arXiv:1302.6076v2 [hep-ph] 28 Aug 2013

Preprint typeset in JHEP style - HYPER VERSION TTK-13-05

Constraints on models with universal extra dimensions from dilepton searches at the LHC

Lisa Edelhäuser^‡, Thomas Flacke^†, Michael Krämer^‡

‡Institute for Theoretical Particle Physics and Cosmology, RWTH Aachen University, Aachen, Germany †Department of Physics, Korea Advanced Institute of Science and Technology, 335 Gwahak-ro, Yuseong-gu, Daejeon 305-701, Korea E-mail: ledelhaeuser@physik.rwth-aachen.de, flacke@kaist.ac.kr, mkraemer@physik.rwth-aachen.de

Abstract: Models with universal extra dimensions predict that each Standard Model particle is accompanied by a tower of Kaluza-Klein resonances. Canonical searches for the production and cascade decays of first Kaluza-Klein modes through missing transverse momentum signatures suffer in general from low detection efficiencies because of the rather compressed Kaluza-Klein particle mass spectrum. Here, we instead analyze signatures from the production of second Kaluza-Klein states which can decay into Standard Model particles and thus do not result in any missing transverse momentum. Such signatures provide a strong sensitivity, and are of particular interest as they would allow for a clear distinction between extra dimensional models and other new physics such as minimal supersymmetric models. We constrain the production of second Kaluza-Klein particles from recent LHC searches for dilepton resonances, and place limits on the compactification scale R^{−1} ≳ 715 GeV and on the masses of the second Kaluza-Klein particles M_{KK}(2) ≳ 1.4 TeV in the minimal UED model.

Contents

1. Introduction 1

2. The second KK level of the MUED model 3

3. Signal simulation and dilepton resonance limits 6 3.1 CMS limits in dilepton searches 6 3.2 Simulation and results 7

4. Summary and conclusion 7

1. Introduction

Models with universal extra dimensions (UED) [1, 2] represent the simplest extra-dimen-sional extension of the Standard Model with a dark matter candidate and potentially rich LHC phenomenology.^1 All fields are assumed to propagate in a flat space-time M_4 × X, where X is a compact space. Due to the compactification, the momentum along the extradimension(s) is discretized. In the four-dimensional effective theory, this leads to a tower of Kaluza-Klein (KK) resonances in the particle spectrum. Each Standard Model particle, which is identified with the lowest-lying (“zero”) mode, is therefore accompanied by a KK tower of heavier partners with the same quantum numbers and in particular with the same spin.

In this article, we focus on the extra dimension X = S^1/Z_2 with a compactification radius R, which represents the simplest choice allowing for a standard-model-like zeromode spectrum.^2 The presence of the boundaries of the S^1/Z_2 fundamental domain breaks translational invariance along the extra dimension and thereby leads to the violation of Kaluza-Klein-number (“KK-number”) in interactions amongst the KK-excitations of the 4D effective theory. Nevertheless, as long as boundary conditions and interactions are chosen symmetrically at both boundaries, the model still respects a Z_2 symmetry (“KKparity”). KK-parity guarantees the stability of the lightest KK-excitation (LKP) which provides the model with a viable dark matter candidate [6, 7].

As an extra-dimensional theory, the 5D UED model is inherently non-renormalizable and must therefore be considered as an effective theory with a cutoff Λ. At the scale Λ higher-dimensional operators in the bulk and on the boundaries parameterize our ignorance about the UV completion of the model. Note that unitarity [8], naive dimensional analysis [9], and the stability of the Higgs vacuum expectation value [10] imply a low cutoff of

1For earlier proposals of TeV scale extra dimensions c.f. Ref. [3]. 2For other compactifications c.f. Refs. [1, 4, 5].

– 1 –

ΛR ∼ O(10), where R^{−1} is the compactification scale of the extra dimension. In this paper, we focus on the most commonly studied minimal UED model (MUED) [11], in which only the 5D extensions of the Standard Model operators are present at the cutoff scale Λ, while boundary operators and other higher-dimensional bulk operators are assumed to be vanishing at Λ.^3 Under this assumption, the only free parameters of the MUED model are the compactification scale R^{−1} and the cutoff scale ΛR, while all other parameters are fixed by the matching of the zero mode masses and interactions with the Standard Model particles. In the absence of non-minimal operators, the interactions between KK modes are KK-number-preserving and equal to the Standard Model couplings, up to loop corrections. KK-number violating operators are induced at one-loop level [11, 13], while KK-parity remains an exact symmetry.

The phenomenology of the 5D MUED model has been studied extensively. The currently strongest lower limit on the compactification scale arises from electroweak precision tests [14, 15] which yield a bound of R^{−1} ≳ 750 GeV if the recently discovered boson with a mass of 125 GeV [16] is a UED Higgs boson [17]. Bounds from FCNCs imply R^{−1} ≳ 650 GeV [18]. An upper bound on the compactification scale follows from the relic density of the dark matter candidate, because a too heavy dark matter candidate implies early decoupling which leads to over-closure of the universe. However, as has been shown in Ref. [7], the upper bound of R^{−1} ≲ 1.6 TeV sensitively depends on the KK mass spectrum because both, co-annihilation processes with first KK mode particles, and resonant annihilation through second KK mode particles may play a crucial role in determining the relic density.

With the mass scale of the first KK modes being constrained to lie around 1 TeV from pre-LHC bounds, the MUED model provides an interesting candidate for direct LHC searches. Considering only the zeroth and first KK level, UED predicts a partner particle to every Standard Model particle with opposite KK parity and therefore signatures qualitatively similar to those of the minimal supersymmetric model (MSSM) [19]. Differences between MUED and MSSM signatures arise from the difference in the spin of the KK and MSSM particles, the higher KK production cross section, a rather compressed first KK mode mass spectrum, and a differing Higgs partner sector. Focussing on MSSM-like missing /E_T signatures, several studies of the discovery- and exclusion-reach of the MUED model have been performed [20–22]. For the tri-lepton channel, Ref. [15] projects an exclusion reach of R^{−1} ≳ 1.2 TeV for 20 fb^{−1} of LHC data at 8 TeV. A more generic analysis of LHC /E_T constraints on models with universal extra dimensions has been presented in Ref. [23]. Searches for production and cascade decays of first KK mode particles, however, suffer in general from low detection efficiencies. The rather compressed UED mass spectrum implies that the Standard Model particles resulting from the cascade are soft, while the resulting LKP’s at the end of the decay chain typically have opposite p_T so that events generically have low total p_{T,miss}. Such signatures are therefore hard to distinguish from Standard Model background with canonical MSSM search cuts, and specific UED-tailored cuts are required to improve the sensitivity of /E_T searches for KK mode particles.

3For studies of non-minimal bulk- or boundary operators, c.f. Refs. [12].

– 2 –

In this article we instead focus on signatures arising from second KK mode interactions [5, 21, 24]. These signatures are of particular interest because, if detected, they allow for a clear distinction between UED and the MSSM. In contrast to first KK modes, second KK modes have even KK parity and can therefore decay into Standard Model particles without leading to missing energy in the event. Here, we focus on the channel pp → A^{(2)}/Z^{(2)} +X → ll̄ + X^′ and constrain the model by comparing the predicted MUED rates to the results of the Z^′ search in the dilepton channel by CMS [25].^4 To calculate the event rates, we extended the implementation of the MUED model [27] in Feynrules [28] and included the second KK modes and the corresponding interactions. We also included the KK-number violating interactions for the second KK gauge boson modes according to [11,22], and took into account the one-loop radiative corrections for the KK mass spectrum according to [11].

This article is structured as follows. In the next section, we review the main features of MUED second KK mode particles, their masses and interactions, and discuss the implications for our search. In particular, we also discuss the different production channels for Z^{(2)} and A^{(2)} modes and show that the main contribution arises from strong production of second KK mode quarks and gluons which cascade decay into them. In Sec. 3, we present the detailed study of the pp → A^{(2)}/Z^{(2)} + X → ll̄ + X^′ channel and the resulting bounds on the MUED parameter space. We summarize and conclude in Sec.4.

2. The second KK level of the MUED model

In our implementation, we follow Ref. [22], where the expressions for the one-loop masses and a list of Feynman rules can be found. In this section we wish to highlight some features of the mass spectrum and interactions which are relevant for our analysis.

The masses of the n^{th} KK partner of Standard Model gauge bosons G and fermions ψ are determined from [11]

m^2_{G(n)} = ( n R )_2 + a_G ζ(3) 16π^4 1 R^2 + b_G 16π^2 ln ( Λ^2 μ^2 ) n^2 R^2

, (2.1)

m_ψ(n) = ( n R ) + b_ψ 16π^2 ln ( Λ^2 μ^2 ) n R , (2.2)

where R denotes the compactification radius, Λ denotes the cutoff of the theory which we treat as an input parameter, and μ denotes the renormalization scale. Contributions from electroweak symmetry breaking are subdominant, such that the mass eigenstates are to a very good approximation given by the gauge eigenstates of the gauge bosons G^{(n)}, W^{(n)}, B^{(n)} and the Dirac fermions Q^{(n)}, U^{(n)}, D^{(n)}, L^{(n)}, E^{(n)}.^5 The coefficients a_G and b_{G,ψ} are collected in Table 1. The first contribution in Eqs. (2.1, 2.2) arises from the compactification at tree-level, while the second contribution (absent for fermions at oneloop level) is a KK mode-independent one-loop “bulk” correction. The third term is due to “brane-localized” corrections related to the orbifolding, which introduce the dependence on

4Searches for second KK mode W^{(2)} and gluons g^{(2)} → tt have been considered in Refs. [24, 26] . 5Details of the mass diagonalization for the neutral electroweak gauge bosons and third family quarks are discussed in Ref. [11] and taken into account in our implementation.

– 3 –

G^{(n)} W^{(n)} B^{(n)} Q^{(n)} U^{(n)} D^{(n)} L^{(n)} E^{(n)}

a −^3_2 g^2_3 −^5_2 g^2 −^{39}_2 g^2_1 0 0 0 0 0

b^{23}_2 g^2_3^{15}_2 g^2 −^1_6 g^2_1 3g^2_3 +^{27}_{16} g^2 +^1_{16} g^2_1 3g^2_3 + g^2_1 3g^2_3 +^1_4 g^2_1^{27}_{16} g^2 +^9_{16} g^2_1^9_4 g^2_1

Table 1: One-loop induced mass correction parameters in MUED [11]. g_{3,2,1} denote the SU(3), SU(2)_L and U(1)_Y gauge couplings.

Λ/μ, or, when choosing the renormalization scale at the second KK mode mass-scale 2R^{−1}, the dependence on the dimensionless parameter ΛR. As can be seen, the overall mass scale of the second KK modes is set by 2R^{−1} while the relative mass splitting between different particles at the second KK level is controlled by ln((ΛR)^2/4). The heaviest second KK mode particle is the partner of the gluon and the lightest particle is, to a good approximation, the partner of the U(1)_Y gauge boson.

KK number conserving couplings, which are present already at tree level, are of the strength of the corresponding Standard Model couplings (in the gauge eigenbasis). KK number violating (but KK parity preserving) couplings are induced only at the one-loop level and can be expressed in terms of the boundary contribution coefficients as [11] L ⊃ −ig_G [ b_{G,2} − 2b_{ψ,2} √ 2 16π^2 ln ( Λ^2 μ^2 )] ψ^{(0)}γ^μT^aP_+ψ^{(0)}G^{a(2)}_μ . (2.3)

Here T^a is the generator associated to the gauge group of G and P_+ is P_R (P_L) for fermions with a right- (left-) handed zero mode. Choosing again μ = 2R^{−1} as the renormalization scale, the KK-number violating interaction in Eq. (2.3) is proportional to ln((ΛR)^2/4). In contrast, KK-number violating triple gauge boson vertices like G^{(0)}G^{(0)}G^{(2)} and KKnumber violating interactions like G^{(0)}ψ^{(0)}ψ^{(2)} with one fermion zero and one fermion two-mode are not induced [11].

This pattern of masses and couplings has an important impact on the production and the decays of second mode KK particles. For the production of strongly interacting second KK modes, three main production mechanisms compete (see Figure 1):

(A) KK-number preserving production: The non-resonant KK number-preserving production of two second KK modes through quark-quark, quark-gluon, or gluon-gluon parton scattering; this process suffers from phase-space suppression because two heavy modes are produced.

(B) KK-number violating direct production: Resonant production of a second KK gluon is one-loop suppressed (because of the KK number violating coupling), and reduced because of the parton distribution functions, as a qq̄ is required in the initial state.

(C) KK-number violating associated production: A second KK mode quark or gluon can be produced in association with another zero mode. These non-resonant processes again are one-loop suppressed because of the KK-number violating coupling.

– 4 –

Figure 1: Examples of Feynman diagrams for KK-number preserving, KK-number violating direct, and KK-number violating associated production (from left to right). Q^{(2)} and G^{(2)} represent a second KK singlet or doublet quark and a second KK gluon mode, respectively.

The production of second KK leptons and electroweak gauge bosons dominantly occurs due to cascade decays of the strongly produced second KK mode(s), as well as – in the case of gauge boson production – direct s-channel production analogous to type (B) production.

Figure 2: 8 TeV LHC production cross sections for second KK quark and gluon modes from KKnumber preserving, KK-number violating direct, and KK-number violating associated production with ΛR = 20. For comparison we also show the cross section for the direct production of A^{(2)} and Z^{(2)}. The CTEQ6L paton distribution functions [29] have been adopted and the renormalization and factorization scales have been set to μ = 2R^{−1}.

Figure 2 shows the LHC 8 TeV production cross sections for second KK modes through the different production mechanisms as a function of R^{−1} with the cutoff scale set to ΛR = 20. At small R^{−1} second KK mode quarks and gluons are mostly produced by KKnumber preserving interactions (A). At large R^{−1}, strongly coupled second KK modes are

– 5 – dominantly produced via KK-mode violating direct (B) and associated (C) channels. The direct production of A^{(2)} and Z^{(2)} is suppressed because it arises from U(1)_Y and SU(2) gauge interactions. For smaller ΛR, the KK-number preserving channels are enhanced, because the second KK mode masses are reduced (c.f. Eq. (2.1)). The KK-number violating channels are reduced because of the smaller KK-number violating coupling Eq. (2.3).

The decay of second KK modes can proceed through KK-number conserving interactions into one second and one zero mode or into two first KK modes, as well as through KK-number violating decays into two zero modes, see Ref. [21] for a detailed discussion. The decay patterns and features most relevant to our study are:

• second KK mode gluons G^{(2)} have a considerable branching fraction (∼ 40%) into second KK mode SU(2) doublet and singlet quarks Q^{(2)} and U^{(2)}/D^{(2)},

• second KK mode SU(2) singlet quarks have a branching fraction of ∼ 50% into A^{(2)},

• second KK mode SU(2) doublet quarks have a branching fraction of ∼ 20% into Z^{(2)}.

The decays of second KK quarks into A^{(2)} or Z^{(2)} may then lead to dilepton resonances as shown in Figure 3. The branching fractions of the A^{(2)} and Z^{(2)} into e^+e^− are ∼ 0.5% with the same branching fractions into μ^+μ^−.

Figure 3: Generic decay of a second KK mode quark into a jet and two leptons.

3. Signal simulation and dilepton resonance limits

3.1 CMS limits in dilepton searches The CMS exclusion limit on new resonances in the dilepton spectrum [25] is expressed in terms of the parameter R = σ^{w/o C} Z^′ σ^{w/o C}_Z = σ (pp → Z^′ + X → ll + X) σ (pp → Z + X → ll + X) . (3.1)

The cross section σ^{w/o C}_{Z′/Z} is the theoretical cross section without any cuts. It is obtained from data by using a Monte-Carlo acceptance factor. We have checked that the acceptance factor for the various contributions to the MUED signal (direct, associated, and KK-number conserving) differs by less then 5% from the acceptance factor for a standard sequential Z^′. In the following simulation, we therefore determine the signal cross sections without cuts, since the acceptance is already incorporated in the exclusion limits through the parameter R. We use the computer program FEWZ 3 [30, 31] for the calculation of the NNLO Z cross section σ (pp → Z + X → ll + X) needed in the denominator of the R parameter of Eq. (3.1).

– 6 –

ΛR 5 10 20 50 R^{−1}/[ GeV] 720 730 715 755

Table 2: 95% C.L. lower bounds on R^{−1} for different cutoff parameters ΛR.

3.2 Simulation and results

As discussed in the previous sections, we have extended the implementation of MUED in Feynrules [27,28] by including the second KK mode particles with masses and interactions as outlined in Refs. [11,22]. We use Madgraph 5 [32] with the CTEQ6L parton distribution functions [29] for the simulation of the various processes at leading-order. The theoretical uncertainty on the production cross section is estimated by varying the renormalization and factorization scales by a factor of two around the central value μ = 2R^{−1}. The exclusions presented below are conservatively based on the lower value of the cross section prediction. We calculate the masses and decay widths of the particles according to Ref. [11].

MUED predicts two resonances in the ll invariant mass spectrum, coming from the (lighter) A^{(2)} and the (heavier) Z^{(2)} decays. The A^{(2)} resonance in the llX final state is higher by a factor ≈ 1.6, which is mostly due to the larger branching ratio of U^{(2)}/D^{(2)} decaying into A^{(2)} as compared to the branching ratio of Q^{(2)} decaying into Z^{(2)}. Theoretically these two resonances are separable as their widths are smaller than their mass difference.^6 However, the bin size used in the CMS analysis [25] for the resonance scale relevant here (≈ 1 TeV) is larger than the mass difference m_Z(2) − m_A(2) . To combine the effect of two nearby peaks is non-trivial because CMS uses shape variables in their analysis. Therefore we conservatively only include leptons from an A^{(2)} resonance as our signal cross-section σ^{w/o C}_{Z′} .

Figure 4 shows our results for the cross-section ratio R defined in Eq. (3.1) as a function of the resonance mass M_{Res} ≡ m_A(2) for MUED with ΛR = {5, 10, 20, 50}, together with the CMS bound. The corresponding bounds on the compactification scale R^{−1} are listed in Table 2.^7 As can be seen, the bounds show a mild, non-monotonic dependence on the cutoff scale ΛR, which arises from the relative weight of different production channels. For low ΛR, KK-number conserving interactions are enhanced because the strongly coupling second KK resonances are lighter. For example, for ΛR = 5 they yield the dominant contribution to A^{(2)} production up to a resonance mass of M_{Res} ≈ 1.5 TeV. For high ΛR, the KK-number violating interactions are enhanced. With ΛR = 50, they dominate over the KK-number conserving production of A^{(2)} modes already at a resonance mass of approximately 1 TeV.

4. Summary and conclusion

Models with universal extra dimensions (UED) represent the simplest extra-dimensional

6This also excludes (negative) interference effects, which however in UED have been shown to be highly suppressed anyway (c.f. Ref. [33]).

7For ΛR =20, the lower bound on R^{−1} is 715 GeV, with a small window of 655 GeV < R^{−1} < 660 GeV being only marginally excluded.

– 7 –

Figure 4: The ratio R defined in Eq. (3.1) for benchmark points ΛR = 5, 10, 20, 50, as a function of the resonance mass M_{Res} ≡ m_A(2) .

extension of the Standard Model. They predict a tower of Kaluza-Klein resonances, the lightest of which is weakly interacting and stable and thus a viable dark matter candidate. Here we consider a minimal UED model with one extra dimension X = S^1/Z_2 with a compactification radius R. Indirect constraints on R from electroweak precision tests and the dark matter relic density favour a mass scale of the first Kaluza-Klein modes of O(1 TeV). UED models can thus be directly probed at the LHC, either through signatures with missing transverse momentum, or through searches for resonances near the TeV scale. Since the mass spectrum of the Kaluza-Klein resonances is rather compressed, searches based on missing transverse momentum signatures suffer in general from low detection efficiencies. Here we investigate the search for the production of second Kaluza-Klein modes through resonant decays into Standard Model particles. Such signatures are of particular interest as they would allow for a clear distinction between UED and minimal supersymmetric models. Specifically, we consider the signature pp → A^{(2)}/Z^{(2)} + X → ll̄ + X^′, where second Kaluza-Klein electroweak gauge bosons decay into electron or muon pairs, and constrain the model by comparing the predicted minimal UED signal rates to the results of a recent CMS search for dilepton resonances in the 8 TeV run with 20.6 fb^{−1} integrated luminosity for dimuons and 19.6 fb^{−1} for dielectrons. In the absence of any signal we place limits on the compactification scale R^{−1} ≳ 715 GeV and on the masses of the second Kaluza-Klein particles M_{KK}(2) ≳ 1.4 TeV.

– 8 –

Note added: The UED constraints in this article are based on the CMS search for dilepton resonances [25]. After submission of this article, ATLAS made its search for highmass dilepton resonances public [34]. We adopted and re-ran our analysis using the ATLAS constraints, and found marginally weaker constraints on minimal UED as compared to the constraints presented here.

Acknowledgements:

The authors thank Stefan Schmitz for helpful discussion on the CMS dilepton search. This work has been supported in part by the Helmholtz Alliance “Physics at the Terascale” and the DFG SFB/TR9 “Computational Particle Physics”. TF was supported by the National Research Foundation of Korea (NRF) grant funded by the Korea government (MEST) N01120547. He also thanks CERN for hospitality where part of this work has been done.

References

[1] T. Appelquist, H. -C. Cheng and B. A. Dobrescu, Phys. Rev. D 64, 035002 (2001) [hep-ph/0012100].

[2] D. Hooper and S. Profumo, Phys. Rept. 453 (2007) 29 [hep-ph/0701197].

[3] I. Antoniadis, Phys. Lett. B 246 (1990) 377.

[4] L. Nilse, hep-ph/0601015. R. N. Mohapatra and A. Perez-Lorenzana, Phys. Rev. D 67 (2003) 075015 [hep-ph/0212254], B. A. Dobrescu and E. Ponton, JHEP 0403 (2004) 071 [hep-th/0401032], G. Burdman, B. A. Dobrescu and E. Ponton, JHEP 0602 (2006) 033 [hep-ph/0506334], N. Maru, T. Nomura, J. Sato and M. Yamanaka, Nucl. Phys. B 830 (2010) 414 [arXiv:0904.1909 [hep-ph]], G. Cacciapaglia, A. Deandrea and J. Llodra-Perez, JHEP 1003 (2010) 083 [arXiv:0907.4993 [hep-ph]], H. Dohi and K. -y. Oda, Phys. Lett. B 692 (2010) 114 [arXiv:1004.3722 [hep-ph]].

[5] G. Cacciapaglia and B. Kubik, JHEP 1302 (2013) 052 [arXiv:1209.6556 [hep-ph]].

[6] G. Servant and T. M. P. Tait, Nucl. Phys. B 650 (2003) 391 [hep-ph/0206071], G. Servant and T. M. P. Tait, New J. Phys. 4 (2002) 99 [hep-ph/0209262], F. Burnell and G. D. Kribs, Phys. Rev. D 73 (2006) 015001 [hep-ph/0509118], K. Kong and K. T. Matchev, JHEP 0601 (2006) 038 [hep-ph/0509119].

[7] G. Belanger, M. Kakizaki and A. Pukhov, JCAP 1102 (2011) 009 [arXiv:1012.2577 [hep-ph]].

[8] R. S. Chivukula, D. A. Dicus and H. -J. He, Phys. Lett. B 525 (2002) 175 [hep-ph/0111016].

[9] T. Flacke, D. Hooper and J. March-Russell, Phys. Rev. D 73 (2006) 095002 [Erratum-ibid. D 74 (2006) 019902] [hep-ph/0509352].

[10] M. Blennow, H. Melbeus, T. Ohlsson and H. Zhang, Phys. Lett. B 712 (2012) 419 [arXiv:1112.5339 [hep-ph]].

[11] H. -C. Cheng, K. T. Matchev and M. Schmaltz, Phys. Rev. D 66 (2002) 036005 [hep-ph/0204342].

– 9 –

[12] M. S. Carena, T. M. P. Tait and C. E. M. Wagner, Acta Phys. Polon. B 33 (2002) 2355 [hep-ph/0207056], C. Csaki, C. Grojean, J. Hubisz, Y. Shirman and J. Terning, Phys. Rev. D 70 (2004) 015012 [hep-ph/0310355], T. Flacke, A. Menon and D. J. Phalen, Phys. Rev. D 79 (2009) 056009 [arXiv:0811.1598 [hep-ph]], S. C. Park and J. Shu, Phys. Rev. D 79 (2009) 091702 [arXiv:0901.0720 [hep-ph]], T. Flacke, K. Kong and S. C. Park, JHEP 1305 (2013) 111 [arXiv:1303.0872 [hep-ph]].

[13] H. Georgi, A. K. Grant and G. Hailu, Phys. Lett. B 506 (2001) 207 [hep-ph/0012379].

[14] T. Appelquist and H. -U. Yee, Phys. Rev. D 67 (2003) 055002 [hep-ph/0211023], M. Baak, M. Goebel, J. Haller, A. Hoecker, D. Ludwig, K. Moenig, M. Schott and J. Stelzer, Eur. Phys. J. C 72 (2012) 2003 [arXiv:1107.0975 [hep-ph]].

[15] A. Belyaev, M. Brown, J. Moreno and C. Papineau, arXiv:1212.4858 [hep-ph].

[16] G. Aad et al. [ATLAS Collaboration], Phys. Lett. B 716 (2012) 1 [arXiv:1207.7214 [hep-ex]], S. Chatrchyan et al. [CMS Collaboration], Phys. Lett. B 716 (2012) 30 [arXiv:1207.7235 [hep-ex]].

[17] K. Nishiwaki, K. -y. Oda, N. Okuda and R. Watanabe, Phys. Lett. B 707 (2012) 506 [arXiv:1108.1764 [hep-ph]], G. Belanger, A. Belyaev, M. Brown, M. Kakizaki and A. Pukhov, Phys. Rev. D 87 (2013) 016008 [arXiv:1207.0798 [hep-ph]].

[18] A. J. Buras, M. Spranger and A. Weiler, Nucl. Phys. B 660 (2003) 225 [hep-ph/0212143], A. J. Buras, A. Poschenrieder, M. Spranger and A. Weiler, Nucl. Phys. B 678 (2004) 455 [hep-ph/0306158], U. Haisch and A. Weiler, Phys. Rev. D 76 (2007) 034014 [hep-ph/0703064 [HEP-PH]].

[19] J. Wess and B. Zumino, Nucl. Phys. B 70 (1974) 39, H. P. Nilles, Phys. Rept. 110 (1984) 1, H. E. Haber and G. L. Kane, Phys. Rept. 117 (1985) 75.

[20] T. G. Rizzo, Phys. Rev. D 64 (2001) 095010 [hep-ph/0106336], C. Macesanu, C. D. McMullen and S. Nandi, Phys. Rev. D 66 (2002) 015009 [hep-ph/0201300], H. -C. Cheng, K. T. Matchev and M. Schmaltz, Phys. Rev. D 66 (2002) 056006 [hep-ph/0205314], C. D. Carone, J. M. Conroy, M. Sher and I. Turan, Phys. Rev. D 69 (2004) 074018 [hep-ph/0312055], G. Bhattacharyya, P. Dey, A. Kundu and A. Raychaudhuri, Phys. Lett. B 628 (2005) 141 [hep-ph/0502031], M. Battaglia, A. Datta, A. De Roeck, K. Kong and K. T. Matchev, JHEP 0507 (2005) 033 [hep-ph/0502041], J. M. Smillie and B. R. Webber, JHEP 0510 (2005) 069 [hep-ph/0507170], J. A. R. Cembranos, J. L. Feng and L. E. Strigari, Phys. Rev. D 75 (2007) 036004 [hep-ph/0612157], B. Bhattacherjee and A. Kundu, Phys. Lett. B 653 (2007) 300 [arXiv:0704.3340 [hep-ph]], B. Bhattacherjee, A. Kundu, S. K. Rai and S. Raychaudhuri, Phys. Rev. D 78 (2008) 115005 [arXiv:0805.3619 [hep-ph]], P. Konar, K. Kong, K. T. Matchev and M. Perelstein, New J. Phys. 11 (2009) 105004 [arXiv:0902.2000 [hep-ph]], S. Matsumoto, J. Sato, M. Senami and M. Yamanaka, Phys. Rev. D 80 (2009) 056006 [arXiv:0903.3255 [hep-ph]], G. Bhattacharyya, A. Datta, S. K. Majee and A. Raychaudhuri, Nucl. Phys. B 821 (2009) 48 [arXiv:0904.0937 [hep-ph]], P. Bandyopadhyay, B. Bhattacherjee and A. Datta, JHEP 1003 (2010) 048 [arXiv:0909.3108 [hep-ph]], D. Choudhury, A. Datta and K. Ghosh, JHEP 1008 (2010) 051 [arXiv:0911.4064 [hep-ph]], B. Bhattacherjee and K. Ghosh, Phys. Rev. D 83 (2011) 034003 [arXiv:1006.3043 [hep-ph]], H. Murayama, M. M. Nojiri and K. Tobioka, Phys. Rev. D 84, 094015 (2011) [arXiv:1107.3369 [hep-ph]]. A. Datta, A. Datta and S. Poddar, Phys. Lett. B 712 (2012) 219 [arXiv:1111.2912 [hep-ph]],

– 10 –

[21] A. Datta, K. Kong and K. T. Matchev, Phys. Rev. D 72 (2005) 096006 [Erratum-ibid. D 72 (2005) 119901] [hep-ph/0509246].

[22] A. Datta, K. Kong and K. T. Matchev, New J. Phys. 12 (2010) 075017 [arXiv:1002.4624 [hep-ph]].

[23] G. Cacciapaglia, A. Deandrea, J. Ellis, J. Marrouche and L. Panizzi, arXiv:1302.4750 [hep-ph].

[24] S. Chang, S. Chang, S. Y. Shim and J. Song, Phys. Rev. D 86 (2012) 117503 [arXiv:1207.6876 [hep-ph]].

[25] [CMS Collaboration], ”Search for Resonances in the Dilepton Mass Distribution in pp Collisions at √ s = 8 TeV”, CMS-PAS-EXO-12-061, (2012).

[26] T. Flacke, A. Menon and Z. Sullivan, Phys. Rev. D 86 (2012) 093006 [arXiv:1207.4472 [hep-ph]].

[27] N. D. Christensen, P. de Aquino, C. Degrande, C. Duhr, B. Fuks, M. Herquet, F. Maltoni and S. Schumann, Eur. Phys. J. C 71 (2011) 1541 [arXiv:0906.2474 [hep-ph]].

[28] N. D. Christensen and C. Duhr, Comput. Phys. Commun. 180 (2009) 1614 [arXiv:0806.4194 [hep-ph]].

[29] J. Pumplin, D. R. Stump, J. Huston, H. L. Lai, P. M. Nadolsky and W. K. Tung, JHEP 0207, 012 (2002) [hep-ph/0201195].

[30] Y. Li and F. Petriello, Phys. Rev. D 86 (2012) 094034 [arXiv:1208.5967 [hep-ph]].

[31] R. Gavin, Y. Li, F. Petriello and S. Quackenbush, Comput. Phys. Commun. 182 (2011) 2388 [arXiv:1011.3540 [hep-ph]].

[32] J. Alwall, M. Herquet, F. Maltoni, O. Mattelaer and T. Stelzer, JHEP 1106 (2011) 128 [arXiv:1106.0522 [hep-ph]].

[33] T. G. Rizzo, Phys. Rev. D 86 (2012) 055024 [arXiv:1206.7055 [hep-ph]].

[34] [ATLAS Collaboration], “Search for high-mass dilepton resonances in 20 fb^{−1} of pp collisions at √ s = 8 TeV with the ATLAS experiment,” ATLAS-CONF-2013-017.

– 11 –