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We propose a novel mechanism for cancelling the leading order contribution to the potential
in composite Higgs scenarios. The mechanism relies on the splitting of a real representation of
the global symmetry into a complex representation and its conjugate of the unbroken group. We
identify two cosets one of which includes a custodial symmetry. A numerical analysis is performed
in a phenomenological three–site model and the resulting fine–tuning is analysed. The cancelling
of the leading order potential results in a drastic reduction of the fine–tuning. For a symmetry
breaking scale of the strong sector as high as f = 1600 GeV, fine–tuning can be as good as 10% or
even better. We discuss a possible interpretation in the 5D holographic dual. Unique signatures of
the model include quarks with baryon number B = 2/3 with highly distinctive decays which can be
looked for at the LHC.

I. INTRODUCTION

The origin of the weak scale, parametrised by the Higgs
field, remains unknown. Due to its quadratic sensitivity
to UV scales, an unnaturally large tuning seems neces-
sary to separate the weak scale from, for instance, the
Planck scale. Understanding if and how the solution to
this hierarchy problem (HP) can be found at the CERN
LHC is one of the most important objectives of high en-
ergy physics.

The HP can be elegantly addressed in the framework
of Composite Higgs (CH) [1–3], in which the Higgs is not
an elementary scalar anymore. Quadratically sensitive
loop corrections are tamed above the scale of composite-
ness, m∗, at which the Higgs resolves into its more fun-
damental constituents. In such models, the weak scale
is no longer an input but dynamically generated by a
new force which condenses at a symmetry breaking scale
f , therefore producing the Higgs as a pseudo–Nambu–
Goldstone boson (pNGB) of a spontaneous breaking of
a flavor symmetry of this new sector, G/H, akin to the
pions of QCD (see [4–6] for reviews). However, signs
of compositeness are lacking at the LHC, requiring the
symmetry breaking scale to reside at larger values, which
increases the generic fine–tuning of CH models. In partic-
ular, light top partners at the symmetry breaking scale,
necessary to generate a large mass for the top quark,
are an ubiquitous prediction of CH models and a driving
force behind the increased fine–tuning [7–15]. This has
resulted in model–building addressing the anomalously
light top partners [11, 14, 16–18] and the tuning [17–22]
(see also [23–25] for top Yukawa–based solutions). More-
over, the situation is significantly worsened in generic CH
due to the feature that the radiative Higgs potential gen-
erates the quartic interaction at subleading order with re-
spect to the quadratic, the so–called double–tuning prob-
lem [11].
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In this paper, we propose a novel mechanism that re-
duces the tuning by cancelling the leading order contri-
bution to the Higgs potential, so that both quadratic and
quartic arise only at fourth order in couplings. We show
that the tuning is even less than the conventional min-
imal estimate and furthermore explain why the lightest
composite resonances have not yet been observed. The
mechanism is explained in Sec. IIA, while Sec. II B de-
tails a holographic completion. For the numerical anal-
ysis within the three–site model in Sec. IID we focus
on the two cosets SU(6)/SU(5) and SO(11)/SO(10) ex-
plained in Sec. II C. Lastly, in Sec. III expected signa-
tures are laid out, some of which are still unexplored at
the LHC. In Sec. IV we conclude.

II. MIRROR FERMIONS

A. Mechanism

The quadratic contribution of a chiral fermion ψ to the
pNGB potential of a coset G/H is cancelled when a new
chiral fermion ψ′ with conjugated gauge quantum num-
bers is added, called mirror fermion, if the fermions talk
to the same composite operator in a real representation
R of the group G which decomposes as R → C⊕C̄ under
H, with C a complex representation and C̄ its complex
conjugate.
The statement is proven by considering the general

coset G/H. In addition to the spontaneous breaking
G/H, G is explicitly broken by partial compositeness [26–
28] of the Standard Model (SM) fields – a linear mixing
of strength λ between elementary fields ψ and composite
operators OR

LPC = λ ψ̄∆OR + λ′ ψ̄′∆′ OR + h.c . (1)

Here, the spurion ∆(∆′) parametrises the incomplete
embedding of ψ(ψ′) in G, see below. In the following,
Roman numerals will denote an index transforming un-
der R, whereas undotted (dotted) Greek numerals cor-
respond to an index transforming under C (C̄). Using
curly brackets such as {α} implies that the indices only
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span a subset of the full representation. The spurion ∆
(∆′) for an elementary field ψ (ψ′) in C (C̄) takes the
form

∆(′)i =

{
1 i ∈ {α} (i ∈ {α̇})
0 otherwise

, (2)

suppressing the elementary–field index. We employ the
Callan–Coleman–Wess–Zumino mechanism ([29]) to cal-
culate the contribution to the Goldstone potential. The
spurions are dressed with the Goldstone Matrix U , which
is the exponential of the broken generators T â of G, each
of which corresponds to a NGB degree of freedom Πâ

(see, for example, [6])

U = exp
(
iΠâT

â
)
. (3)

After dressing, the spurions decompose under H repre-
sentations C and C̄ as U†∆ ≡ (∆C

D,∆
C̄
D) where we use

the subscript D to differentiate the dressed spurions from
the undressed counterparts.

We note that, after contracting the H indices, the
product of spurions parametrising the embedding of the
field ψ in the representation C̄ is the same as the one
parametrising the embedding of the conjugate field ψ′ in
the conjugate representation C, i.e.

(∆C̄
D)†∆C̄

D = (∆′C
D )†∆′C

D . (4)

Now, we compute the lowest order Feynman diagrams
that contribute to the potential and show how they can-
cel. These diagrams can be seen in Fig. 1 where in the
first (second) diagram a ψ (ψ′) runs in the loop. More-
over, the loop is closed on the composite side via either
a C or C̄ two–point function. We will only show the
cancellation for the C diagram, the C̄ diagram follows
analogously. Summing both diagrams gives the follow-
ing two spurion combinations which contain the pNGB
dependence

V C ∝ λ2(∆C
D)†∆C

D + λ′2(∆′C
D )†∆′C

D , (5)

whereas the dependence on the composite sector fac-
torises out. Using Eq. (4) one can rewrite the above
expression as

V C ∝ λ2(∆C
D)†∆C

D + λ′2(∆C̄
D)†∆C̄

D. (6)

If λ = λ′, the pNGB dependence drops out due to the
unitarity of the Goldstone matrix

V C ∝ λ2∆†UU†∆ = λ2N (7)

and we are left with a contribution to the vacuum energy
proportional to the fermionic degrees of freedom N. We
emphasise that the origin of this cancellation mechanism
is inherent in the decomposition of the real representation
R = C ⊕ C̄ into a complex and its conjugate under the
unbroken group H.

ψ

OC

∆C
D∆C

D +

ψ′

OC

∆′C
D∆′C

D = 0

FIG. 1. Cancellation mechanism of the quadratic contribution
in terms of Feynman diagrams.

ψ′ ψ̃′

ψ′OC

mE∆′C
D

∆′C
D

mE

= O
((mE

m∗
λ′)2)

FIG. 2. Remaining quadratic contribution in the presence of
a Dirac mass for the mirror fermion.

In realistic scenarios it is clearly not feasible to add
a new massless chiral fermion. Therefore, it becomes
necessary to introduce the opposite–chirality fermion ψ̃′

and an elementary Dirac mass mE between them. We
assume that the opposite–chirality fermion does not talk
to the composite sector, since otherwise there could be
additional quadratic contributions to the Higgs potential.
Still, a quadratic contribution remains, which is however

suppressed by
(

m2
E

m2
∗

)
, shown in Fig. 2. Here, m∗ =

g∗f ≫ f is the resonance scale, with g∗ the coupling in
the strong sector.

B. Holographic Completion

Although a light Dirac mass for the mirror fermion is
technically natural and thus no hierarchy problem is in-
troduced by its presence, it does beg the question: What
should be its natural scale? The cancellation mechanism
requires mE ≲ m∗ which could introduce a coincidence
problem. It turns out mE has a very elegant origin once
possible UV completions for the above model are con-
sidered. In the holographic dual of these models, in-
spired by the AdS/CFT correspondence [30, 31], where
the pNGBs arise as the fifth component of a five dimen-
sional gauge field in warped space with a UV/IR brane
at z = R/R′ [27, 28], the partial compositeness hypoth-
esis from Eq.(1) is equivalent to embedding the elemen-
tary fermions within 5D bulk fermions transforming un-
der R [32]. In contrast, the opposite–chirality fermion
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ψ̃′ does not talk to the composite sector and therefore
correspond to a UV brane–localised fermion in the holo-
graphic dual. Then, the Dirac mass corresponds to a UV
brane–localised mass mixing between the brane fermion
ψ̃′ and the bulk fermion ψ′:∫

d4x
MUV√
R

¯̃
ψ′(x)ψ′(x, z = R) + h.c., (8)

with MUV ∼ O(1). Due to the 5D nature of ψ′(x, z), the
resulting 4D mass depends on its localisation along the
extra dimension, which is commonly parametrised by its
dimensionless 5D mass m ≡ c/R. We find two regimes
depending on whether the bulk fermion is UV–localised
(c > 0.5) or IR–localised (c < 0.5):

mE ∼ MUV

R
×

{
1 (c > 0.5)

(R′/R)c−1/2 (1− c) (c < 0.5)
, (9)

and we see that for an IR–localised bulk fermion, one
can recover exponentially smaller masses than the natu-
ral expectation of ∼ 1/R for UV masses. Furthermore,
we expect an IR–localisation since the heavy SM fields
are IR–localised, and it is the contribution of those to the
Higgs potential that we wish to cancel.

C. Concrete Model

Two minimal cosets fulfilling the above criteria in-
clude the color gauge group SU(3)c as part of the fla-
vor symmetry G. These models, motivated by charge
quantisation as in 4D Grand Unified Theories [33, 34]
(GUTs), are known as composite GUTs [35–37] or their
5D warped duals of gauge–Higgs grand unification [38–
45]. Interestingly, these models predict extra colored
pseudo–Nambu–Goldstone bosons. The non–custodial
coset SU(6)/SU(5) provides a minimal realisation, with
the pseudoreal representation

20 → 10⊕ 1̄0 (10)

where the decomposition of the 10 of SU(5) under the
SM gauge group is

10 → (3,2)1/6 ⊕ (3∗,1)−2/3 ⊕ (1,1)1 . (11)

However, the model is constrained by large correc-
tions to the T parameter. Instead, the custodial coset
SO(11)/SO(10), with the pseudoreal representation

32 → 16⊕ 1̄6, (12)

also satisfies the criteria but does not generate a T pa-
rameter at tree–level.

Since the biggest source of explicit G–breaking stems
from the top quark, we can focus on the right-handed top
singlet tR and the left–handed quark doublet qL in the
following analysis, whose contribution will be cancelled

by two mirror fermions ωR and θL respectively. As the
16 contains a 10 of SU(5), all four fields fit into the
20 of SU(6) or the 32 of SO(11). The linear mixing
strength λR/L in the IR is expected to depend on the

scaling dimension dL/R of the composite operator OR
L/R

and its UV value λUV [4, 6, 27, 28, 32]

(λIR)R/L ∼ (λUV)R/L

(
ΛIR

ΛUV

)dL/R−5/2

. (13)

If the partial compositeness Lagrangian in the UV is gen-
erated with same strength for the SM field and its mirror
fermion and the right–handed (left–handed) fields couple
to the same left–handed (right–handed) composite op-
erator, in line with the full global G symmetry, we can
safely assume that the IR values will be also the same.
Then, the Lagrangian becomes

LPC = λR
(
t̄R∆

tR + ω̄R∆
ωR
)
OR

L + h.c.

+λL
(
q̄L∆

qL + θ̄L∆
θL
)
OR

R + h.c.

+mω ω̄ω +mθ θ̄θ, (14)

including the Dirac masses for the mirror fermions.
Gauge boson contributions will be neglected as they

are subleading. Moreover, the numerical analysis in the
three–site model in the next section IID for the fermion
sector is identical for both considered cosets, fully deter-
mined by the symmetry properties of the real represen-
tation, namely R → C⊕ C̄.
For a complete modelling of the third generation of

quarks (the lighter two generations can be modelled sim-
ilarly), one must include the right–handed bottom quark
bR in the partial compositeness Lagrangian with an as-
sociated composite operator OR′

L in a representation R′.
Although its contribution to the Higgs potential is negli-
gible due to the small bottom mass, the associated com-
posite operator will mix with the ones of the top and
exotic sector therefore impacting their mass spectrum.
In order for the bR to connect to the qL, the representa-
tion should decompose as R′ → C ⊕ ... under H. Once
G is spontaneously broken, the composite operators OR

R

and OR′

L mix and induce a mass for the bottom quark.
For the coset SO(11)/SO(10), the minimal choice for

R′ is another 32. If we attempted to use the same 32
for the bottom–right and top–right, there would be a
degeneracy in their masses. For the SU(6)/SU(5) the
minimal option is a 15 which decomposes as 10⊕5 under
SU(5).
As mentioned, the cosets contain more broken gen-

erators besides the ones of the Higgs doublet (1,2)1/2,

and there will be more pNGBs. Both scenarios predict a
scalar leptoquark (3,1)−1/3, and in SU(6)/SU(5) there

is an additional scalar singlet, whose generator corre-
sponds to an unbroken global symmetry. Therefore, it re-
mains massless unless the symmetry is broken by a differ-
ent mechanism, i.e. by introducing a Majorana neutrino
sector. For the leptoquark potential the cancellation in
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the fermion sector proceeds identically, and neither qL
nor tR generate the potential at leading order. However,
the gauging of the strong sector is a large source for the
potential of the leptoquark. Using NDA [46], the leading
potential can be estimated as [44]

V (S) ≈ m4
∗
3× 5

64π2

g2s
g2∗

sin2

(√
2S†S

f

)
. (15)

The resulting mass for the leptoquark is then mS =
(15αs/8π)

1/2m∗ ≈ (0.25m∗).

D. Numerical Analysis

We proceed with a numerical analysis of the above
setup in a multi–site model [47, 48]. These phenomeno-
logical models are inspired by dimensional deconstruc-
tion [49] and by 5D models [27], retaining the useful fea-
tures of finiteness of the Higgs potential while being com-
putationally easier.

We will work in the three–site model, in which the
first site models the elementary sector while the other two
sites represent the composite sector. It is the lowest site–
model in which the Higgs potential is fully calculable.
The Higgs potential is determined with the Coleman–
Weinberg formula

Vi(h) = −2Nc

8π2

∫
dpp3 log

(
det
(
M†

i (h)Mi(h) + p21
))
(16)

where Nc = 3, and Mi, with i = T,E, the mass matrices
for the top and exotic sector respectively. As exotics we
denote all mass eigenstates arising through the mirror
fermions.

The numerical analysis is performed by scanning the
composite masses over a range of [−5f, 5f ], for a sym-
metry breaking scale of f = 1600GeV. We assume
λL = λR ≡ λ for simplicity and match to the correct
top mass mt(f) ≈ 150GeV.

The results for the lightest top–partner mass, mmin
T ,

plotted against the Higgs mass are shown in Fig. 3. The
current LHC limit mT ≳ 1500 GeV ([50–54]) is indicated
by the red region. The spectrum of the lightest exotic,
mmin

E , can be seen in Fig. 4, while in Fig. 5 the correlation
with the top-partner mass is shown. We observe that the
exotic is strictly lighter than the top partner, providing
an attractive collider target (see Sec. III).

The necessary fine–tuning to achieve the correct Higgs
potential is assessed by employing the Barbieri–Giudice
measure [55]

∆BG = max
i

∣∣∣∣∂ logO(xi)

∂ log xi

∣∣∣∣ , (17)

i.e. the maximal sensitivity of observable O to parame-
ters xi. We choose the Higgs mass and vacuum expecta-
tion value (vev) as observables to fully characterise the
potential and take the maximum. We will compare the
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]

FIG. 3. The lightest top–partner mass, mmin
T , versus the

Higgs mass mh. The shaded blue region is highlighting the
correct Higgs mass mh ∈ (125±15) GeV, whereas the shaded
red region shows current experimental limits on the lightest
top partner, mT ≳ 1500 GeV ([50–54]).

0 100 200 300 400
0

1000

2000

3000

4000

mh [GeV]

m
Em

in
[G

eV
]

FIG. 4. The lightest exotic mass, mmin
E , versus the Higgs mass

mh. The shaded blue region is highlighting the correct Higgs
mass mh ∈ (125± 15) GeV.
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FIG. 5. mmin
T versus mmin

E . The colour–code corresponds to
the tuning ∆BG. No viable points are found within the red
region which strictly enforces the phenomenological bound
mmin

T ≥ mmin
E .
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FIG. 6. The lightest top–partner mass mmin
T versus the

amount of tuning ∆BG (Eq. 17). The dashed black line
shows the expected value for conventional minimal tuning
∆min ∼ 42.

obtained tuning, ∆BG, with the so–called minimal tun-
ing [11] ∆min = f2/v2, which is the minimal tuning in
composite Higgs models that do not feature a double–
tuning problem. In Fig. 6 the tuning is plotted against
the mass of the lightest top partner, while filtering for
correct Higgs mass and vev, showing ∆min ∼ 42 for
f = 1600GeV as a dashed black line. There is a cluster-
ing of points with ∆BG ∼ 10 − 20, which is comparable
to minimal–tuning Composite Higgs models, but for the
much lower (and phenomenologically problematic) scale
of f = 800 GeV for the latter. Furthermore, we see
that heavy top partners are rather uncorrelated with the
amount of tuning.

III. PHENOMENOLOGY

Both SO(11)/SO(10) and SU(6)/SU(5) feature a
global symmetry that corresponds to baryon number.
This property stems from the incomplete filling of ele-
mentary fermions into G multiplets in the framework of
partial compositeness as opposed to 4D GUTs in which
the perfect filling of fermion representations break baryon
number (see e.g. [38, 43]). As a consequence, the pro-
ton remains stable, while the exotic fermions get charged
with unusual baryon number B = 2/3.

Due to its peculiar baryon number, the exotic possesses
unusual decay channels. In general, since it is lighter
than both pNGB and vector LQs, the leading branch-
ing ratio corresponds to a three–body decay proceeding
through an off–shell scalar or vector LQ. By imposing
baryon number and electromagnetic charge conservation,
the two possible 3–body decay channels are ω → tbτ−

and ω → bbν, where we expect decays to the more el-
ementary 1st and 2nd generation of SM fermions to be
suppressed. Moreover, since all three generations of lep-
ton doublets are expected to be elementary, we envisage

the ω → bbν decay width to be suppressed by at least
m2

τ/m
2
top with respect to ω → tbτ−. Therefore, we can

safely take BR(ω → tbτ−) = 1.
The main production mechanism of the exotics at the

LHC is through QCD pair production, pp→ ωω̄, leading
to a peculiar tt̄bb̄τ+τ− final state. To the best of our
knowledge, there is no dedicated search of the LHC col-
laborations for such a process, which is why the exotic
can be much lighter than the conventional B = 1/3 top
partners. Nevertheless, from Fig. 5 we observe that it
could also be as heavy as 1500GeV, while keeping the
tuning small.
Another potential signature of CH models is a change

to Higgs production and decay. We note that for f =
1600GeV these are in general safely below experimental
limits, with the potential exceptions of new contributions
due to (light) exotics. Importantly, we find that the latter
do not spoil the gluon-fusion cross section because the
opposite–chirality partners ψ̃′ are elementary and do not
interact directly with the Higgs.

IV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In this letter we proposed a novel mechanism for gen-
erating the Higgs potential at subleading order in the
fermion contributions by using a remarkable property of
group representations. In contrast to twin Higgs mod-
els [56] (see [57–59] for composite scenarios) the quadratic
contribution is cancelled via colored partners, which how-
ever carry a different global charge, therefore resulting in
a different phenomenology. The cancellation relies on
the decomposition of the real representation R → C⊕ C̄
under H.
We analysed the setup in a three–site model showing a

large reduction in fine–tuning to the ∼ 10% level in com-
parison with the naive expectation which is at the per-
cent level, or, in models that feature double–tuning, even
worse. By virtue of the reduction in fine–tuning we could
double the symmetry breaking scale to f = 1600GeV and
thus evade all top partner bounds, while keeping the fine–
tuning comparable to minimal–tuning CH models with
f = 800 GeV. As a consequence of the unusual baryon
number B = 2/3 of the exotics, the expected signature
of their decay is a six particle final state, which has not
yet been targeted at the LHC. The search for signatures
of natural models of electroweak symmetry breaking con-
tinues at the collider frontier.
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