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Abstract

We present a framework to study the interactions among Nambu-Goldstone bosons (NGB),
pseudo-NGB (pNGBs) and gauge bosons in Composite Higgs (CH) models at high energies, in-
cluding operators of order O(p*) and O(p?¢?) in the chiral expansion and topological terms. The
set of (p)NGBs comprises the longitudinal modes of electroweak bosons, the Higgs boson, and
possibly other scalar states from the dynamical spontaneous electroweak symmetry breaking. The
framework is implemented in a collider simulation tool especially suited for the study of Goldstone
Boson Scattering (GBS), which includes vector boson scattering (VBS), di-Higgs production via

vector boson fusion (VBF) and the pair production of other pNGBs via VBF.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Composite Higgs (CH) models are promising alternatives to the Standard Model (SM),
describing the electroweak (EW) symmetry breaking (SB) dynamically via a fermionic con-
densate, solving the hierarchy problem [IH3], as well as the little hierarchy between the
compositeness scale and the Higgs mass via the vacuum misalignment mechanism [4] with a
SM-like light Higgs boson appearing as a pseudo-Nambu-Goldstone boson (pNGB) [B, 6]. It
also opens several paths towards explaining dark matter with composite states, unification
and SM fermion masses hierarchy via partial compositeness (PC) [7] with large anomalous
dimension of fermionic operators in a near-conformal phase [§].

The description of CH interactions below the condensation scale is provided by the chiral
expansion of the Coleman-Callan-Wess-Zumino (CCWZ) formalism [9, [10], usual in the
CH literature (see [ITHI3|] for reviews). In CH models an approximate global symmetry

G is spontaneously broken to the stability group H giving origin to a set of (p)NGBs.



Besides the 3 exact NGB eaten by the weak bosons, CH models contain the Higgs boson
as well as other pNGBs in non-minimal scenarios. Models with an explicit matter content
of hyperfermions with PC mechanism via a four-dimensional gauge theory have typically
non-minimal cosets [14-19].

The interactions among the (p)NGBs, including the Higgs and longitudinal modes of weak
bosons, are fixed by the non-linear symmetry of the CCWZ construction. These interactions
can be observed via precise measurement of SM processes or the production of other pNGBs.
In this paper we present the CCWZ Lagrangian for a generic CH coset, with a minimal set
of operators that allow the description of the gauge interactions and the misalignment of the
vacuum. We include operators at orders O(p?), O(p*) and O(p?¢?) in the chiral expansion,
as well as the topological Wess-Zumino-Witten terms (WZW) [20, 21]. The presented O(p*)
and O(p*g?) terms are intended as a minimum self-consistent set of operators that can be
used to renormalize one-loop amplitudes in the chiral perturbation framework.

A framework for the automatic simulation of CH processes in collider experiments
based on the FEYNRULES package [22), 23], Universal Feynrules Output (UFO) [24] and
MG5_AMC@NLO [25] is presented. Predictions for (pseudo-)Goldstone boson scattering
(GBS) are used as examples. GBS processes give the ultimate test of the dynamical origin
of EWSB. It includes Vector Boson Scattering (VBS), di-Higgs production via Vector Boson
Fusion (VBF) and the pair production of extra pNGBs via VBF. For the SM processes VBS
and di-Higgs via VBF distributions are computed up to O(p*) at tree level. Predictions for
pNGB pair production via VBF for SU(4)/Sp(4) and SU(5)/SO(5) are also produced at
O(p?) at tree level.

The paper is organized as follows. In sec. we provide the general CCWZ framework
and the contruction of the lowest order Lagrangian, including the WZW terms. In sec.
we extend the formalism to include operators of O(p*) and O(p*g?). In sec. we show

some predictions as example. We conclude in sec. with prospects for the future.

II. CCWZ FORMALISM FOR CH MODELS TO LOWEST ORDER

In this section we repeat the CCWZ formalism for CH models in order to fix the notation.
The basic idea of the CCWZ construction is to define objects which are invariant under the

global symmetry G, that are spontaneously broken to the subgroup H via a “gauge” choice.



The generators of G, T4, A =1,--- ,dg, are normalized with the convention (TAT?) =
2048 () is the trace. They are split in the unbroken generators belonging to H, T =
T¢=5% a=1,---,dy and the broken ones that belong to the coset G/H, T3+ = T4 =
X% g =1,---,ds — dy. For the cosets which can be realized with fermion condensates
SU(2N)/SO(2N), SU(2N)/Sp(2N) and SU(N) x SU(N)r/SU(N)y [26], 27], we can get

the generators from the equations
SU%0 4+ 25T =0, X%, -2, X7 =0, (1)

with the ¥y a (anti-)symmetric matrix in the (pseudo-)real rep. SU(N)/SO(N)
(SU(N)/Sp(N)) case. We choose explicitly

;

loy, for SU(2N)/SO(2N)
—en
€N , for SU2N +1)/SO(2N + 1)
1
Yo = (2)
1y
, for SU(2N)/Sp(2N)
In
In
, fOI"SU(N)LXSU(N)R/SU(N)V
In
\

1y is the N-dimension identity matrix and ey is the fully anti-symmetric N-dimension
matrix with entries given by the Levi-Civita symbol with €15y = 1.

In the SU(N)?/SU(N) case, we use

T M(1y), A=1,---  dim(SU(N))

T = - Tiwy =
AT
—Tg Iy(AM), A=dim(SU(N)) 4 1,--- ,2dim(SU(N))
(3)

With this choice for T4 and 3, we get the unbroken T;, = Ty and the broken T; = —Ty

generators as block diagonal matrices:
S = diag(\®, —\T?), X = diag(\", A7) (4)

where A\* are the Gell-Mann matrices generators of SU (V). The advantage of this notation is

that all subsequent discussion can be made general. For the minimal CH coset SO(5)/SO(4)
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we use [2§]

i _ _%(6@'5@' _ 5% 65, (5)
,(‘lj _ _%(%eabc((sbi(;cj _ 5bj56i) + (5‘“64j _ 5aj54i)>’ (6)
S;zj+3 _ _%(%Eabc((gbi(gd _ 5bj50i) _ (5ai§4j — §aj54i))’ (7)

with a = 1,2, 3.
An element of G and of H are g = i@’ T* and h = eio*S" respectively. Every element of

G can be parameterized by g = {(m)h with £ an element of the coset G/H

g(m) =€ (8)

The action of g € G in &(n) is still an element ¢’ € G and can be parametrized in the same

form ¢ = g&(7) = &{(n")h(m, g) defining the non-linear character of {(7) transformation

§(m) = &(7') = g&(m)h(m, )" (9)

It is also useful to define

Y =8¢t — g2gt . (10)

which follows from Yoh = $pel**5" = e7 "5 5 = h*%.

We can now embed the left 7% and right T% generators of the custodial subgroup SU(2), x
SU(2)g C H as unbroken generators. This can be defined as any 3+3 generators that obey
the SU(2) Lie algebra

(T8 g T gl = i€ TS, [T, T8 = 0. (11)

We will eventually gauge SU(2), and the hypercharge as the third component of SU(2)g. We
will not consider cases where H has no custodial group as subgroup. We keep the structure

abc

constant € as in the SM, in order to conserve the usual values of the gauge couplings g, ¢'.

This enforces us to have in general a different normalization for the generators
Tr [T} 517 5] = t6°. (12)

In this manuscript we consider only condensates in the EW sector and will not discuss QCD
charged condensates, even though they are important in CH models and in top quark partial

compositeness contruction in particular [15] [17].



We can now identify the Higgs doublet ® as a NGB transforming as a bi-doublet of
SU(2), x SU(2)g just defined. The neutral component h (with associated generator X)

acquires a vacuum expectation value (vev) (h) to break EW symmetry. Similarly, other

NGB can acquire a vev. The & object can thus be written as
€ =Qe™/ | with I = N7°X°. (13)

The fields 7* are free of tadpoles, since the form of €2 is provided by the minimization of the
potential. N is a normalization factor. We note that the new fields are not simply related

by h = (ﬁ} + h. € is given by the exponentiation of the vev

O = HID/f s (INXn(h)/f _ JINXL0 (14)

where the arrow stands for the case where only the Higgs gets a vev and X}, is the respective
generator.

To identify the Higgs and construct the {2 matrix we notice that it is the real part of a
bi-doublet of SU(2),, x SU(2)g. Under h € H transformation, we have

¢ — gch™(g,m) = € L5 nen! (15)

and so I — AIIh~! and by expanding we can get the eigensystem of specific generators
[T, T1] = M\(T)II. The neutral part of the bidoublet H® = h + ir3 has eigenvalues \(T%) =
—A(T3) = £1/2 and from that we can identify the Higgs with the real component '. After
identifying the Higgs we can exponentiate it to get the ) matrix. We provide the explicit form
of X}, and € for the “minimal cosets” SU(4)/Sp(4), SU(5)/SO(5) and SU(4)xSU(4)/SU(4)
in appendix. (Al).

In general other pNGB might acquire a vev, and in this case the whole vacuum has to
be exponetiated to get the 2 matrix. We will not explore this possibility in this paper,
although it can have interesting phenomenological implications.

The construction of the Lagrangian in the condensate phase follows the usual chiral

Lagrangian prescription, with the definition of some basic objects,

wy =EV,E, V&= (0, — i) Ju=viS" +al X" (16)

L Alternatively, we can use the fact that the Higgs is a singlet of SU(2)y while 73 is part of a triplet, and
get rid of the triplet component.



which transform under G as
W, — hwuhT + hﬁﬂhT, Ju — gjﬂgT + ig@ugT. (17)
w,, can be further decomposed into projections to the unbroken and broken directions as
z, = 2X% )Xz, — hr,hl (18)
s, = 2(S"w,)S*, s, — hs,h' + ho,h". (19)
We can also define a field-strength that transforms homogeneously
S = OuSy — 05, + [Su, 80] — hsuhl . (20)

The incorporation of propagating EW bosons is similar to the incorporation of virtual
photons in the QCD chiral theory [29]. The vector current is simply the gauge interactions.
We can thus turn off the fictitious gauge bosons and keep only the real EW bosons

ju = gWu +g,Bu (21)
3
B, = B, T, W,=) WiTi, (22)
a=1

where Wﬁ (k =1, 2,3) and B, are the elementary electroweak gauge bosons associated

with the SU(2), and U(1) hypercharge groups.
Hyperfermion current masses can be parameterized via the following spurion transforming

homogeneously

X = A MESy — hyht (23)
where M is the hyperfermion mass matrix with dimensionless coefficients of order m/ f where

m are hyperquark current masses. We can also define a hermitian and an anti-hermitian

combination

X+ = %(X +x"). (24)

The fact that the condensate are EW charged also require the definition of gauge spurions
19 = ¢tTie — hr9ipt, 19 = ¢3¢ — hT9 Rl (25)

With the basic objects defined above and a power counting scheme [30, BI], we can

construct the lowest order Lagrangian.

f2 1 a a v 1 v
/:LO = m<$#xu + X+> - Z_LWIU‘VW s ZBHVB#
+ Cy f* g (T SN0 TS,) + C) g (T ST T 50). (26)



The coefficients C, , are order 1. The corresponding C' in QCD with the addition of the
photon, that gives the mass difference between the charged and neutral pions is 0.8 [29].
The Lagrangian sets the LO relation between the NGB decay constant and the EW scale
v =246 GeV,
v = fsinf. (27)

The SM fermion kinetic term is provided by the usual SM covariant term, while their
Yukawa couplings are model dependent. The usual approach in dynamical EW symmetry
breaking is the existence of another type of interaction at the flavor scale Ap ~ 10 TeV,
which induces 4-fermion interactions containing both the hyper fermions and SM fermions,
which at low energy after condensation give origin to the SM fermion masses and their
Yukawa couplings with the pNGBs. The form of these Yukawa terms depends on the physics
at the flavor scale but can be described by spurionic fields transforming under G. For sake of
simplicity we follow [32] and concentrate here on spurions transforming in the fundamental
(F), two-index symmetric (S) or anti-symmetric (A) and the adjoint (Adj) representations.

Each one transforms as
—_ —_ —_ - T - —
oF — 92F,  Z28/A —r §2s5/A9 ., SAd 7 g:Adng- (28)

The SM fermions can be embedded in these representations after identifying the object that
transforms according to their SM quantum numbers. We can then define the fermion fields

in 2-index irreps and fundamental transforming as

124660
- 245§ X0 et (20)
§1844i€
Y = ¢12p — he (30)

The Yukawa terms follow from the bilinear terms like ¢1). The Lagrangian describing SM

fermions at lowest order is thus

Ly = QilpQ + LilpL + wilpu + dilpd + eile (31)
- ﬁ (Yo (uu) + Yq (botba) + Y (brie) + Y, (¥rthy) + huc.) (32)
— L (2000 + Y0 W) + Y200 () + V2T W) +he)  (39)
N % (Yo gt + Yivgwy + Y (Wil + Y, 0, +hee) (34)



where () are left-handed quarks, L are the left handed, u, d the up and down right handed
quarks and e the right-handed electron. All should be understood as sum over flavour space.
Y. ae, are matrices in flavour space with coefficients related to the pre-Yukawas from the
flavor scale, and s are the spurion embedding the corresponding fermion f and defined as
30l Explicit embeddings can be found in [32] 33].

The set of terms in the effective potential that needs to be added to renormalize SM
fermion loops can be derived from the interactions above. We leave this for future work and
will be concerned with only pNGBs and EW bosons in loops.

The topological Wess-Zumino-Witten terms [20, [34] are universal and model independent,
besides being phenomenologically relevant in particular for the description of bosonic decays
of pNGBs. They are given in differential form by [17, [35] 36]

idim(v))
4872

Swzw D / { (dALALdUUT + ApdALdUUY + dARARUTAU + ApdAgUTdU
— dALdUARUT + dARdUTALU> ). (35)

For SU(4)/Sp(4) and SU(5)/SO(5): Ap = A, A = —AT = —eAe, while for SU(4) x
SU(4) /SU(4)p: A, = Ag = A. Expanding in the first order in the pNGB and integrating

by parts yields
Ly zw = CZ;n—(;?(QFWﬁW(QHQT +QMIQ) + QfF, QIOF™Qf + QF, QIO F™Q) . (36)
m

u — 1 uvpo
Fr = ge Fy.

III. THE NEXT-TO-LEADING ORDER LAGRANGIAN

To construct the O(p*) Lagrangian we need to define some other objects. The vector

field strength
Gy = Oudv = O+ Uns 3} = 9Gwd’s  fuw = €€ = hfuuh! (37)

and its projections f,, = fw + f;w as in eqs. f.
The Leutwyler-Gasser terms [37, B8] at NLO, worked out for a generic coset in [39], are



given by

1
L4

P 162

1
+ Ly(atw,) (x+) + Ls(x" 2z, x 1) + Le(x+)” + Lr(x_)* + §L8<Xi +x%)

{LQ(J)M.’I)VZ'MZ'V> + Ly(atx,)(x"x,) + Lo(a!a”)(x,x,) + L2tz 2" x,)

S PP
—1L9<fuyl'u$ >+ZL10< 3,/_ 3y>} (38)

We add a 1/(47)? from naive dimension analysis (NDA) power counting [30] and so the
coefficients are expected to be O(1).
Once gauge interactions are turned on, we need to add the gauge spurions I' (eq. )

and to define their covariant derivative
D,I' =09, +[s,,I] = hD,Th'. (39)

Following [29] we obtain the corresponding terms for the Lagrangian,
_gr
1672

+ K5(x,2"T?) + Ko((2, 2" T ol T S0) + h.c.) + K7 (x4 )(I'?)

Ly {K () (1) + Koo, ) (D9 S09 7 S) + K (2, 1) (aT)

+ Kg(x 4 {9 ST T 80) + Ko(x+T?) 4+ Kio((x+T9" 2o 7'%0) + h.c.)
+ K11<<X_Fg’i20rg’iT20> + hC) + K12(<x“DMFg’iEOF9’iTEO> + hC)
+ K13D, 9" (D*T9") S0 + K14D, 9" D*T9 } (40)

Similar terms replacing g with ¢’ should also be added.

IV. TOWARDS PREDICTIONS: GBS AT THE LHC

The framework described in sections [[Il and [[T]] is implemented for some cases of interest

in the the FEYNRULES package [22, 23]. The available models are?:

e the minimal CH (MCH) model based on the coset SO(5)/SO(4), including terms of

O(p*), L, (topological terms in Ly 7w vanish in this coset).

e the SU(4)/Sp(4) model including topological terms Ly zy, suited for the phenomeno-
logical study of the extra singlet pPNGB and its bosonic decays.

2 The FEYNRULES and UFO models can be retrieved from the High Energy Model Database https:
//hepmdb.soton.ac.uk/hepmdb:0223.0338.
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e the SU(5)/SO(5) model including topological terms Ly zw, suited for the study of
the 14 (p)NGBs and their bosonic decays.

To illustrate the power of the developed tools we discuss the effect of O(p*) terms at
tree-level in di-Higgs production and VBS and the pair production of extra pNGBs in the
two implemented non-minimal models. All simulation is performed with the export of the
FEYNRULES model to the Universal FeynRules Output (UFO) [24], that can be imported
in the MG5_AMC@QNLO program [25] for simulations of proton-proton scattering. The
simulations are performed at 14 TeV in the proton-proton center-of-mass energy with the

NNPDF 3.1 NLO LUXQED parton distribution function (PDF) set with a(u) = 0.118 [40].

A. Di-Higgs via VBF and VBS at O(p?) and tree-level

To study the Higgs and weak boson physics at high energy we neglect possible extra
pNGBs, having in mind that the Higgs and EW bosons obey universal relations. We also
neglect the the spurion contributions, y — 0 in £, and the Lgp, (eq. ) as a first
approximation. As pointed out in [41], the modification in these interactions can be well
approximated by the MCH SO(5)/SO(4) description. In SO(5)/SO(4) the Ly and L3 terms
are redundant and can be rewritten in terms of Ly, Ly. An interesting particularity in the
SO(5)/SO(4) coset is that the stability group H is not simple, SO(4) ~ SU(2), x SU(2)g.
This fact allow us to further break the projections into the unbroken generators into two

independent terms. For example fw, can be broken in

Op = 035 = 2(S°0)S5, a =1,2,3 (41)

Or = 045 =2(5°0)S*, a =4,5,6. (42)
Therefore, we use a different basis for the operators

1 14 1% _ v v
E%CH = W{Lﬂx"xuﬂx z,) + Lo(x* " (wyx,) + Ly (ST S — S Suvr)

— 1L ((f2" + R )wpwy) = iLg ((fL" = SR )wpn)

LI ™)+ LA S = TH o)} (43)

The coefficients carrying a minus sign break the Z; symmetry R <+ L. Notice that in

several models the Z, symmetry is present in the strong theory and is only softly broken.
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For instance O(4) is a subgroup of Sp(4). However, the breaking of Z; can be achieved in
other cosets by gauge spurions 'Y and the appropriate choice of the hyperfermion spurion
X. The Lagrangian is equivalent to [28, 41], using the NDA power counting m, = 4 f and
the identification,

c1 =1Ly, co =1Ly, c3= Ly, C4 Léta 05 Llio (44)

The implementation in FEYNRULES requires the fields to have canonically normalized
kinetic terms and diagonal masses. The higher dimension operators induce corrections to

the kinetic terms, as
1 7 1 ) nz 1 3 uv
L4 D _ZBWB 14+ Xp|— ZLW“VW 14+ Xw| — ZW’“’B Xpw (45)

and one must thus redefine the fields to fulfill these requirements. This is done by the
following replacements:
W, — Wi(1+ Xy) (46)
A,u — A#(l -+ XWs%MO + XBC%/V,O + 23W,OCW,0XBW)+
Z(swocwo(Xw — Xp) + (¢l — i) Xpw + dsw/cwo), (47)
ZH — ZM(]' + XWc%MO -+ XBSI%V,O — 2SW,OCVV,OXBW)+

A,LL<SI/V,OCVV,O(XW — XB) + (CI2/V,O — S%MO)XBW — 5SW/CU)). (48)

Also the gauge couplings have to be modified,

g2 = g2/ (1 + Xw) ~ g2(1 = Xw) (49)
g = 91/(1+ Xp) ~ g1(1 = Xp) (50)
Sivo = (1 — My /M7) (51)
Sw — 8W70(1 + 5812/‘/) (52)
5SW = XBWcW70(1 — 2812,1/70) (53)
The exact form of the mixing coefficients in terms of the Lagrangian coefficients are
o2
Xy = o ——[6Ld + Ljy +4(4L3 + 2Ly + Liy)co + (2Ld — Liy)capl, (54)
w0
2
Xp = 806 6L + Ly — 4(AL5 + 2Ly + Lyp)ce + (2L$ — L) el (55)
W,0
o2
Xwp = ———(2Lg — Liy)sg (56)
dew,oswio
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FIG. 1: Bounds on L§ and L, assuming Z» symmetry Ly = L3 = 0 for § = 0.3 (f = 832 GeV).

The bounds scale with f% 5,/ f% becoming less constraining for large fxgw .

The coefficients Lz, Li and Lj, contribute to anomalous trilinear gauge couplings
(aTGC)
2

691, = (&> (—2L3 + Lg)cosO + Ly, Ok, = (m_%,v> (—4(Lg —2L{y))
1,z (47Tf)2 3 9 9> 0l (47Tf)2 9 10

and 0k, = 091, — %6&7. Using the fit done in [42] we can put bounds on those coefficients.
But only with these modifications it is not possible to lift the degeneracy since there can be
cancellations. On the other hand, if we assume Zy symmetry (Ly = L3 = 0), a bound can
be set on L§ and Lf,, as shown in fig. (1). We use § = 0.3 (f = 832 GeV). The bounds are
typically weak, especially considering order 1 coefficients (in QCD for instance L; < 1 [43]).

The Lagrangian [43| contains also anomalous quartic gauge couplings (aQGC). We use the

conventions of [44] to define the effective couplings,

Owwa = WHIW, WHW,, Owwa = WHW WY, (57)
Owzy = WHW; 27, Owza =WHW2,7,. (58)
Oyys = 2'212" 7, (59)
Owar = WHIV, AA,, Owas=WHWALA,, (60)
Ouzy = WHW, A Z,, Oaza = WHW A, Z, +h.c. (61)
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Only zero derivative terms are generated at this order. The operators that contribute to
aTGC (Ly, L and Lj;) contribute exclusively to a modification to quartic coupling with
the same Lorentz structure of the SM, while the so-called genuine quartic coupling operators
L, and L, contribute with a different Lorentz structure (and L, do not contribute at all).
The full QGC Lagrangian is

2

miy
1672 f2

Loce = —QQ(OWI/V,l - Oww,) [1 + ( 8cosOLz + L + cos QLZ)]

2f4 [QL Owwa + L2(Owwi + Oww2)]

2
+ QQC%/(OWZJ — Owyz,) [1 +

my
1672 f2

(8cosOLy — (1 — 4sy, ) LT + cosOL; + S%‘,L;)}

miym
+ MQ/ 4Z (2L1Owz1 + LaOwz,2)
mf
2
—e Cl((’)AZI — Ouzy) |1+ 25 (—16cos 0Ly + 2(4sy, — 4sjy, — 1) LT — cosOL; + sy LT)
Sw 1672 f
m2 m2
+ ﬂvgff (2L10wz1 + L2Owz)
m4
2 2(L10zz1 + L2Ozz)
e*v?
+ 62((QWA,l - OWAQ) |:1 t s 167 2f2 (QLI - L;_) (62>

With the model implementation and a better understanding of its modifications to the
SM interactions we perform the simulation of di-Higgs production via VBF and VBS at the
LHC.

A diagram depicting di-Higgs production via VBF pp — jjhh is shown in fig. (left).
We adopt the selection cuts listed in tab. .

FIG. 2: Diagrams depicting di-Higgs via VBF (left) and W™W~ VBS (right).
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pp — jjihh pT(j) > 20 GeV |77(])‘ <5 m(]]) > 200 GeV AR(]]) > 04
pr(h) > 30 GeV| |n(h)| < 3.5
pp — JJWTW ™ |pr(4) >20 GeV | |n(45)| <5 m(j7) > 250 GeV An(jj) > 2.5
(

)
pr(w) > 30 GeV |[n(W*)| < 3.5|m(WH+W~) > 500 GeV
>20GeV| |n(j)| <5 m(jj) > 200 GeV  |AR(j5) > 0.4
)

> 30 GeV | |n(n)] < 3.5

pp — jjnmm pr(J)
pr(n
(7)

pp — jind Tns | pr(j) > 20 GeV | |n(j)| < 5 m(jj) > 200 GeV  |AR(jj) > 0.4

TABLE I: Selection cuts.

Predictions for the distributions of the invariant mass of the di-Higgs system m(hh), the
transverse momentum pr(h), and the pseudo-rapidity n(h) of the hardest Higgs boson are
shown in fig. , on the top, center and bottom rows respectively. The left column compare
the predictions of the LO Lagrangian for different values of 6 = 0.2, 0.3 and the SM. The
usual growing behavior with energy is observed in the m(hh) distribution for the CH scenar-
ios. In the middle column the contribution of each of the NLO operators to each observable
are shown separately for each L; coefficient set to 1. These should be summed linearly to the
distributions. It is interesting to notice that the genuinely quartic couplings give the largest
contributions at high energy, but they are suppressed near threshold production. In the
right column the full NLO prediction with all L; = 1 are compared to the LLO predictions.

VBS W*W ™ production pp — jjW W™ is depicted in diagram fig. (right). We
adopt the selection cuts shown in tab. . Predictions for the distributions of the invari-
ant mass of the WTW ™~ system m(W W), the transverse momentum pr (W), and the
pseudo-rapidity n(W™) of W+ are shown in fig. (). The same format of fig. is used,
with also similar observations about each NLO operator. We also show predictions for the
case where both final state W and W~ are polarized longitudinally. We used the polarized
scattering implementation in MG5_AMC@NLO [45]. The corresponding distributions are
shown in fig. . It can indeed be noticed a larger new physics effect in the longitudinal
components compared to the unpolarized scattering. This is expected since only the longi-
tudinal component of W* can be identified as the NGB at high energies, according to the

Equivalence Theorem.
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pPNGB production and decay in non-minimal models

We consider here two symmetry breaking cosets: SU(4)/Sp(4) and SU(5)/SO(5). We
include only the LO kinetic term and the WZW terms and neglect the SM fermion interac-

tions.

The SU(4)/Sp(4) model contains 5 (p)NGBs. The Higgs bi-doublet (2,2) and a singlet
n (1,1) under custodial SU(2), x SU(2)gr group. The pair production of 1 via VBF and

associate production has been considered in several other publications (see e.g. [46]). The
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FIG. 4: Unpolarized VBS.

branching ratios of n are shown in fig. @ We show only the 2-body decays computed
< 90 GeV

Y

with the analytic expressions provided in the UFO model. For 50 GeV < m,,
the offshell Z*y decay channel dominates, and for m, < 50 GeV loop induced bb channel

Y

dominates. See [47] for more detail on the low 7 mass case.

Distributions for process pp — jjnn are shown in fig. @ They are the invariant mass
of the nn system, the transverse momentum and pseudo-rapidity of the hardest n. Event

generation has been performed with the selection cuts shown in tab. .

The SU(5)/SO(5) model contains 14 C SO(5) (p)NGBs [17, 48]. 14 decomposes into the
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FIG. 5: Longitudinal VBS.

Higgs bi-doublet, a bi-triplet and a singlet under the custodial subgroup SU(2); x SU(2)g,
(2,2) 4+ (3,3) + (1,1). We work in the custodial basis, further decomposing these multiplets
into SU(2)v, (3,3) ~ 5+ 3 + 1, which we name 75, 13, 71 respectively and the singlet (1,1)
which we call . Typically there is mixing between these states, and the different charges of
each SU(2)y multiplet can have different masses in general.

We further take as benchmark for the masses the following values:

m,se0 =600 GeV, m, s0 =400 GeV, m,, =300 GeV, m,=200GeV.  (63)
5 3

n
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transverse momentum. Right: pseudo-rapidity of the hardest 7.

The branching ratios into two body computed at tree level are shown in fig. for the
neutral pNGBs and fig. @ for the singly charged ones. They are calculated for 2-body at
LO only with the analytical expressions provided in the UFO model. The singlet of SO(5)
71 does not couple to other pNGBs and decay fully through the anomaly. The other states
usually decay into di-boson till a kinematic threshold into other pNGB opens up, and then
tend to decay into them. Near kinematic threshold 3-body decays via off-shell propagating
pNGBs can be important and are not shown in the figures.

The nf’o state has no couplings via anomaly and decays only via the couplings to other
pNGBs. If it is the lightest state, it decays to 3 body mediated by an offshell pNGBs. As
a example we take m,o = 300 GeV (keeping the other masses as in eq. ) and get total
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VVV | Zyy ZZy AWTW = ZWIW = ZZZ
Tyyy (%)|7417 1425 10.64 073 021

TABLE II: Branching ratios of ng for m, 0 = 300 GeV, 6 = 0.3 and the other masses as eq. 1}

width I's = 0.32 eV and the branching ratios I'yyy in tab. .
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FIG. 8 Two-body tree level branching ratios of neutral pNGBs in SU(5)/SO(5). 6§ = 0.3, apart

from one pNGB with scanned mass, the other pPNGB masses are fixed to m,stk0 = 600 GeV,
5

m,so0 = 500 GeV, my, =400 GeV, m, = 300 GeV.

As a example of GBS in this model we consider the doubly-charged scalar pair production
via VBF pp — jjnTTn~". The pair production of ni* is bounded by ATLAS searches,
giving a lower bound on its mass ms 2 400 GeV [49]. The Drell-Yan (DY) production
and interpretation has been studied in [50]. For ms = 400 GeV and 6 = 0.3 the pair
production production via VBF has total cross section oy g = 0.135 fb, to be compared

with opy = 5.38 fb for Drell-Yan (DY) production. Event generation has been performed
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3

with the selection cuts shown in tab. .
In fig. we show the invariant mass of the n* 5=~ system.
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FIG. 10: pp — n™ Ty~ 44 in SU(5)/SO(5). Invariant mass of the 7~ system.

V. CONCLUSION AND PROSPECTS

We have presented a framework for the study of (p)NGBs in CH models, including VBS,
di-Higgs via VBF, GBS in non-minimal models. We have implemented the model in Feyn-
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Rules and output it in the UFO format. We then showed examples of simulations that can
be further explored in more detailed phenomenological analysis. We looked at the effect of
O(p*) operators in VBS, in quartic couplings modifications and in di-Higgs production via
VBF. We also computed the branching ratios and pair-production distributions for extra
pNGBs in non-minimal models of CH for some particular benchmarks.

Besides the suitability for phenomenological studies, the tool here presented is intended
as a first step towards the incorporation of loop corrections of EW and chiral perturbation

theory origin.

Appendix A: Explicit matrices for “minimal cosets”

For SU(4)/Sp(4) we have N = /2 and t = 1/2. We use the matrices in Ref.[51].
129 _ g128 129 _ 556, X, _ X,

Q = exp(iNX,0) = cos g +12v2X, sing : (A1)

For SU(4) x SU(4)/SU(4) we get N = 2, t = 1. Working with the 8 x 8 matrices, we

choose
/\Z. TE,R
TL,R = ; (AQ)
TL.R
with
- 1 Oi - 1 0
I and Tp=—= A3
L 2\/5 0 R 2\/5 o ( )
The Higgs generator can be chosen in one of 2 possible directions. We choose
T,
Xp=| " (A4)
with
' 0 1
S ;l 2x2 (A5)
- 12><2
So
. 0 . .0
0 = exp [120X},] = cos 2 + 14X}, sin 2 (A6)
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For SU(5)/SO(5) we have N = 2, t = 1. The EW generators can be chosen in the

following way

0 T 130
g;

1 1 1
2\/5 2x2

T} o; and Th = —

R

The Higgs is identified by the generator

Xo= 5 @) (48)
(0,-1) (1,0)
So

Q = exp[i20X),] =1+ 4X7(cosf — 1) +i2X, sin 6. (A9)

Appendix B: Explicit breaking terms and spurions

The gauging of the EW subgroup will explicitly break the global symmetry G and the
Ju can be regarded as a spurionic field. Other interactions besides the gauge of H' may
also break G and can be included in the low energy chiral lagrangian via spurions. The
only requirement is that the local SM gauge group be unbroken, and preferably that the
whole custodial symmetry be respected. Following [32] we concentrate here on spurions
transforming in the fundamental (F), two-index symmetric (S) or anti-symmetric (A) and
the adjoint (Adj) representations. The best example of such terms is given by hyperfermion

masses 1M1, which transforms in general as X (),
M = gMg",  x =EME S, — hxh (B1)

Notice that with our way to write the SU(N)?/SU(N) case, we can keep the same structure
of a simple group, without having to specify g;, or ggr. The other spurions representations

transform as
Er — 92r, Zs/a— 9Zs/a9", Zag — 9Baq9" (B2)
The A/S and Adj representation can be put together in the object

§124/58°S
=4 TS (B3)

ET2 0456
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For the symmetric and anti-symmetric cases, since we always want to add the hermitian

conjugate of the terms we can define a hermitian and an anti-hermitian combination
1 f
Xi=§(XiX)- (B4)

For the adjoint y. = x and y_ = 0. With those objects we can construct different objects
transforming homogeneously under H (O — hOA') that can be used to construct invariants

for the Lagrangian, such as

<X+>7 <X3|:>7 <X:|:>27 <qu+>7 (B5)

(X +€ox o)y (X—€ox €o), (B6)
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