and their composite partners that violate SU(6) symmetry. The induced effective potential has a structure that results in the spontaneous breakdown of the electroweak (EW) symmetry, while SU(3)_C remains intact. In this case the effective quartic Higgs coupling tends to be small and, therefore, may lead to a 125 GeV Higgs.

Although the SM gauge couplings α_i(M_X ) in the orbifold GUT models may not be identical an approximate unification of these couplings is expected to take place near the scale M_X . Such a unification can be attained if the right–handed top quark t^c is entirely composite and the weakly–coupled sector, together with the SM fields (but without t^c), involves a set of exotic states. The presence of additional exotic states also guarantees the cancellation of gauge anomalies in the elementary sector. In the E_6CHM the exotic states mentioned above get combined with the composite counterparts, which fill complete SU(5) representations, resulting in a set of vector–like fermion states and composite t^c. In this article we argue that the interactions of these vector–like fermions with the SM singlet pNGB state can lead to the interesting collider signatures that can be observed at the LHC in the near future.

The layout of this article is as follows. In the next Section we discuss the matter content of the weakly–coupled elementary sector, the generation of masses of the SM particles, unification of the SM gauge couplings and non–linear realization of the Higgs mechanism in the E_6CHM. The interactions of the exotic elementary states with their composite partners is also considered. In Section 3 we specify the interactions of the SM singlet pNGB state with the exotic vector–like fermions, top quark and SM gauge bosons. In section 4 we explore the possibility of obtaining experimental evidence to support the model proposed here by examining the branching ratios and the LHC production cross section associated with this pNGB state. Section 5 concludes the paper.

2 The E_6CHM

2.1 Gauge coupling unification and SU(6) symmetry breaking

As already mentioned, approximate gauge coupling unification can be achieved in the E_6CHM. This scenario is realised if the right–handed top quark, t^c, is composite and the sector of weakly–coupled elementary states contains the following set of matter multiplets

(see also [6]):

(q_i, d^c_i , ℓ_i, e^c_i ) + u^c_α + q̄ + d̄^c + ℓ̄ + ē^c + η , (1)

where α = 1, 2 runs over the first two generations and i = 1, 2, 3 runs over all three. In Eq. (1) q_i and ℓ_i represent left-handed quark and lepton doublets, u^c_α, d^c_i and e^c_i correspond to the right-handed up- and down-type quarks and charged leptons, while q̄, d̄^c, ℓ̄ and ē^c are associated with the exotic states that have exactly opposite SU(3)_C ×SU(2)_W ×U(1)_Y quantum numbers to the left-handed quark doublets, right-handed down-type quarks, lefthanded lepton doublets and right-handed charged leptons, respectively. The set of fermion states (1) is chosen so that the weakly–coupled elementary sector involves all SM fermions except t^c and anomaly cancellation takes place.

An extra exotic state, η, with spin 1/2, which is also included in the set of states (1), does not participate in the SU(3)_C × SU(2)_W × U(1)_Y gauge interactions. It is introduced to ensure the phenomenological viability of this model. As explained in the next subsection and Section 3, the elementary exotic fermion states mentioned above get combined with their composite partners forming a set of vector–like Dirac fermions. The lightest of these Dirac states tends to be stable. The phenomenological viability of the model under consideration implies that the lightest exotic fermion state is neutral, does not participate in the strong interactions and has rather suppressed coupling to the Zboson. Thus it should be predominantly a superposition of η and its composite partner. Then this state can also serve as a dark matter candidate if its mass is of the order of a few hundred GeV.

At low energies (E ≲ 4πf) the strongly interacting sector in the composite Higgs models [2] leads to a set of bound states that includes the pNGB states as well as massive fields with quantum numbers of all SM particles. These are the so–called composite partners of the SM fermions and bosons. The contributions of these new states to electroweak precision observables were analysed in Refs. [7]–[15]. In the E_6CHM the composite bound states fill complete SU(6) representations, that involve the composite partners of quarks, leptons and gauge bosons. The elementary states couple to the appropriate operators of the strongly interacting sector that give rise to the mixing between these states and their composite partners. The partial compositeness of the SM bosons and fermions makes possible the generation of their masses caused by non-zero vacuum expectation value (VEV) of the pNGB state associated with the Higgs boson^2. The couplings of the SM

2It is expected that nonperturbative effects in the ultraviolate (UV) completions of the composite Higgs models should induce the breakdown of global symmetry, that results in a set of the pNGB states including the Higgs doublet, as well as leading to the mixing between elementary states and their composite partners, which gives rise to all masses and mixing in the quark and lepton sectors. The construction of such UV completions is a challenging problem, which is beyond the scope of the present paper. Here we

states to the composite Higgs are determined by the fractions of the compositeness of these states. In most cases, especially for the first and second generations of fermions, the corresponding fractions are sufficiently small. Therefore the non-diagonal flavor transitions and the modifications of the W and Z couplings associated with the light SM fermions are suppressed. Within the composite Higgs models the constraints that come from flavour-changing processes in the quark and lepton sectors were examined in Refs. [13]–[18] and [18]–[21], respectively. In particular, it was shown that in the case when the matrices of effective Yukawa couplings in the strong sector are structureless, i.e anarchic matrices, adequate suppression of flavor changing neutral currents (FCNCs) can be obtained only if f is larger than 10 TeV [13]–[14], [16]–[17], [20]^3. The implications of the composite Higgs models were also studied for Higgs physics [10]–[11], [23]–[26], gauge coupling unification [27]–[28], dark matter [8], [24], [28]–[29] and collider phenomenology [9]–[10], [12], [16], [19], [26], [30]. Non–minimal composite Higgs models were considered in Refs. [8], [23]–[24], [28]–[29], [31].

The presence of additional exotic states in the E_6CHM facilitates the convergence of the SM gauge couplings at very high energies. Indeed, all states in the strongly coupled sector come in complete SU(6) and SU(5) representations which contribute equally to the one–loop beta functions of the SU(3)_C , SU(2)_W and U(1)_Y interactions. Thus composite sector fields should not spoil the convergence of the SM gauge couplings in the leading approximation, which is determined by the matter content of the elementary sector. Using the one–loop renormalisation group equations (RGEs) one can find that for α(M_Z ) = 1/127.9, sin^2 θ_W = 0.231 and the elementary particle spectrum given by Eq. (1), the exact unification of the SM gauge couplings takes place if α_3(M_Z ) ≃ 0.109 . The corresponding gauge coupling unification scale is somewhat close to M_X ∼ 10^{15} − 10^{16} GeV. Although α_3(M_Z ) ≃ 0.109 is considerably smaller than the central measured low energy value of this coupling, this estimation demonstrates that an approximate gauge coupling unification may be achieved in the E_6CHM. Moreover, it was also argued that the inclusion of higher order effects may improve the unification of the SM gauge couplings [6], [28].

In the E_6CHM the global SU(6) symmetry of the strongly interacting sector is broken down to SU(5) below the scale f. We denote the generators of the SU(5) subgroup of SU(6) by T^a, whereas the eleven generators from the coset SU(6)/SU(5) associated with the pNGB states are denoted by T^â. Here the SU(6) generators are normalised so that

just assume that the gauge groups G_0 and G can be chosen so that a phenomenologically viable model of this type can be constructed.

3This bound on the scale f can be significantly alleviated in the composite Higgs models with flavour symmetries [12]–[13], [16], [18]–[19], [22].

TrT^aT^b = 1 2 δ_{ab}. It is convenient to use the non–linear representation of the pNGB states in terms of a 6–component unit vector Ω, which is a fundamental representation of SU(6), that is [1]

Ω^T = Ω^T_0 Σ^T = e^{i ϕ0√15f} ( Cϕ_1 Cϕ_2 Cϕ_3 Cϕ_4 Cϕ_5 cos ϕ̃ √ 2f + √ 3 10 Cϕ_0 ) , C = i ϕ̃ sin ϕ̃ √ 2f , ϕ̃ = √ 3 10 ϕ^2_0 + |ϕ_1|^2 + |ϕ_2|^2 + |ϕ_3|^2 + |ϕ_4|^2 + |ϕ_5|^2 , (2)

where Ω^T_0 = (0 0 0 0 0 1) , Σ = e^{iΠ/f} , Π = Π^âT^â .

The fields ϕ_1 , ϕ_2 , ϕ_3 , ϕ_4 and ϕ_5 are complex while ϕ_0 is a real field. Vector Ω transforms as 5 + 1 under the transformation of the unbroken SU(5) subgroup where 5 = H̃ ∼ (ϕ_1 ϕ_2 ϕ_3 ϕ_4 ϕ_5) and 1 = ϕ_0 is a SM singlet field. The first two components of H̃ transform as an SU(2)_W doublet, H ∼ (ϕ_1 ϕ_2), and correspond to the SM–like Higgs doublet. Three other components of H̃, T ∼ (ϕ_3 ϕ_4 ϕ_5), are associated with the SU(3)_C triplet. In the E_6CHM the components of vector Ω do not carry any baryon and/or lepton numbers. In the leading approximation the Lagrangian, that describes their interactions, is given by L_{pNGB} = f^2 2 | | | |D^μΩ | | | | 2 . (3)

The pNGB effective potential V_{eff} (H̃, T, ϕ_0) can be obtained by integrating out the exotic fermions and heavy resonances of the composite sector. It is induced by the interactions of the elementary fermions and gauge bosons with their composite partners, that break SU(6) global symmetry and vanish in the exact SU(6) symmetry limit. The analysis of the pNGB effective potentials in the composite Higgs models, which are similar to the E_6CHM, revealed that there is a considerable part of the parameter space where the SU(2)_W ×U(1)_Y gauge symmetry is broken to U(1)_{em}, associated with electromagnetism, while SU(3)_C remains intact [8], [28]. Since in the E_6CHM the scale f ≳ 10 TeV, a significant tuning, ∼ 0.01%, is needed to get the quadratic term m^2_H |H|^2 in V_{eff} (H̃, T, ϕ_0) with the appropriate value of the parameter m^2_H that leads to a 125 GeV Higgs state. It was shown that such tuning can be accomplished by cancelling two different contributions to m^2_H associated with the gauge fields and exotic fermions which appear with different signs in such composite Higgs models [28]. In these models the SU(3)_C triplet scalar T tends to be substantially heavier than the SM–like Higgs boson.

2.2 Exotic fermion states

The phenomenological viability of the scenario under consideration implies that the dynamics of the strongly coupled sector below the SU(6) breaking scale f results in the composite 10 + 5 + 1 multiplets of SU(5). The components of these SU(5) multiplets decompose under SU(3)_C × SU(2)_W × U(1)_Y × U(1)_B × U(1)_L as follows:

10 → Q = (U, D) = ( 3, 2, 1 6 , − 1 3 , 0 ) , t^c = ( 3^∗, 1, − 2 3 , − 1 3 , 0 ) , E^c = ( 1, 1, 1, − 1 3 , 0 ) ; 5 → D^c = ( ¯3, 1, 1 3 , ± 1 3 , 0 ) , L = (N, E) = ( 1, 2, − 1 2 , ± 1 3 , 0 ) ; 1 → η̄ = ( 1, 1, 0, ∓ 1 3 , 0 ) .

(4)

The first and second quantities in brackets are the SU(3)_C and SU(2)_W representations, while the third, fourth and fifth quantities are U(1)_Y , U(1)_B and U(1)_L charges respectively. The conservation of the U(1)_B and U(1)_L charges implies that all components of the 10–plet specified above carry the same baryon and lepton numbers as t^c. The multiplets 5 and 1 are allowed to have baryon charges −1/3 and +1/3 [1].

The composite SU(5) multiplets (4) are expected to get combined with the elementary exotic states q̄, ē^c, d̄^c, ℓ̄ and η resulting in a set of vector–like fermion states. The only exceptions are the components of the 10–plet associated with the composite t^c, which survive down to the EW scale. In the E_6CHM the exotic states q̄, ē^c, d̄^c, ℓ̄ and η constitute the following incomplete multiplets of SU(6) at low energies

q̄ ∈ 15^q , ē^c ∈ 15^e , d̄^c ∈ 6^d , ℓ̄ ∈ 6^ℓ , η ∈ 1^η . (5)

As discussed in Ref. [1], the composite partners of the up type quarks can stem from either the totally antisymmetric third–rank tensor 20 or the antisymmetric second–rank tensor 15. These SU(6) representations decompose under unbroken SU(5) as follows: 15 = 10 ⊕ 5 and 20 = 10 ⊕ 10. Thus the 10–plet associated with the composite t^c may belong to either a 15–plet or 20–plet of SU(6). Further, we assume that this 10–plet is a linear superposition of the corresponding components of the 15–plet (15^t) and 20–plet (20^t). On the other hand, the composite 5 can originate from either the 15–plet (15^′) or 6–plet (6^′). Therefore it seems to be natural to expect that the composite 5, which survives below scale f, is a superposition of the appropriate components of 15^′ and 6^′. Here we also assume that the composite SM singlet state, η̄, that arises below the scale f, is a linear combination of 1 and the corresponding component of 6 of SU(6). In the most general case, the interactions of the SU(6) composite multiplets mentioned above with the incomplete SU(6) representations that involve elementary exotic states (5) can be written as

L_{exotic} = μ̃_Q15^q15^t + σ̃_Qf15^qΩ^†20^t + μ̃_E15^e15^t + σ̃_E f15^eΩ^†20^t + μ̃_D6^′6^d + σ̃_Df15^′Ω6^d + μ̃_L6^′6^ℓ + σ̃_Lf15^′Ω6^ℓ + μ̃_η11^η + σ̃_ηf6Ω1^η + h.c. . (6) 3 Couplings of the SM singlet pNGB state

Using Eqs. (2) and (6) one can obtain the explicit analytical expressions for the masses of exotic fermion states and their couplings to the SM singlet field ϕ_0 = A. Here, motivated by the nonobservation of CP violation beyond the SM, invariance under CP transformation is imposed. This forbids the mixing between A and the SM–like Higgs state. Indeed, if all couplings in Eq. (6) are real, then A manifests itself in the Yukawa interactions with fermions as a pseudoscalar field. As a consequence A can not mix with the Higgs boson because of the almost exact CP–conservation.

In the leading approximation, the Lagrangian that describes the interactions between A and other states is given by

L_A = y_t Λ_t A(it̄_LHt_R + h.c.) + A ( iκ_Dd̄^cD^c + iκ_Qq̄Q + iλ_Lℓ̄L + iλ_Eē^cE^c + iλ_ηη̄η + h.c. )

+ α_Y 16πΛ_1 AB_{μν} ~B^{μν} + α_2 16πΛ_2 AW^a_{μν} ~W^{aμν} + α_3 16πΛ_3 AG^σ_{μν} ~G^{σμν} , (7) where B_{μν} , W^a_{μν} , G^σ_{μν} are field strengths for the U(1)_Y , SU(2)_W and SU(3)_C gauge interactions, respectively, whereas ~G^{σμν} =^1_2 ϵ^{μνλρ}G^σ_{λρ}, ~W^{aμν} =^1_2 ϵ^{μνλρ}W^a_{λρ} and ~B^{μν} =^1_2 ϵ^{μνλρ}B_{λρ}. Here α_Y = 3α_1/5 while α_1, α_2 and α_3 are (GUT normalised) gauge couplings of U(1)_Y , SU(2)_W and SU(3)_C interactions.

In Eq. (7) all interactions between the pseudoscalar A and SM fermions except the coupling of A to the top quarks were ignored, because the masses of the SM quarks and leptons are negligibly small as compared with the scale f and the top quark mass m_t. The first term in Eq. (7) stems from the interactions

L_t = g_t15(Q)Ω20^t + g̃_t20(Q)Ω15^t + h.c. (8)

in the strongly interacting sector, where the linear combination of the appropriate components of the 10–plets of SU(5) from 15(Q) and 20(Q) corresponds to the composite partners of the third generation left–handed quark doublet. Then the mixing between the third generation left–handed quark doublet from the weakly–coupled elementary sector and its composite partners leads to the first term in Eq. (7). In the case when t^c is predominantly the appropriate component of 20^t of SU(6), the scale Λ_t = √ 15f. If t^c is mainly a component of 15^t of SU(6) then Λ_t =

√_{60} 49 f ≃ 1.1f.

The second term in Eq. (7) originates from the Lagrangian (6). The interactions specified in Eq. (6) also give rise to the mass terms of the exotic fermions L_{mass} = μ_Dd̄^cD^c + μ_Qq̄Q + μ_Lℓ̄L + μ_Eē^cE^c + μ_ηη̄η + h.c. . (9) The masses μ_i in Eq. (9) are linear combinations of two contributions. One of these contributions is proportional to μ̃_i^4 whereas another is induced as a result of the breakdown of SU(6) global symmetry to its SU(5) subgroup, that contains the SU(3)_C × SU(2)_W × U(1)_Y gauge symmetry and is therefore proportional to σ̃_if. The approximate gauge coupling unification requires exotic fermions to be substantially lighter than 10 TeV. This can be always achieved by adjusting the mass parameters μ̃_i in Eq. (6). On the other hand, the Yukawa couplings κ_i and λ_i in Eq. (7) are proportional to σ̃_i only. Thus the masses μ_i and couplings κ_i and λ_i are completely independent parameters, which are not constrained by either SU(6) or SU(5) global symmetries.

The lightest exotic fermion state in the E_6CHM must be stable. Indeed, because of baryon number conservation the low energy effective Lagrangian of the E_6CHM is also invariant under the transformations of the baryon triality [8] which is defined as

Ψ −→ e^{2πiB3/3}Ψ, B_3 = (3B − n_C )mod_3 , (10)

where B is the baryon number of the given multiplet Ψ and n_C is the number of colour indices (n_C = 1 for the colour triplet and n_C = −1 for 3). All SM particles have B_3 = 0, while exotic states carry either B_3 = 1 or B_3 = 2. Because of this, the lightest exotic state can not decay into SM particles. If the lightest exotic states were colour triplets or charged fermions then they would be produced during the Big Bang. These states would survive annihilation and get confined in nuclear isotopes. Different experiments set limits on the relative concentrations of such stable relics from 10^{−15} to 10^{−30} per nucleon [32]. On the other hand theoretical estimates show that if such particles existed in nature their concentration would be much higher than 10^{−15} per nucleon [33]. Thus the models with stable charged exotic particles are basically ruled out. Moreover, the coupling of the neutral Dirac fermion, which is absolutely stable, to the Z–boson should be extremely suppressed. Otherwise such particles would scatter on nuclei leading to unacceptably large spin–independent cross sections (for a recent analysis see [34])^5. As a consequence,

4In general the parameters μ̃_i as well as other mass parameters that correspond to the mixing between elementary states and their composite partners get induced by nonperturbative effects that may also give rise to the breakdown of the SU(6) global symmetry. Therefore one can expect that in the simplest models μ̃_i should be of order of f. The precise values of these mass parameters as well as the values of dimensionless couplings σ̃_i should depend on the ultraviolate completion of the E_6CHM which is not specified in this article.

5Here we assume that the lightest exotic state accounts for all, or at least a substantial part, of the observed dark matter density.

only a Dirac fermion that involves mostly η and η̄, can be the lightest exotic state in the E_6CHM^6 .

The last three terms in Eq. (7) are induced by the composite partners of the SM fermions. Therefore Λ_1, Λ_2 and Λ_3 are expected to be of the order of scale f. Since naturalness requires that μ_D ∼ μ_Q ∼ μ_L ∼ μ_E ∼ f, whereas the mass of the SM singlet pNGB state A (m_A) is expected to be much smaller than f, we restrict our consideration here to the case when all exotic fermions except the lightest one are heavier than m_A/2. In this part of the parameter space the on-shell decays of A into the corresponding exotic fermions are not kinematically allowed. Integrating out the heavy exotic states, which appear in the usual triangle loop diagrams, one gets the effective Lagrangian that describes the interactions of pseudoscalar A with the top quark, SM gauge bosons and dark matter particles (see also [35]–[36]) L^A_{eff} = c_1AB_{μν} ~B^{μν} + c_2AW^a_{μν} ~W^{aμν} + c_3AG^σ_{μν} ~G^{σμν} + y_t Λ_t A(it̄_LHt_R + h.c.) + iλ_ηA(η̄η + h.c.) , (11)

where

c_1 = α_Y 16π [ 2κ_D 3μ_D B(x_D) + κ_Q 3μ_Q B(x_Q) + λ_L μ_L B(x_L) + 2 λ_E μ_E B(x_E ) ] + α_Y 16πΛ_1 , c_2 = α_2 16π [ 3 κ_Q μ_Q B(x_Q) + λ_L μ_L B(x_L) ] + α_2 16πΛ_2 , c_3 = α_3 16π [ κ_D μ_D B(x_D) + 2 κ_Q μ_Q B(x_Q) ] + α_3 16πΛ_3 , B(x) = 2x arcsin^2[1/ √ x] , for x ≥ 1 .

(12)

In Eq. (12) x_D = 4μ^2_D/m^2_A, x_Q = 4μ^2_Q/m^2_A, x_L = 4μ^2_L/m^2_A and x_E = 4μ^2_E/m^2_A. It is also convenient to derive an explicit analytical expression for the coupling of the SM singlet pNGB state A to the electromagnetic field. Using Eqs. (11)–(12) one finds L^{Aγγ}_{eff} = c_γ AF_{μν} ~F^{μν} , (13) c_γ = c_1 cos^2 θ_W + c_2 sin^2 θ_W ≃ α 16π [ 2κ_D 3μ_D B(x_D) + 10κ_Q 3μ_Q B(x_Q) + 2 λ_L μ_L B(x_L) + 2 λ_E μ_E B(x_E ) ] , where F_{μν} is a field strength associated with the electromagnetic interaction, ~F μν =^1_2 ϵμνλρF_{λρ} and θ_W is the weak mixing (Weinberg) angle.

From Eqs. (12)-(13) it follows that the couplings of the SM singlet pNGB state A to the SM gauge bosons may be considerably larger than their naive estimates that can be

6It is expected that the relic abundance of the lightest exotic fermions in the E_6CHM is induced by the same mechanism that gives rise to the baryon asymmetry of the Universe.

obtained using last terms in the analytical expressions for c_i. In particular, this happens if κ_D ∼ κ_Q ∼ λ_L ∼ λ_E ∼ 1 and exotic fermions are so light that some of them can be discovered at the LHC in the near future. This is the most attractive scenario that we are going to explore in the next section. It implies that μ_D ∼ μ_Q ∼ μ_L ∼ μ_E ≪ f. In this limit the last terms in the analytical expressions for c_i (see Eq. (12)) are rather small, because Λ_i ∼ f, and, thereby, can be neglected in our analysis.

4 Collider Signatures

At the LHC the SM singlet pNGB state A is predominantly produced through gluon fusion. The corresponding production cross section is determined by |c_3|^2. Since the partial width Γ(A → gg) of the decays A → gg is also proportional to |c_3|^2 it is convenient to present the LHC production cross section σ_A of the pseudoscalar A in the following form [4], [35] σ_A ≃ K_{gg}C_{gg} m_As Γ(A → gg) , Γ(A → gg) = 2m^3_A π |c_3|^2 , (14)

where √ s ≃ 13 TeV. To simplify our analysis we assume that m_A = 750 GeV so that in our calculations we can use the same values of the dimensionless partonic integral C_{gg} and K factor K_{gg} as in [35], i.e. C_{gg} = 2137 and K_{gg} = 1.48. In this case the LHC production cross section can be approximately estimated as

σ_A ≃ 7.3 fb × ( Γ(A → gg) m_A × 10^6 ) . (15)

Although as mentioned before we restrict our consideration here to the scenario when all charged exotic fermions are heavier than m_A/2 we assume that the mass of the lightest exotic fermion is quite close to m_A/2 and the Yukawa coupling λ_η ≳ 1. This gives rise to sufficiently large annihilation cross section for η η̄ → SM particles and therefore should enable the lightest exotic fermion state to account for all or some of the observed cold dark matter density. Thus we allow the lightest exotic fermion state to be either lighter or heavier than m_A/2. If μ_η > m_A/2 then the total decay width Γ_A tends to be sufficiently small. When μ_η < m_A/2 the tree-level decays of A into η η̄ are kinematically allowed so that Γ_A can be rather large. Here we examine these two possibilities separately.

4.1 Narrow width case

Let us first consider the scenario with μ_η > m_A/2. The pseudoscalar A can decay into fermion-antifermion pairs. In particular, if m_A is larger than 2m_t, where m_t is a top quark mass, the partial decay width, that corresponds to the decay mode A → tt̄, is given by Γ(A → tt̄) = 3m_Am^2_t 8πΛ^2_t √ 1 − 4m^2_t m^2_A

. (16)

The partial decay width (16) decreases when Λ_t and f increase. For Λ_t ≫ 10 TeV the value of Γ(A → tt̄) becomes rather small. Nevertheless this region of the parameter space is strongly disfavoured by naturalness arguments. Indeed, in this case an extremely large fine–tuning is needed to obtain the EW scale v ≪ f. In our numerical analysis we set f ≃ 10 TeV and study two different scenarios with Λ_t = √ 15f ≫ 10 TeV and Λ_t =

√_{60} 49 f ≃ 1.1f ∼ 10 TeV associated with t^c being predominantly the appropriate components of 20^t and 15^t of SU(6) respectively. For so large values of Λ_t the decay rates A → bb̄ and A → ττ̄ become negligibly small and can be ignored in the leading approximation.

The analytical expressions for the partial widths associated with the decays A → W W, ZZ, γγ and γZ can be presented in the following form

Γ(A → W W ) = m^3_A 2π |c_2|^2 ( 1 − 4M^2_W m^2_A )_{3/2} , (17)

Γ(A → ZZ) = m^3_A 4π | | | |c1 sin^2 θW + c2 cos^2 θW | | | | 2 ( 1 − 4M^2_Z m^2_A )_{3/2} , (18)

Γ(A → γγ) = m^3_A 4π |c_γ |^2 , (19) Γ(A → γZ) = m^3_A 8π sin^2 2θ_W |c_1 − c_2|^2 ( 1 − M^2_Z m^2_A

)_3 . (20)

If μ_D ∼ μ_Q ∼ μ_L ∼ μ_E then from Eqs. (12) it follows that |c_2| is substantially larger than |c_1|. This happens because c_2 and c_1 are proportional to the SU(2)_W and U(1)_Y gauge couplings respectively and at low energies α_2 is considerably bigger than α_Y . When |c_2| is considerably larger than |c_1| the partial decay widths Γ(A → W W ) and Γ(A → ZZ) should be substantially bigger as compared with Γ(A → γγ) and Γ(A → γZ) because the value of sin^2 θ_W is quite small. On the other hand in this case |c_2| ≪ |c_3| since α_2 is much smaller than α_3. Thus one can expect that in general Γ(A → gg) is substantially larger than the partial decay widths (17)–(20).

Our results are summarised in Fig. 1-3. In Fig. 1 the dependence of the branching ratios of the SM singlet pNGB state A on the masses of exotic fermions and Λ_t is examined.

BR(A → tt̄, gg, W W, ZZ, γγ, γZ) BR(A → tt̄, gg, W W, ZZ, γγ, γZ)

μ_0 μ_0 (a) (b) BR(A → tt̄, gg, W W, ZZ, γγ, γZ) BR(A → tt̄, gg, W W, ZZ, γγ, γZ)

μ_L μ_E (c) (d)

Figure 1: The branching ratios of the decays of the pNGB state A into tt̄ (dashed– dotted lines), gg (highest solid lines), γγ (highest dashed lines), W W (thick solid lines), ZZ (lowest solid lines) and γZ (lowest dashed lines) for m_A = 750 GeV, κ_D = κ_Q = λ_L = λ_E = σ = 1.5 and f = 10 TeV. In (a) the branching fractions of the decays of A are given as a function of μ_Q = μ_D = μ_L = μ_E = μ_0 for Λ_t = √ 15f. In (b) the branching ratios of the decays of A are shown as a function of μ_Q = μ_D = μ_L = μ_E = μ_0 for Λ_t =

√_{60} 49 f. In (c) the branching fractions of the decays of A are presented as a function of μ_L for μ_Q = μ_D = μ_E = 4 TeV and Λ_t = √ 15f. In (d) the branching ratios of the decays of A are shown as a function of μ_E for μ_Q = μ_D = μ_L = 4 TeV and Λ_t = √ 15f.

The branching ratios of the pseudoscalar A are given by BR(A → gg) = Γ(A → gg) Γ_A , BR(A → γγ) = Γ(A → γγ) Γ_A , BR(A → tt̄) = Γ(A → tt̄) Γ_A , BR(A → Zγ) = Γ(A → Zγ) Γ_A , BR(A → ZZ) = Γ(A → ZZ) Γ_A

, BR(A → W W ) = Γ(A → W W ) Γ_A , (21)

where Γ_A is a total decay width of A. To simplify our analysis here we focus on the scenarios with κ_D = κ_Q = λ_L = λ_E = σ. In Figs. 1a and 1b the masses of all exotic fermions are set to be equal, i.e. μ_D = μ_Q = μ_L = μ_E = μ_0, whereas Λ_t = √ 15f and Λ_t =

√_{60} 49 f respectively. The absence of new particles carrying colour with masses below 1 TeV, which should have sufficiently large LHC production cross section, implies that all exotic, coloured fermions and scalar coloured triplet in the E_6CHM have to be quite heavy. At the same time we choose μ_0 to be substantially lower than 10 TeV to ensure that the production cross section of the SM singlet pNGB state A is large and exotic quarks may be observed at the LHC in the near future.

In the composite Higgs models with f ∼ 1 TeV the pNGB pseudoscalar state A tends to decay mainly into tt̄ [35]–[36]. In the model under consideration such low values of the scale f are ruled out. As follows from Fig. 1a and 1b large values of Λ_t associated with f ≃ 10 TeV lead to such a suppression of the partial decay width (16) that Γ(A → tt̄) becomes comparable with the one–loop induced decay rate A → gg if σ ≳ 1. Moreover one can see that for σ = 1.5 and relatively low values of μ_0 ≲ 2 TeV the branching ratio of A → tt̄ is not the dominant one even when Λ_t ∼ f. BR(A → tt̄) grows with increasing μ_0. Nevertheless Fig. 1a demonstrates that for σ = 1.5 and very large Λ_t ≫ f (i.e. Λ_t ≃ √ 15f) A → gg remains the main decay mode of the pseudoscalar A. Whilst A → gg and A → tt̄ are two main decay channels of the SM singlet state A, the branching ratios of A → W W and A → ZZ tend to be the third and the fourth largest ones. As was discussed before, BR(A → γγ) and BR(A → γZ) are considerably smaller and vary between 10^{−2} and 10^{−3}. The branching ratios of A → bb̄ and A → ττ̄ , which are not shown in Fig. 1, are always less than 10^{−3} and 10^{−4} respectively.

The hierarchical structure of the coefficients in the effective Lagrangian (11) |c_1| ≪ |c_2| ≪ |c_3| is not always valid. Fig. 1c and 1d indicate that there may be some special cases, when it gets spoiled, if the masses of exotic fermions, for example, are very different. In order to make c_2 large it is enough to assume that μ_L ≪ μ_D = μ_Q = μ_E. In Fig. 1c the variations of the branching fractions of the SM singlet pNGB state A is studied as a function of μ_L for σ = 1.5 and μ_D = μ_Q = μ_E = 4 TeV. The coefficient c_2 as well as branching ratios of A → W W, ZZ, γγ and γZ grow with decreasing μ_L. For μ_L ≃ 500 GeV the coefficient c_3 is considerably smaller than c_2. As a result the branching ratio of A → W W becomes comparable with BR(A → gg) and is substantially larger than BR(A → tt̄). In this case BR(A → tt̄) ≃ BR(A → ZZ) whereas BR(A → γγ) and BR(A → γZ) are larger than 10^{−2} but still less than other branching ratios of the decays A → gg, W W, tt̄ and ZZ. The coefficient c_2 and c_1 in the effective Lagrangian (11) diminish with increasing μ_L together with BR(A → W W, ZZ, γγ, γZ) and for μ_L ≳ 1.5 TeV the qualitative pattern of branching ratios is almost the same as the one presented in Fig. 1a when μ_0 ≳ 2 TeV.

The coefficient c_1 may become comparable with c_3 and much larger than c_2 if μ_E ≪ μ_D = μ_Q = μ_L. This is illustrated in Fig. 1d, where we plot the branching fractions of the decays of the pseudoscalar A as a function of μ_E for σ = 1.5 and μ_D = μ_Q = μ_L = 4 TeV. Whilst c_2 and c_3 do not change when μ_E varies the coefficients c_1 and c_γ increase with decreasing μ_E . For μ_E ≃ 500 GeV the coefficients c_1 and c_γ are much bigger than c_2 and c_3 ≲ c_1, c_γ . As we see from Fig. 1d, when |c_2| ≪ |c_1| the partial decay widths Γ(A → W W ), Γ(A → ZZ) and Γ(A → γZ) are considerably smaller than Γ(A → γγ). In this case A → gg and tt̄ are the dominant decay modes of this state whereas BR(A → γγ) may be the third largest branching ratio if μ_E is sufficiently small. As follows from Fig. 1d BR(A → γγ) can be as large as 10% and diminishes rapidly with increasing μ_E. When μ_E ≳ 1.5 TeV the branching ratio of A → γγ is the fifth largest one and considerably smaller than BR(A → W W ) and BR(A → ZZ) which are the third and fourth largest branching fractions respectively.

In Figs. 2 we consider the dependence of the total decay width Γ_A of the SM singlet pNGB state A and its LHC production cross section σ_A on σ and μ_0. In particular, in Fig. 2a and 2b the variations of Γ_A/m_A and σ_A are explored as a function of μ_0 in the case of the scenario with σ = 1.5 which was used before to demonstrate the dependence of branching ratios on the exotic fermion masses (see Fig. 1). One can see that the total decay width of the pseudoscalar A and its LHC production cross section decrease very rapidly with increasing μ_0 and grow if σ increases. When μ_0 changes from 1 TeV to 4 TeV the ratio Γ_A/m_A diminishes from 10^{−4} to 10^{−5} whereas σ_A decreases from 1 pb to 50 fb.

Thus far we have focussed on the scenarios in which all exotic fermions are relatively light, i.e. their masses are considerably lower than the scale f, and their couplings to SM singlet pNGB state A are larger than unity. However such scenarios are excessively finetuned. Indeed, the masses of the exotic fermions tend to be of the order of κ_if and λ_if. If κ_i ∼ λ_i ∼ 1 some fine-tuning is required to keep exotic fermions substantially lighter than the scale f. In this context the scenarios, in which the ratios of the charged exotic fermion masses to the corresponding Yukawa couplings are of the order of f, look more natural. It is also worth pointing out that in the limit when all charged exotic fermions are much heavier than pseudoscalar A the coefficients c_i in the effective Lagrangian (11)

Γ_A m_A × 10

5 σ_A[pb]

μ_0 μ_0 (a) (b)

Γ_A m_A × 10

5 σ_A[fb]

σf/μ_0 σf/μ_0 (c) (d)

Figure 2: The ratio Γ_A/m_A and the LHC production cross section σ_A of the pNGB state A are shown for μ_Q = μ_D = μ_L = μ_E = μ_0, κ_D = κ_Q = λ_L = λ_E = σ, Λ_t = √ 15f, f = 10 TeV and m_A = 750 GeV. In (a) the ratio Γ_A/m_A is presented as a function of μ_0 for σ = 2 (dashed–dotted line), σ = 1.5 (solid line) and σ = 1 (dashed line). In (b) the cross section σ_A is presented as a function of μ_0 for σ = 2 (dashed–dotted line), σ = 1.5 (solid line) and σ = 1 (dashed line). In (c) we show the ratio Γ_A/m_A as a function of σf/μ_0 for μ_0 = 4 TeV. In (d) the LHC production cross section σ_A is shown as a function of σf/μ_0 for μ_0 = 4 TeV.

BR(A → tt̄, gg, W W, ZZ, γγ, γZ) BR(A → tt̄, gg, W W, ZZ, γγ, γZ)

σf/μ_0 σf/μ_0 (a) (b)

Figure 3: The branching ratios of the decays of the pseudoscalar A into tt̄ (highest dashed–dotted lines), bb̄ (lowest dashed–dotted lines), gg (highest solid lines), γγ (highest dashed lines), W W (thick solid lines), ZZ (lowest solid lines) and γZ (lowest dashed lines) for m_A = 750 GeV, κ_D = κ_Q = λ_L = λ_E = σ, f = 10 TeV and μ_Q = μ_D = μ_L = μ_E = μ_0 = 4 TeV. In (a) the branching fractions of the decays of A are presented as a function of σf/μ_0 for Λ_t = √ 15f. In (b) the branching ratios of the decays of A are shown as a function of σf/μ_0 for Λ_t =

√_{60} 49 f.

depend only on such ratios. In Fig. 2c and 2d we examine the dependence of Γ_A/m_A and σ_A on the ratio σf/μ_0, which is taken to be of order unity, for κ_D = κ_Q = λ_L = λ_E = σ, m_A = 750 GeV and f = 10 TeV. Although we set μ_D = μ_Q = μ_L = μ_E = μ_0 = 4 TeV the numerical values of Γ_A/m_A and σ_A should not depend on μ_0 whilst μ_0 ≫ M_A and the ratio μ_0/σ is fixed. One can see that this more natural scenario implies that Γ_A/m_A and σ_A are substantially lower than those presented in Fig. 2a and 2b. In particular, when σf/μ_0 is close to unity, the LHC production cross section of the pseudoscalar A is just a few fb.

The variations of the branching fractions of the decays of the SM singlet pNGB state A associated with this scenario are studied in Fig. 3a and 3b. In this case the pseudoscalar A decays mainly into tt̄. The branching ratio of the decay A → gg can be considerably smaller than BR(A → tt̄) but is much larger than BR(A → W W ) which is the third largest one. As before BR(A → ZZ) is smaller than BR(A → W W ) but is significantly larger than BR(A → γγ) whereas the branching ratio of the decay A → γγ is bigger than BR(A → γZ). As follows from Fig. 3a and 3b the branching ratio of the decay A → bb̄ may be comparable with BR(A → ZZ), BR(A → γγ), BR(A → γZ) and even BR(A → W W ).

In our analysis we explore the production and decays of the pseudoscalar A in the part of the E_6CHM parameter space where σ_A is considerably larger as compared with the LHC production cross sections of the SM singlet pNGB states in the simplest composite Higgs models with f ≳ 10 TeV. Such enhancement of σ_A can be caused by the presence of exotic quarks in the E_6CHM only if the contributions to c_3 from different exotic quark multiplets as well as composite partners of the SM particles do not cancel each other. If the cancellation of different contributions to c_3 takes place then σ_A may be substantially smaller than 1 fb. Indeed, in this case the partial width of the decay A → gg can be estimated as Γ(A → gg) = 2m^3_A πf^2 ( α_3 16π )_2 × a^2 , (22)

where a = 16πfc_3/α_3 is a dimensionless parameter. Large cancellation of different contributions to c_3 corresponds to a ≪ 1. Then for m_A ≃ 750 GeV using Eq. (15) one can obtain σ_A ≃ 0.086 fb × a^2 . (23) Naturalness requires the parameter a to be of the order of unity. Varying a around unity one finds that in the case of reasonably natural scenarios the cross section σ_A changes from 0.01 fb to a few fb. This relatively small production cross section of the SM singlet pNGB state A makes its observation at the LHC rather problematic.

Γ(A → ηη̄)/m_A BR(A → tt̄, gg, W W, ZZ, γγ, γZ) × 10^3

μ_η μ_0 (a) (b)

Figure 4: The ratio Γ(A → ηη̄)/m_A and the branching ratios of the decays of the pNGB state A are presented for m_A = 750 GeV. In (a) the ratio Γ(A → ηη̄)/m_A is shown as a function of the mass of the lightest exotic fermion μ_η for λ_η = 2.5 (solid line), λ_η = 2 (dashed line) and λ_η = 1.4 (dashed–dotted line). In (b) the branching ratios of the decays of A into tt̄ (dashed–dotted line), gg (highest solid line), γγ (highest dashed line), W W (thick solid line), ZZ (lowest solid line) and γZ (lowest dashed line) are given as a function of μ_Q = μ_D = μ_L = μ_E = μ_0 for κ_D = κ_Q = λ_L = λ_E = λ_η = 1.5, Λ_t = √ 15f, f = 10 TeV and μ_η = 300 GeV.

4.2 Large width scenario

Let us now explore the scenario with μ_η ≲ m_A/2, so that the decays of A into η η̄ are kinematically allowed. Fig. 4a indicates that the partial width associated with the decays A → η η̄ tends to be rather large in this case if the Yukawa coupling λ_η is larger than unity. As a consequence the total width Γ_A of the pseudoscalar A is also large and Γ_A ≃ Γ(A → ηη̄). Here again we assume that the mass of the lightest exotic fermion is rather close to m_A/2 resulting in sufficiently big cross section for η η̄ → SM particles, and set μ_D = μ_Q = μ_L = μ_E = μ_0 as well as κ_D = κ_Q = λ_L = λ_E = σ.

As one can see from Fig. 4b the large total width Γ_A leads to the strong suppression of all branching fractions of the decays of A except BR(A → ηη̄) as compared with the narrow width scenarios. Fig. 4b demonstrates that for σ = λ_η = 1.5, Λ_t = √ 15f, f = 10 TeV and μ_η = 300 GeV the branching ratio of A → gg is the second largest when μ_0 varies from 1 TeV to 4 TeV. The branching fractions of A → W W and A → tt̄ can be either the third or fourth largest. If Λ_t is smaller, say around

√_{60}

49 f, or^{σf}_{μ0} ∼ 1 then BR(A → tt̄) tends to be the second largest branching ratio whereas BR(A → gg) and BR(A → W W ) are the third and fourth largest, respectively. Anew the branching fraction of the decay A → ZZ is smaller than BR(A → W W ), can be comparable with BR(A → tt̄) and is bigger than BR(A → γγ) whilst the branching ratio of the decay A → γγ is somewhat larger than BR(A → γZ). With increasing μ_0 the branching fractions of the decays A → gg, W W, ZZ, γγ and γZ reduce. In the scenarios under consideration the branching fractions BR(A → gg), BR(A → W W ) and BR(A → γγ) decreases from 10^{−3}, 10^{−4} and 10^{−5} to 10^{−4}, 10^{−5} and 10^{−6}, respectively, if μ_0 changes from 1 TeV to 4 TeV. BR(A → ηη̄) is always extremely close to unity as long as λ_η ≳ 1. The branching ratio associated with the decay A → tt̄ also does not change much when μ_0 varies. It remains much smaller than BR(A → ηη̄) because the corresponding decay width is suppressed by the ratio (m_t/Λ_t)^2.

At the same time the LHC production cross sections of the pseudoscalar A in the scenarios with narrow and large widths are basically the same (see Figs. 2b and 2d). In both cases σ_A is basically determined by the masses of the exotic quarks and their couplings to the SM singlet pNGB state A. Since A decays predominantly into a pair ηη̄ that gives rise to the E^{miss}_T in the final state, the large LHC production cross section of the pseudoscalar A should also result in a non-negligible cross section for pp → j + E^{miss}_T that may be observed at the LHC in the near future^7.

The presence of exotic fermions with masses in the few TeV range should lead to remarkable signatures which have already been mentioned in [1]. The production processes of exotic coloured fermions involve gluon–induced QCD interactions, so that these states are doubly produced. Assuming that such exotic coloured states couple most strongly to the third generation fermions, they decay into a pair of third generation quarks and the lightest neutral exotic state resulting in the enhancement of the cross sections for pp → ttbb + E^{miss}_T + X and pp → bbbb + E^{miss}_T + X . (24) Although the production cross sections of other exotic fermions tend to be somewhat smaller, their pair production can also result in an enhancement of the cross sections for the processes with the final states (24). Thus the exotic fermion states should be observable in dedicated searches at Run 2 of the LHC.

The collider signatures associated with the scalar colour triplet T , that stems from the same pNGB SU(5) multiplet as the Higgs doublet, are model–dependent. In general T decays as [1] T → b + ζ_1 + X , where ζ_1 is the lightest exotic fermion state with baryon number B_{ζ1} = 1/3. However, when the composite fermion D^c carries baryon number B_Dc = 1/3 the following decay

7In the E_6CHM the monojet cross-section tends to be suppressed at least by a factor (α_s/π) as compared to the LHC production cross section of the SM singlet pNGB state A.

channels are also allowed for this exotic scalar state T [1]

T → t + b + ζ_1 + ζ_1 + X , T → t + t + b + ζ_1 + X .

If T is sufficiently light the scalar colour triplets can be pair–produced at the LHC. Then the T T production can lead to the enhancement of the cross sections associated with the channels (24) and/or even to the enhancement of the cross sections for the processes with six third generation quarks in the final states, i.e. pp → T T → ttttbb + E^{miss}_T + X , pp → T T → bbbbbb + E^{miss}_T + X . 5 Conclusions

In the E_6 inspired composite Higgs model (E_6CHM) the strongly interacting sector possesses an SU(6) × U(1)_B × U(1)_L global symmetry. Global U(1)_B and U(1)_L symmetries ensure the conservation of baryon and lepton numbers. Near the scale f ≳ 10 TeV the SU(6) global symmetry is broken down to its SU(5) subgroup, that contains the SM gauge group. Such breakdown of the SU(6) symmetry leads to eleven pNGB states. This set of pNGB states involves, in particular, the SM–like Higgs doublet and SM singlet boson A. If CP is conserved then the SM singlet scalar A is CP–odd and its mixing with the SM–like Higgs boson is forbidden. Below scale f the particle spectrum of the E_6CHM should also include extra matter beyond the SM that leads to the approximate unification of the SM gauge couplings and gives rise to a set of exotic vector–like fermions as well as a composite, right-handed top quark. Baryon number conservation guarantees that the lightest exotic fermion state η is stable. Because of this the phenomenological viability of the model under consideration requires the lightest exotic fermion to be a SM singlet, so that it can play the role of dark matter.

In this paper we studied the possible collider signatures associated with the presence of relatively light pseudoscalar A that might be observed at the LHC in the near future. This SM singlet pNGB state A is expected to have a mass m_A which is substantially lower than f. In general the exotic fermions tend to gain masses which are much larger than m_A. Nevertheless we assumed that the mass of the lightest exotic fermion μ_η is rather close to m_A/2 and its Yukawa coupling to the SM singlet pNGB state λ_η ≳ 1. As a consequence, the annihilation cross section for η η̄ → SM particles is sufficiently large. In this case the relic abundance of the lightest exotic fermion state is determined by the mechanism that generates the baryon asymmetry of the Universe. We allowed μ_η to be either smaller or bigger than m_A/2. The interactions of charged exotic fermions with A induce couplings of this SM singlet pNGB state to the SM gauge bosons. We considered the interactions of A with exotic fermions and specified the couplings of this pseudoscalar boson to gg, γγ, W W , ZZ and Zγ.

At the LHC the pseudoscalar A is mostly produced through gluon fusion. In our analysis we focused on the region of the E_6CHM parameter space where the LHC production cross section of the SM singlet pNGB state A could be strongly enhanced. In this part of the parameter space all charged exotic fermions have masses in the few TeV range and their couplings to A are either larger than or of the order of unity. We argued that in this case for m_A ≃ 750 GeV the LHC production cross section σ_A of the pseudoscalar A can be as large as 0.1 − 1 pb. At the same time the requirement of naturalness implies that the LHC production cross section of the SM singlet pNGB state A could vary from 0.01 fb to a few fb. Such small values of the cross section σ_A makes the observation of the corresponding pseudoscalar state rather problematic. When μ_η > m_A/2 the SM singlet pNGB state A decays predominantly into either tt̄ or gg. BR(A → W W ) tends to be considerably smaller than BR(A → gg). The branching fraction of the decay A → ZZ is less than BR(A → W W ) but bigger than BR(A → γγ) while the branching ratio of the decay A → γγ is somewhat larger than BR(A → γZ). The qualitative pattern of branching ratios mentioned above may vary if, for example, the masses of exotic fermions are very different. In particular, we identified the part of the E_6CHM parameter space where BR(A → γγ) may be the third largest branching fraction and can be as large as 10% whereas the decay rates of A → W W, ZZ and γZ are suppressed^8. The decay channel A → γγ may play an important role in searches for such SM singlet pNGB state because the decay modes A → gg, tt̄, W W and ZZ result in final states that predominantly contain jets and therefore their experimental identification can be rather problematic. In all these scenarios the total width of the pseudoscalar A is rather narrow, i.e. Γ_A/m_A ∼ 10^{−5} − 10^{−4}.

When μ_η < m_A/2 the tree-level decays of A into η η̄ are kinematically allowed and the total width of the SM singlet pNGB state A can be quite large, i.e. Γ_A/m_A ≳ 0.01. In this case the pseudoscalar A decays mainly into η η̄ resulting in invisible final states. If λ_η ≳ 1 all other branching ratios are extremely small. BR(A → gg) and BR(A → tt̄) can be either the second or third largest branching fractions and tend to be less than 10^{−4} − 10^{−3}. On the other hand the LHC production cross section σ_A of the pseudoscalar A is set by the masses of the exotic quarks as well as their couplings to A. Therefore σ_A remains basically the same as in the case of μ_η > m_A/2. Then sufficiently large σ_A should also lead to a non-negligible cross section of the process pp → j + E^{miss}_T .

Finally, the presence of exotic coloured fermions with masses in the few TeV range should give rise to an enhancement of the cross sections pp → ttbb + E^{miss}_T + X and

8The obtained diphoton decay rate satisfies theoretical constraints discussed in [37]

pp → bbbb + E^{miss}_T + X, which may be also observable at Run 2 of the LHC.

Acknowledgements

RN is grateful to E. Boos, S. F. King, M. Mühlleitner, D. G. Sutherland, X. Tata, M. Vysotsky for helpful discussions. RN also thanks H. Fritzsch for very valuable comments and remarks. This work was supported by the University of Adelaide and the Australian Research Council through the ARC Center of Excellence in Particle Physics at the Terascale (CE 110001004) and through grant LF099 2247 (AWT).

References

[1] R. Nevzorov, A. W. Thomas, Phys. Rev. D 92 (2015) 075007 [arXiv:1507.02101 [hep-ph]].

[2] R. Contino, Y. Nomura, A. Pomarol, Nucl. Phys. B 671 (2003) 148 [hep-ph/0306259];

K. Agashe, A. Delgado, M. J. May, R. Sundrum, JHEP 0308 (2003) 050 [hep-ph/0308036]; K. Agashe, R. Contino, A. Pomarol, Nucl. Phys. B 719 (2005) 165 [hep-ph/0412089]; R. Contino, T. Kramer, M. Son, R. Sundrum, JHEP 0705 (2007) 074 [hep-ph/0612180].

[3] B. Bellazzini, C. Cski, J. Serra, Eur. Phys. J. C 74 (2014) 5, 2766 [arXiv:1401.2457 [hep-ph]].

[4] S. F. King and R. Nevzorov, JHEP 1603 (2016) 139 [arXiv:1601.07242 [hep-ph]].

[5] E. Ma, Phys. Lett. B 380 (1996) 286; E. Keith, E. Ma, Phys. Rev. D 56 (1997) 7155;

D. Suematsu, Phys. Rev. D 57 (1998) 1738; T. Hambye, E. Ma, M. Raidal, U. Sarkar, Phys. Lett. B 512 (2001) 373; S. F. King, S. Moretti, R. Nevzorov, Phys. Rev. D 73 (2006) 035009; S. F. King, S. Moretti, R. Nevzorov, Phys. Lett. B 634 (2006) 278; S. F. King, S. Moretti, R. Nevzorov, arXiv:hep-ph/0601269; S. F. King, S. Moretti, R. Nevzorov, AIP Conf. Proc. 881 (2007) 138; S. F. King, S. Moretti, R. Nevzorov, Phys. Lett. B 650 (2007) 57; R. Howl, S. F. King, JHEP 0801 (2008) 030; S. F. King, R. Luo, D. J. Miller, R. Nevzorov, JHEP 0812 (2008) 042; P. Athron, S. F. King, D. J. Miller, S. Moretti, R. Nevzorov, arXiv:0810.0617 [hep-ph]; S. Hesselbach, D. J. Miller, G. Moortgat-Pick, R. Nevzorov and M. Trusov, Phys. Lett. B 662 (2008) 199; P. Athron, S. F. King, D. J. Miller, S. Moretti, R. Nevzorov, Phys. Lett. B 681 (2009) 448; P. Athron, S. F. King, D. J. Miller, S. Moretti, R. Nevzorov, Phys. Rev. D 80 (2009) 035009; J. P. Hall, S. F. King, R. Nevzorov, S. Pakvasa, M. Sher, Phys. Rev. D 83 (2011) 075013; P. Athron, S. F. King, D. J. Miller, S. Moretti, R. Nevzorov, Phys. Rev. D 84 (2011) 055006; P. Athron, D. Stockinger, A. Voigt, Phys. Rev. D 86 (2012) 095012; P. Athron, S. F. King, D. J. Miller, S. Moretti, R. Nevzorov, Phys. Rev. D 86 (2012) 095003; R. Nevzorov, Phys. Rev. D 87 (2013) 015029; P. Athron, M. Binjonaid, S. F. King, Phys. Rev. D 87 (2013) 115023; D. J. Miller, A. P. Morais, P. N. Pandita, Phys. Rev. D 87 (2013) 015007; M. Sperling, D. Stckinger, A. Voigt, JHEP 1307 (2013) 132; R. Nevzorov, Phys. Rev. D 89 (2014) 5, 055010; R. Nevzorov, S. Pakvasa, Phys. Lett. B 728 (2014) 210; M. Sperling, D. Stckinger, A. Voigt, JHEP 1401, 068 (2014); P. Athron, M. Mhlleitner, R. Nevzorov, A. G. Williams, JHEP 1501 (2015) 153; R. Nevzorov, S. Pakvasa, arXiv:1411.0386 [hep-ph]; R. Nevzorov, PoS EPS -HEP2015 (2015) 381 [arXiv:1510.05387 [hep-ph]]; P. Athron, D. Harries,

R. Nevzorov, A. G. Williams, arXiv:1512.07040 [hep-ph]; P. Athron, M. Muhlleitner, R. Nevzorov and A. G. Williams, arXiv:1602.04453 [hep-ph].

[6] K. Agashe, R. Contino, R. Sundrum, Phys. Rev. Lett. 95 (2005) 171804 [hep-ph/0502222].

[7] K. Agashe, R. Contino, Nucl. Phys. B 742 (2006) 59 [hep-ph/0510164]; K. Agashe, R. Contino, L. Da Rold, A. Pomarol, Phys. Lett. B 641 (2006) 62 [hep-ph/0605341]; G. F. Giudice, C. Grojean, A. Pomarol, R. Rattazzi, JHEP 0706 (2007) 045 [hep-ph/0703164]; R. Barbieri, B. Bellazzini, V. S. Rychkov, A. Varagnolo, Phys. Rev. D 76 (2007) 115008 [arXiv:0706.0432 [hep-ph]]; P. Lodone, JHEP 0812 (2008) 029 [arXiv:0806.1472 [hep-ph]]; M. Gillioz, Phys. Rev. D 80 (2009) 055003 [arXiv:0806.3450 [hep-ph]]; C. Anastasiou, E. Furlan, J. Santiago, Phys. Rev. D 79 (2009) 075003 [arXiv:0901.2117 [hep-ph]]; G. Panico, A. Wulzer, JHEP 1109 (2011) 135 [arXiv:1106.2719 [hep-ph]]; S. De Curtis, M. Redi, A. Tesi, JHEP 1204 (2012) 042 [arXiv:1110.1613 [hep-ph]]; D. Marzocca, M. Serone, J. Shu, JHEP 1208 (2012) 013 [arXiv:1205.0770 [hep-ph]]; A. Orgogozo, S. Rychkov, JHEP 1306 (2013) 014 [arXiv:1211.5543 [hep-ph]]; D. Pappadopulo, A. Thamm, R. Torre, JHEP 1307 (2013) 058 [arXiv:1303.3062 [hep-ph]]; C. Grojean, O. Matsedonskyi, G. Panico, JHEP 1310 (2013) 160 [arXiv:1306.4655 [hep-ph]].

[8] M. Frigerio, J. Serra, A. Varagnolo, JHEP 1106 (2011) 029 [arXiv:1103.2997 [hepph]].

[9] M. Carena, E. Ponton, J. Santiago and C. E. M. Wagner, Nucl. Phys. B 759 (2006) 202 [hep-ph/0607106]; A. Pomarol, J. Serra, Phys. Rev. D 78 (2008) 074026 [arXiv:0806.3247 [hep-ph]]; D. Pappadopulo, A. Thamm and R. Torre, JHEP 1307 (2013) 058 [arXiv:1303.3062 [hep-ph]].

[10] B. Bellazzini, C. Csaki, J. Hubisz, J. Serra, J. Terning, JHEP 1211 (2012) 003 [arXiv:1205.4032 [hep-ph]].

[11] M. Gillioz, R. Grober, C. Grojean, M. Muhlleitner, E. Salvioni, JHEP 1210 (2012) 004 [arXiv:1206.7120 [hep-ph]]; A. Azatov, J. Galloway, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 28 (2013) 1330004 [arXiv:1212.1380]; A. Falkowski, F. Riva and A. Urbano, JHEP 1311 (2013) 111 [arXiv:1303.1812 [hep-ph]]; A. Azatov, R. Contino, A. Di Iura, J. Galloway, Phys. Rev. D 88 (2013) 7, 075019 [arXiv:1308.2676 [hep-ph]]; M. Gillioz, R. Grber, A. Kapuvari, M. Mhlleitner, JHEP 1403 (2014) 037 [arXiv:1311.4453 [hep-ph]].

[12] R. Barbieri, G. Isidori, D. Pappadopulo, JHEP 0902 (2009) 029 [arXiv:0811.2888 [hep-ph]]; O. Matsedonskyi, JHEP 1502 (2015) 154 [arXiv:1411.4638 [hep-ph]].

[13] R. Barbieri, D. Buttazzo, F. Sala, D. M. Straub, A. Tesi, JHEP 1305 (2013) 069 [arXiv:1211.5085 [hep-ph]].

[14] C. Csaki, A. Falkowski, A. Weiler, JHEP 0809 (2008) 008 [arXiv:0804.1954 [hep-ph]];

K. Agashe, A. Azatov, L. Zhu, Phys. Rev. D 79 (2009) 056006 [arXiv:0810.1016 [hepph]].

[15] N. Vignaroli, Phys. Rev. D 86 (2012) 115011 [arXiv:1204.0478 [hep-ph]].

[16] M. Redi, A. Weiler, JHEP 1111 (2011) 108 [arXiv:1106.6357 [hep-ph]].

[17] M. Blanke, A. J. Buras, B. Duling, S. Gori, A. Weiler, JHEP 0903 (2009) 001 [arXiv:0809.1073 [hep-ph]]; O. Gedalia, G. Isidori, G. Perez, Phys. Lett. B 682 (2009) 200 [arXiv:0905.3264 [hep-ph]].

[18] R. Barbieri, D. Buttazzo, F. Sala, D. M. Straub, JHEP 1207 (2012) 181 [arXiv:1203.4218 [hep-ph]].

[19] M. Redi, JHEP 1309 (2013) 060 [arXiv:1306.1525 [hep-ph]].

[20] K. Agashe, A. E. Blechman, F. Petriello, Phys. Rev. D 74 (2006) 053011 [hep-ph/0606021]; C. Csaki, Y. Grossman, P. Tanedo, Y. Tsai, Phys. Rev. D 83 (2011) 073002 [arXiv:1004.2037 [hep-ph]].

[21] C. Csaki, C. Delaunay, C. Grojean, Y. Grossman, JHEP 0810 (2008) 055 [arXiv:0806.0356 [hep-ph]]; F. del Aguila, A. Carmona, J. Santiago, JHEP 1008 (2010) 127 [arXiv:1001.5151 [hep-ph]].

[22] G. Cacciapaglia, C. Csaki, J. Galloway, G. Marandella, J. Terning, A. Weiler, JHEP 0804 (2008) 006 [arXiv:0709.1714 [hep-ph]]; M. Redi, Eur. Phys. J. C 72 (2012) 2030 [arXiv:1203.4220 [hep-ph]]; M. Knig, M. Neubert, D. M. Straub, Eur. Phys. J. C 74 (2014) 7, 2945 [arXiv:1403.2756 [hep-ph]].

[23] B. Gripaios, A. Pomarol, F. Riva, J. Serra, JHEP 0904 (2009) 070 [arXiv:0902.1483 [hep-ph]]; J. Mrazek, A. Pomarol, R. Rattazzi, M. Redi, J. Serra, A. Wulzer, Nucl. Phys. B 853 (2011) 1 [arXiv:1105.5403 [hep-ph]]; M. Redi, A. Tesi, JHEP 1210 (2012) 166 [arXiv:1205.0232 [hep-ph]]; E. Bertuzzo, T. S. Ray, H. de Sandes, C. A. Savoy, JHEP 1305 (2013) 153 [arXiv:1206.2623 [hep-ph]]; M. Montull, F. Riva, JHEP 1211 (2012) 018 [arXiv:1207.1716 [hep-ph]]; M. Chala, JHEP 1301 (2013) 122 [arXiv:1210.6208 [hep-ph]].

[24] M. Frigerio, A. Pomarol, F. Riva, A. Urbano, JHEP 1207 (2012) 015 [arXiv:1204.2808 [hep-ph]].

[25] R. Contino, C. Grojean, M. Moretti, F. Piccinini, R. Rattazzi, JHEP 1005 (2010) 089 [arXiv:1002.1011 [hep-ph]]; I. Low, A. Vichi, Phys. Rev. D 84 (2011) 045019 [arXiv:1010.2753 [hep-ph]]; R. Contino, D. Marzocca, D. Pappadopulo, R. Rattazzi, JHEP 1110 (2011) 081 [arXiv:1109.1570 [hep-ph]]; A. Azatov, J. Galloway, Phys. Rev. D 85 (2012) 055013 [arXiv:1110.5646 [hep-ph]]; R. Contino, M. Ghezzi, M. Moretti, G. Panico, F. Piccinini, A. Wulzer, JHEP 1208 (2012) 154 [arXiv:1205.5444 [hep-ph]]; R. Contino, M. Ghezzi, C. Grojean, M. Muhlleitner, M. Spira, JHEP 1307 (2013) 035 [arXiv:1303.3876 [hep-ph]]; C. Delaunay, C. Grojean, G. Perez, JHEP 1309 (2013) 090 [arXiv:1303.5701 [hep-ph]]; A. Banfi, A. Martin, V. Sanz, JHEP 1408 (2014) 053 [arXiv:1308.4771 [hepph]]; M. Montull, F. Riva, E. Salvioni, R. Torre, Phys. Rev. D 88 (2013) 095006 [arXiv:1308.0559 [hep-ph]]; R. Contino, C. Grojean, D. Pappadopulo, R. Rattazzi, A. Thamm, JHEP 1402 (2014) 006 [arXiv:1309.7038 [hep-ph]]; T. Flacke, J. H. Kim, S. J. Lee, S. H. Lim, JHEP 1405 (2014) 123 [arXiv:1312.5316 [hep-ph]]; C. Grojean, E. Salvioni, M. Schlaffer, A. Weiler, JHEP 1405 (2014) 022 [arXiv:1312.3317 [hepph]]; M. Carena, L. Da Rold, E. Pontn, JHEP 1406 (2014) 159 [arXiv:1402.2987 [hep-ph]]; A. Carmona, F. Goertz, JHEP 1505 (2015) 002 [arXiv:1410.8555 [hepph]]; G. Buchalla, O. Cata, C. Krause, Nucl. Phys. B 894 (2015) 602 [arXiv:1412.6356 [hep-ph]].

[26] A. Pomarol, F. Riva, JHEP 1208 (2012) 135 [arXiv:1205.6434 [hep-ph]]; O. Matsedonskyi, G. Panico, A. Wulzer, JHEP 1301 (2013) 164 [arXiv:1204.6333 [hep-ph]].

[27] K. Agashe, A. Delgado, R. Sundrum, Annals Phys. 304 (2003) 145 [hep-ph/0212028];

T. Gherghetta, Phys. Rev. D 71 (2005) 065001 [hep-ph/0411090].

[28] J. Barnard, T. Gherghetta, T. S. Ray, A. Spray, JHEP 1501 (2015) 067 [arXiv:1409.7391 [hep-ph]].

[29] M. Asano and R. Kitano, JHEP 1409 (2014) 171 [arXiv:1406.6374 [hep-ph]].

[30] K. Agashe, A. Belyaev, T. Krupovnickas, G. Perez, J. Virzi, Phys. Rev. D 77 (2008) 015003 [hep-ph/0612015]; B. Lillie, L. Randall and L. T. Wang, JHEP 0709 (2007) 074 [hep-ph/0701166]; K. Agashe, H. Davoudiasl, S. Gopalakrishna, T. Han, G. Y. Huang, G. Perez, Z. G. Si, A. Soni, Phys. Rev. D 76 (2007) 115015 [arXiv:0709.0007 [hep-ph]]; M. Carena, A. D. Medina, B. Panes, N. R. Shah,

C. E. M. Wagner, Phys. Rev. D 77 (2008) 076003 [arXiv:0712.0095 [hep-ph]]; R. Contino, G. Servant, JHEP 0806 (2008) 026 [arXiv:0801.1679 [hep-ph]]; K. Agashe, S. Gopalakrishna, T. Han, G. Y. Huang, A. Soni, Phys. Rev. D 80 (2009) 075007 [arXiv:0810.1497 [hep-ph]]; J. Mrazek, A. Wulzer, Phys. Rev. D 81 (2010) 075006 [arXiv:0909.3977 [hep-ph]]; K. Agashe, A. Azatov, T. Han, Y. Li, Z. G. Si, L. Zhu, Phys. Rev. D 81 (2010) 096002 [arXiv:0911.0059 [hep-ph]]; G. Dissertori, E. Furlan, F. Moortgat, P. Nef, JHEP 1009 (2010) 019 [arXiv:1005.4414 [hep-ph]]; N. Vignaroli, Phys. Rev. D 86 (2012) 075017 [arXiv:1207.0830 [hep-ph]]; G. Cacciapaglia, A. Deandrea, L. Panizzi, S. Perries, V. Sordini, JHEP 1303 (2013) 004 [arXiv:1211.4034 [hep-ph]]; A. De Simone, O. Matsedonskyi, R. Rattazzi, A. Wulzer, JHEP 1304 (2013) 004 [arXiv:1211.5663 [hep-ph]]; J. Li, D. Liu, J. Shu, JHEP 1311 (2013) 047 [arXiv:1306.5841 [hep-ph]]; M. Redi, V. Sanz, M. de Vries, A. Weiler, JHEP 1308 (2013) 008 [arXiv:1305.3818 [hep-ph]]; C. Delaunay, T. Flacke, J. Gonzalez-Fraile, S. J. Lee, G. Panico, G. Perez, JHEP 1402 (2014) 055 [arXiv:1311.2072 [hep-ph]]; O. Matsedonskyi, F. Riva, T. Vantalon, JHEP 1404 (2014) 059 [arXiv:1401.3740 [hep-ph]]; H. C. Cheng, J. Gu, JHEP 1410 (2014) 002 [arXiv:1406.6689 [hepph]]; B. Gripaios, T. Mller, M. A. Parker, D. Sutherland, JHEP 1408 (2014) 171 [arXiv:1406.5957 [hep-ph]]; A. Azatov, G. Panico, G. Perez, Y. Soreq, JHEP 1412 (2014) 082 [arXiv:1408.4525 [hep-ph]]; M. Backovi, T. Flacke, J. H. Kim, S. J. Lee, JHEP 1504 (2015) 082 [arXiv:1410.8131 [hep-ph]]; S. Kanemura, K. Kaneta, N. Machida, T. Shindou, Phys. Rev. D 91 (2015) 11, 115016 [arXiv:1410.8413 [hep-ph]]; A. Thamm, R. Torre, A. Wulzer, arXiv:1502.01701 [hep-ph]; A. Azatov, D. Chowdhury, D. Ghosh, T. S. Ray, arXiv:1505.01506 [hep-ph]; J. Serra, arXiv:1506.05110 [hep-ph].

[31] J. Barnard, T. Gherghetta, T. S. Ray, JHEP 1402 (2014) 002 [arXiv:1311.6562 [hep-ph]]; G. Ferretti, D. Karateev, JHEP 1403 (2014) 077 [arXiv:1312.5330 [hep-ph]]; G. Cacciapaglia, F. Sannino, JHEP 1404 (2014) 111 [arXiv:1402.0233 [hep-ph]]; A. Hietanen, R. Lewis, C. Pica, F. Sannino, JHEP 1407 (2014) 116 [arXiv:1404.2794 [hep-lat]]; G. Ferretti, JHEP 1406 (2014) 142 [arXiv:1404.7137 [hep-ph]]; A. Parolini, Phys. Rev. D 90 (2014) 11, 115026 [arXiv:1405.4875 [hepph]]; M. Geller, O. Telem, Phys. Rev. Lett. 114 (2015) 191801 [arXiv:1411.2974 [hep-ph]]; B. Gripaios, M. Nardecchia, S. A. Renner, JHEP 1505 (2015) 006 [arXiv:1412.1791 [hep-ph]]; M. Low, A. Tesi, L. T. Wang, Phys. Rev. D 91 (2015) 095012 [arXiv:1501.07890 [hep-ph]]; M. Golterman, Y. Shamir, Phys. Rev. D 91 (2015) 094506 [arXiv:1502.00390 [hep-ph]].

[32] J. Rich, M. Spiro, J. Lloyd–Owen, Phys. Rept. 151 (1987) 239; P. F. Smith, Contemp.

Phys. 29 (1988) 159; T. K. Hemmick et al. , Phys. Rev. D 41 (1990) 2074. [33] S. Wolfram, Phys. Lett. B 82 (1979) 65; C. B. Dover, T. K. Gaisser, G. Steigman, Phys. Rev. Lett. 42 (1979) 1117.

[34] M. R. Buckley, D. Hooper, J. Kumar, Phys. Rev. D 88 (2013) 063532 [arXiv:1307.3561].

[35] R. Franceschini et al., JHEP 1603 (2016) 144 [arXiv:1512.04933 [hep-ph]]. [36] M. Low, A. Tesi and L. T. Wang, JHEP 1603 (2016) 108 [arXiv:1512.05328 [hepph]]; B. Bellazzini, R. Franceschini, F. Sala and J. Serra, JHEP 1604 (2016) 072 [arXiv:1512.05330 [hep-ph]].

[37] I. Low and J. Lykken, [arXiv:1512.09089 [hep-ph]]; J. F. Kamenik, B. R. Safdi, Y. Soreq and J. Zupan, JHEP 1607 (2016) 042 [arXiv:1603.06566 [hep-ph]].