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Little Higgs models address the hierarchy problem by identifying the SM Higgs doublet as pseudo-
Nambu–Goldstone bosons (pNGB) arising from global symmetries with collective breakings. These
models are designed to address the little hierarchy problem up to a scale of Λ∼O(10) TeV. Con-
sequently, these models necessitate an ultraviolet (UV) completion above this scale. On the other
hand, conformal extensions of the Standard Model are intriguing because scales emerge as a conse-
quence of dimensional transmutation. In this study, we present a unified framework in which the
electroweak hierarchy problem is tackled through a conformal symmetry collectively broken around
the TeV scale, offering an appealing UV completion for little Higgs models. Notably, this framework
automatically ensures the presence of the required UV fixed points, eliminating the need for careful
adjustments to the particle content of the theory. Moreover, this framework naturally addresses
the flavor puzzles associated with composite or little Higgs models. Furthermore, we suggest that
in this framework all known little Higgs models can be UV-completed through conformal dynamics
above the scale Λ up to arbitrary high scales.

Keywords: Conformal field theory, Dynamical symmetry breaking models, Electroweak symmetry breaking,
Extensions of Higgs sector, Hierarchy problem, Naturalness

I. INTRODUCTION

The Standard Model (SM) of particle physics works ex-
tremely well despite the fact that there are a number of
theoretical and experimental reasons for embedding into
more fundamental underlying theories. The so-called hi-
erarchy problem is one of the main reasons to go beyond
the SM. Composite Higgs models provide an attractive
solution where the SM Higgs boson is a composite state of
more elementary constituents with some strong confining
dynamics [1–3]. However such models naturally predict
resonant states close to the electroweak scale and null
results at the LHC for such states lead to the so-called
little hierarchy problem. To alleviate this little hierar-
chy problem the little Higgs models were invented [4–11].
The idea is that scalars are eventually not fundamen-
tal, but Goldstone bosons or pseudo-Nambu–Goldstone
bosons (pNGBs) related to suitable larger symmetries
and their collective breaking patterns. This implies that
Higgs couplings and Yukawa couplings would not be fun-
damental, but effective such that only gauge couplings
would survive in the UV limit.

Another interesting route to address the hierarchy
problem is conformal symmetry. Theoretically it ap-
pears interesting since all scales would emerge dynam-
ically instead of having relevant dimensionful operators
in a lagrangian. This direction is also tempting from
the fact that the SM 1 is a one-scale theory where all
masses appear from dimensionless couplings times one
single scale, the electroweak vacuum expectation value
(VEV), v ≃ 174 GeV. Moreover, the independent pa-
rameters of the SM are such that the effective potential
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1 Without neutrino masses or with Dirac neutrino masses only.

of the Higgs sector becomes miraculously flat at very high
scales, see e.g. [12]. This may point to a vacuum stability
problem [12, 13], but being conservative about all theo-
retical and experimental errors it may also imply that
a flat potential has a special meaning and is associated
with massless particles like Goldstone bosons. Combined
with a vanishing mass parameter this could indicate that
conformal or shift symmetry plays a role at high scales.
Implementing the idea of conformal symmetry one

must avoid conformal anomalies since otherwise all ben-
efits of the symmetry would be lost to quantum effects.
This implies that all couplings of the theory must eventu-
ally have a UV fixed point, i.e. vanishing beta functions
which are related to the trace of the energy-momentum
tensor. Obtaining UV fixed points for all Higgs, Yukawa,
and gauge couplings of a theory is a non-trivial require-
ment and the problem may be solved by carefully select-
ing the gauge groups and the representations [14]. Even
if one is successful the question remains if there is a prin-
ciple behind the required specific choices.
In this paper, we combine the ideas of composite Higgs

models with conformal symmetry and implement them
as a UV completion for the little Higgs models. Con-
sequently, all scalar and Yukawa couplings are not fun-
damental such that only gauge couplings survive in the
UV. This automatically guarantees that the theory has
the required UV fixed points if it is based on non-Abelian
gauge groups. In particular, we consider a UV theory
with fundamental fermions, called technifermions, in a
strongly coupled non-Abelian gauge theory such that we
require that theory is in the conformal phase at the high
energies with specific choices of fermion flavors and colors
for the gauge group. The conformal symmetry is softly
broken by relevant deformations of technifermion mass
terms at conformal breaking scale Λ. Since the theory is
strongly coupled at energies close to the conformal break-
ing scale Λ it confines and breaks the residual chiral sym-
metry spontaneously such that it gives pNGBs related to
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the chiral symmetry breaking, see also [15–17]. In this
framework, the Higgs boson and other pNGBs emerge as
composite states of the fundamental fermions. Further-
more, the symmetry structure in the model is such that
the low-energy symmetry is broken collectively à la lit-
tle Higgs models [4–11]. Hence, this framework provides
an interesting UV completion of the little Higgs models
through conformal dynamics which makes these models
consistent up to arbitrary high scales.

As an explicit example, we consider the UV comple-
tion of the ‘bestest’ little Higgs model [11] with strongly
coupled conformal dynamics, based on global symmetry
breaking in the coset SU(4)2/SU(4). We utilize four
massless and four massive bifundamental technifermions,
denoted as ψ and χ respectively, all charged under the
confining gauge group SU(2). This choice places the
gauge theory within the conformal window [18, 19] above
the scale Λ. At this scale, the conformal symmetry is bro-
ken due to the relevant deformation caused by the mas-
sive technifermion bilinear operator. Below this scale,
the gauge theory undergoes confinement and sponta-
neously breaks the flavor symmetry of four massless tech-
nifermions to SU(4)2/SU(4). Notably, the SM Higgs
doublet is a pNGB that incorporates electroweak cus-
todial symmetry. We highlight that in conformal lit-
tle Higgs models, the flavor scale, at which SM fla-
vor physics, particularly the top-quark sector, becomes
strongly coupled, can be naturally decoupled from the
little Higgs breaking scale. For a related discussion re-
garding technicolor models, see [15]. The model can in
principle be distinguished from other UV completions
of the little Higgs models by probes at scale Λ. We
comment on the possible signatures of conformal little
Higgs models at the future colliders probings energies
O(10) TeV. Moreover, we propose that any known lit-
tle Higgs model based on symmetry breaking coset G/H
can be UV-completed with strongly coupled conformal
dynamics by extending the fermionic content of the orig-
inal flavor symmetry charged under a confining QCD-like
gauge theory.

The paper is organized as follows: In the next Sec. II
we discuss the general framework of conformal lit-
tle Higgs models based on flavor symmetry breaking
SU(N)2/SU(N) of N flavors charged under a confin-
ing gauge group SU(Nc). We consider the case with
N = 4 and Nc = 3 in Sec. III which is the conformal
UV completion of ‘bestest’ little Higgs model. In Sec. IV
we comment on the UV completion of any known little
Higgs model with strongly coupled conformal dynamics
and conclude in Sec. V.

II. CONFORMAL UV COMPLETION OF
LITTLE HIGGS MODELS

In this section, we embed little Higgs models based on
symmetry breaking coset G/H into a strongly coupled
conformal field theory (CFT), thus providing an attrac-

tive UV completion framework for little Higgs models
valid up to arbitrary high scales. For concreteness, we
focus on the case where G is a chiral global symmetry,
SU(N)L×SU(N)R, withN Dirac fermion flavors sponta-
neously broken to its diagonal subgroup, H = SU(N)V ,
due to the strong confining dynamics of the gauge sym-
metry SU(Nc).
The key feature of our framework is that above the

spontaneous symmetry-breaking scale, the theory ex-
hibits conformal dynamics. To achieve this conformal dy-
namics, we add Nm Dirac fermion flavors charged under
an SU(Nc) gauge symmetry, such that the theory has an
enhanced global symmetry, SU(Nf )L × SU(Nf )R, with
Nf ≡ N + Nm flavors. For non-supersymmetric gauge
theories, it is argued that the strong conformal phase
is achieved in the so-called conformal window with the
SU(Nc) gauge theory and Nf flavors for [18, 19]

7

2
≲
Nf
Nc

≲
11

2
. (1)

Since our interest lies in chiral symmetry breaking due
to confining gauge dynamics for N flavors, we consider
these as massless Dirac fermions and denote them as ψi
(i = 1, · · · , N). Meanwhile, Nm flavors are assumed to be
massive Dirac fermions χj (j = 1, · · · , Nm) with massM .
The technifermions ψi and χj are in the fundamental rep-
resentation of the gauge group SU(Nc), whereas we also

add ψ̂i and χ̂j fermions in the conjugate (antifundamen-
tal) representation. We assume the Lagrangian for the
UV theory contains

L ⊃ LCFT + Ldef , (2)

where LCFT is the Lagrangian for the strongly coupled
CFT and Ldef is the Lagrangian for a deformation to the
CFT, which we consider of the following form,

Ldef = −Mχ̂χ. (3)

Above the mass parameter M is a relevant deformation
to the CFT for the scaling dimension of the χ̂χ bilinear
operator d ≤ 4. Therefore, the above deformation breaks
the conformal symmetry softly at the scale

Λ ≡M1/(4−d). (4)

To summarize, in this framework the strongly
coupled CFT has an enhanced chiral symmetry
SU(Nf )L×SU(Nf )R. However, the theory exits the con-
formal fixed point below the scale Λ due to deformation
operator (3) and enters the confining phase with N fla-
vors and Nc colors 2. This confinement forms a conden-
sate

⟨ψ̂αi ψjα⟩ ∼
Λd

(4π)2
δij , (5)

2 In general the conformal breaking scale Λ can be different from
the confining (condensation) scale of the QCD-like theory. How-
ever we assume that the CFT is strongly coupled, therefore the
two scales can be identified as the same scale Λ.



3

which spontaneously breaks the flavor symmetry
SU(N)L×SU(N)R/SU(N)V , where α is the SU(Nc)
color index and i, j label the fermion flavors, i.e. i, j =
1, · · · , N . This symmetry breaking gives (N2 − 1) Gold-

stone bosons, ψ̂ψ, corresponding to broken generators.

Note the fermion bilinear scalar operator ψ̂ψ has the
same scaling dimension d as that of χ̂χ operator. This
is due to the fact that above the conformal symme-
try breaking, they belong to the same symmetry group,
SU(Nf )L×SU(Nf )R, which exhibits conformal dynam-
ics. Due to unitarity considerations, the scaling dimen-

sion d of these scalar operators ψ̂ψ (and χ̂χ) is bounded
from below to be greater than one, i.e. d ≥ 1. The lim-
iting case d = 1 implies free (elementary) scalar fields.
Whereas, d = 3 for technicolor models [20, 21] and d ≳ 2
can be achieved in walking technicolor models [22–27].
As we discuss below for a conformal little Higgs model
we would require 1 < d < 2.
Below the conformal breaking scale Λ, the low-energy

effective theory exhibits the little Higgs dynamics for the
coset G/H through the collective breaking patterns. This
ensures that in the low-energy theory, the SM Higgs field
and other pNGB masses are protected from quadratic
divergences. Therefore, low-energy observables and pre-
dictions remain similar to those of any conventional lit-
tle Higgs model. However, there are crucial differences
between our conformal little Higgs model and other lit-
tle Higgs UV completions that appear at the confor-
mal breaking scale Λ. For instance, a general problem
with strongly coupled UV completions of little Higgs
or composite Higgs models is that flavor dynamics does
not decouple from the electroweak breaking dynamics.
Whereas, in the strongly coupled conformal little Higgs
models, the flavor problem can be decoupled from the
electroweak scale up to flavor scale Λt [15],

Λt ≡ Λ

(
4πv

mt

)1/ϵ

, for ϵ ≡ d− 1 ∼ 1/few, (6)

where mt is the top-quark mass and v is the electroweak
VEV. Furthermore, at energies at or above the conformal
breaking scale Λ, the observable effects of strong con-
formal dynamics begin to appear in the form of broad
resonances corresponding to ρψ-mesons (corresponding

to excited spin-1 ψ̂ψ states) and other composite states
of the conformal dynamics (e.g., πχ ≡ χ̂χ states). In
Fig. 1 a schematic depiction with different energy scales is
presented for our strongly coupled conformal little Higgs
model.

Note that in this framework, the Higgs operator OH ∼
ψ̂ψ has a scaling dimension d, which needs to be close
to 1 to address the flavor puzzle. On the other hand, for
d→ 1, the Higgs operator becomes weakly coupled, and
the scaling dimension ∆ of the lowest gauge-invariant op-

erator O†
HOH becomes close to 2d, i.e., ∆→ 2d for d→

1. Therefore, the SM hierarchy problem reemerges. To
avoid this problem, one requires that the scaling dimen-

sion of the O†
HOH operator be irrelevant, i.e., ∆ > 4 [15],
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FIG. 1. A schematic depiction of energy scales in the confor-
mal little Higgs model. In the UV we expect the theory enters
a conformal fix point at scaleMUV a’la Banks-Zaks [18]. At an
IR scale Λ, the conformal symmetry is softly broken by a rel-
evant deformation due to explicit mass parameter M = Λ4−d

of the technifermion bilinear operator χ̂χ. Below the confor-
mal breaking scale Λ the residual chiral symmetry with N
flavors is spontaneously broken by the confinement resulting
in (N2 − 1) pNGB states πψ = ψ̂ψ including the SM model
Higgs boson h.

which can be achievable in a strongly coupled CFT. For
a generic CFT theory, the limit d→ 1 was calculated in
Ref. [28, 29], where they obtained a general result:

∆ ≲ 2d+O(
√
d− 1), (7)

which implies roughly d ≳ 1.5 to have ∆ ≳ 4. Strictly
speaking, the results of Ref. [28] cannot be directly ap-
plied to our case as they do not distinguish between
the scalar operators that differ only by internal symme-
tries. Therefore, to address the (large) hierarchy prob-
lem, we require that d is large enough to render the

gauge-invariant scalar operator O†
HOH irrelevant and

small enough to effectively decouple the flavor puzzle(6).

III. AN EXAMPLE CLASS OF MODELS

In this section, we consider an example class of lit-
tle Higgs models with a global symmetry-breaking coset
SU(4)L×SU(4)R/SU(4)V with four light flavors of fun-
damental fermions. This example is based on the isomor-
phic coset of the bestest little Higgs model [11]. How-
ever, as we comment below, under certain low-energy as-
sumptions, this example class can also lead to the ‘min-
imal moose’ little Higgs model with custodial symme-
try [9], which is based on the coset SO(5)×SO(5)/SO(5).
The aim of this section is to provide one example class
of models with conformal UV dynamics that leads to
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SU(Nc) SU(3)C SU(2)L U(1)Y

ψ̃ ≡

(
ψ1

ψ2

)
□ 1 □ 0

ψ′ ≡

(
ψ3

ψ4

)
□ 1

1

1

− 1
2

+ 1
2

χ×Nm □ 1 1 0

TABLE I. Quantum numbers for technifermions under the
SU(Nc) confining gauge group and the SM gauge group
SU(3)C × SU(2)L × U(1)Y .

little Higgs models below the conformal breaking scale
Λ ∼ O(10) TeV. We argue in the following that such UV
completion of little Higgs models can lead to a class of
little Higgs models with different low-energy properties
based on symmetry-breaking patterns.

As mentioned above one of the main aspects of this
work is to consider the UV completion of little Higgs
models without introducing any elementary/fundamental
scalars in the model. For this purpose, we employ a con-
fining gauge symmetry SU(Nc) where for concreteness
we take Nc = 3 and new fermions ψ’s and χ’s, labeled
as technifermions, charged under this gauge group. In
Table I we summarize the quantum numbers for the new
fermions under the confining gauge group as well as under
the SM gauge group SU(3)C × SU(2)L ×U(1)Y . Where

ψ̃ and ψ′ are label as fundamentals of the electroweak
gauge group SU(2)L ⊂ SU(4)L and the custodial group
SU(2)′L ⊂ SU(4)L, respectively. The U(1)Y charges are
associated with the diagonal generators of the custodial

SU(2). Similarly the conjugate fields ψ̂ are charged un-
der the subgroups of SU(4)R.
We assume the number of flavors Nm of χ are such

that the theory is near a strongly coupled conformal
fixed point. In the following, we consider Nm = 8 which
is believed to be enough flavors to make the confining
SU(3) gauge theory strongly coupled nearly conformal
fixed point. The Lagrangian for the confining sector is

L ⊃ −Mψψ̂ψ −Mχ̂χ, (8)

where ψ = (ψ̃, ψ′). Note that the coefficients of “mass”
terms, i.e. fermion bilinears, denoted with Mψ and M
has scaling dimension different from the canonical mass
dimension 1. For a non-trivial scaling dimension d of the
fermion bilinears, which is a scalar operator, we have 4−d
scaling dimension for Mψ and M . As mentioned above,
for the scaling dimension 1 < d < 4 these mass terms are
relevant deformations that take the theory out of the con-
formal fixed point. In other words, the conformal symme-
try is broken at scale Λ where these deformations become
strong. Since we are interested in SU(4)L×SU(4)R chi-
ral breaking we assume Mψ = 0 such that the conformal
breaking is dominated by M deformation of χ̄χ operator
and ψ’s are the massless flavor which breaks the chiral

symmetry only due to the condensate ⟨ψ̂ψ⟩.
Since the technifermions χ’s are heavy with masses

of the order conformal breaking scale, one can integrate

them out at the scale Λ. In the effective theory at/below
scale Λ = M1/(4−d) we are left with four flavors of
fermions ψ and their conjugate fermions ψ̂, which has
SU(4)L × SU(4)R chiral symmetry. The technifermions

ψ and ψ̂ transform as 4 and 4̄ of SU(4)L and SU(4)R,
respectively, therefore, the condensate transforms as

⟨ψ̂ψ⟩ = (4, 4̄)SU(4)L×SU(4)R . (9)

The above condensate breaks flavor symmetry to its diag-
onal subgroup, i.e. SU(4)L × SU(4)R → SU(4)V , result-
ing in 15 Goldstone bosons which transform as the ad-
joint of the unbroken diagonal SU(4)V . Assuming mass-
less technifermions ψ we can align the vacuum along the
direction that preserves SU(4)V and does not break the
SM EW symmetry,

⟨ψ̂ψ⟩ = Λd

(4π)2

(
1 0

0 1

)
, (10)

where Λ is the scale of conformal symmetry breaking and
d is the scaling dimension of the condensate.
Before moving forward, we would like to highlight a

crucial point. Starting with the SU(4)2 flavor sym-
metry, one can also achieve a conformal UV comple-
tion for the ‘minimal moose’ little Higgs model with
custodial symmetry. This model is based on the coset
SO(5)2/SO(5) [9], which is isomorphic to Sp(4)2/Sp(4).
The procedure involves explicitly breaking the SU(4)2

flavor symmetry down to Sp(4)2 by introducing the fol-
lowing non-renormalizable term in the Lagrangian:

L ⊃ cm2

Λ2d−2
Tr
[
(ψ̂ψ)J(ψ̂ψ)TJ

]
, (11)

where c ∼ (4π)2 represents the strong coupling, m ∼ Λ is
the mass scale, and J is a matrix that preserves the above
interaction under only Sp(4) rotations while explicitly
breaking the remaining orthogonal directions of SU(4):

J ≡ 1

2

(
iσ2 0

0 iσ2

)
, σ2 =

(
0 −i
i 0

)
. (12)

As a result, 5 of the 15 would-be Goldstone bosons ac-
quire a mass of order m ∼ Λ. Subsequently, the remain-
ing Sp(4)L × Sp(4)R symmetry is broken by confining
strong dynamics to the coset Sp(4)2/Sp(4), resulting in
10 Goldstone bosons, as discussed in [30]. The complete
symmetry breaking pattern and low-energy properties,
such as the quartic Higgs coupling, of the little Higgs
model of Ref. [9], can be obtained by multiple repetitions
of the above-described Sp(4)2/Sp(4) symmetry breaking.
In the following, we focus on the case with a full

SU(4)L × SU(4)R symmetric case of the little Higgs
model and highlight some of its properties.

A. Higgs sector

The chiral symmetry breaking of the coset SU(4)L ×
SU(4)R/SU(4)V leads to 15 Goldstone bosons which
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transform under the custodial symmetry SO(4) ≃
SU(2)L × SU(2)R ⊂ SU(4)V as

15SU(4)V = (2, 2) + (2, 2) + (3, 1) + (1, 3) + (1, 1), (13)

where we have two doublets, two triplets, and a singlet
under the custodial symmetry. We can write the Gold-
stone matrix as,

U = ei2Π/f ; (14)

where

Π =
1

2

(
σa∆a

1 + η/
√
2 −iΦH

iΦ†
H σa∆a

2 − η/
√
2

)
. (15)

Above ΦH is a bi-doublet,

ΦH ≡
(
H̃1 + iH̃2, H1 + iH2

)
, (16)

with H̃i ≡ iσ2H
∗
i where Hi are Higgs doublets, whereas

the triplets σa∆a
1,2 are,

σa∆a =

(
∆0

√
2∆+

√
2∆− −∆0

)
. (17)

Note that the matrix U transforms linearly under the

SU(4)V group as, U → ΩV · U · Ω†
V .

The EW symmetry breaking vacuum is where both the
Higgs doublets acquire non-zero VEVs, i.e. ⟨H1,2⟩ ≡ v1,2.
Such that most general custodial symmetry preserving
vacuum can be written as,

⟨ΦH⟩ = v eiβ1, (18)

where v ≡
√
v21 + v22 is the electroweak VEV and

tanβ ≡ v2/v1. The misalignment of the EW vacuum v
with respect to the global symmetry breaking vacuum
f ≡ Λ/(4π) can be parametrized by a transformation,

Σ = Ω0 · U · Ω0, (19)

such that the new vacuum is,

⟨Σ⟩ ≡ Σ0 = Ω0 ·Ω0 ≡
(

cos θ 1 eiβ sin θ 1

−e−iβ sin θ 1 cos θ 1

)
, (20)

where the vacuum rotation matrix is

Ω0 =

(
cos θ2 1 eiβ sin θ

2 1

−e−iβ sin θ
2 1 cos θ2 1

)
, (21)

with the misalignment angle sin θ ≡ v/f . In this EW

symmetry breaking vacuum, the chiral condensate (ψ̂ψ)
is related to Σ as,

(ψ̂ψ) =
Λd

(4π)2
Σ, (22)

where the factor of (4π)2 is the Näıve Dimensional Anal-
ysis (NDA) value in a strongly coupled theory.
One of the crucial aspects of the Little Higgs frame-

work is the collective contribution to the Higgs quartic
potential without generating the corresponding quadratic
term. This feature can be introduced in our example
model similarly to the ‘bestest Little Higgs’ model [11].
For this purpose, we introduce two projection operators,

J1 =
1

2

(
iσ2 0

0 iσ2

)
, J2 =

1

2

(
iσ2 0

0 −iσ2

)
, (23)

such that the collective quartic potential is obtained as,

L ⊃ −λ12
4
f4
∣∣∣Tr
(
Σ J1 Σ

TJ2
)∣∣∣

2

− λ21
4
f4
∣∣∣Tr
(
Σ J2 Σ

TJ1
)∣∣∣

2

,

(24)

where λij are dimensionless parameters. Note in the
above Lagrangian, the first term breaks SU(4)L×SU(4)R
symmetry to Sp(4)L1×Sp(4)R2, whereas the second term
breaks SU(4)L×SU(4)R symmetry to Sp(4)L2×Sp(4)R1.
Here Sp(4)Li (or Sp(4)Ri) refers to two different vacuum
configurations corresponding to Ji, with i = 1, 2. Such
that the above terms only generate potential for the η
field, whereas all other pNGBs are protected by symme-
tries. In particular, Sp(4)L1 × Sp(4)R2 collectively pro-
tect the two Higgs doublets H1 and H2. For instance,
in the electroweak symmetric phase, i.e., Σ = U , we can
rewrite the above potential terms as,

L = −λ12
2
f2
(
η +

1√
2f

(H†
1H2 + h.c.) + · · ·

)2

− λ21
2
f2
(
η − 1√

2f
(H†

1H2 + h.c.) + · · ·
)2
, (25)

where ellipses denote higher-order terms. The above La-
grangian generates only mass for the η field,

m2
η = (λ12 + λ21)f

2, (26)

which can be integrated out at the tree level, generating
a quartic term for the Higgs potential of the form,

L ⊃ − λ12λ21
λ12 + λ21

(
H†

1H2 + h.c.
)2
. (27)

Note the above potential has the desired form of the Lit-
tle Higgs models employing the collective breaking in-
volving two different couplings. We note that the above
collective potential terms (24) lead to the generation of
the Higgs mass at one-loop order of the following form:

λ12λ21
16π2

f2 ln

(
Λ2

µ2

)(
H†

1H1 +H†
2H2

)
, (28)

which is only logarithmically sensitive to the cutoff Λ.
Here, the renormalization scale µ is of the order mη (26)
to minimize the finite corrections to the potential. We
refer to Ref. [11] for further details on the low-energy phe-
nomenology of the Higgs sector as one can follow similar
steps for this model.
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ψ ψ̂
SU(4)L

SU(2)L

SU(4)R

SU(2)Rgauged

global

SU(Nc)

U(1)Y

FIG. 2. Collective symmetry breaking the structure of the
‘bestest’ conformal little Higgs.

B. Gauge sector

To employ the collective breaking in the gauge sector,
we gauge subgroups SU(2)L ⊂ SO(4)L ⊂ SU(4)L and
SU(2)R ⊂ SO(4)R ⊂ SU(4)R. The symmetry structure
of the theory can be depicted as a Moose diagram Fig. 2.
The gauge boson masses can be obtained as,

L ⊃ 1

2
f2Tr

[
(DµΣ)

†(DµΣ)
]
, (29)

⊃ 1

2
g2EWf

2 sin2θWµW
µ +

1

4 cos2 θW
g2EWf

2 sin2θZµZ
µ

+
1

2
(g2L + g2R)f

2 cos2 θW ′
µW

′µ

+
1

4
(g2L + g2R)f

2 cos2 θZ ′
µZ

′µ + · · · . (30)

Above, ellipses denote Goldstone bosons’ interactions
with the gauge bosons. The covariant derivate is defined
as,

DµΣ ≡ ∂µΣ+ igLAaLT aΣ− igRAaRT aΣ, (31)

where AA,B are the gauge bosons corresponding to
SU(2)LA,B and g2EW = g2Lg

2
R/(g

2
L + g2R). Above we ne-

glect the U(1)Y gauge bosons as its relevance to the little
hierarchy problem is less severe. It is straightforward to
include. Masses of the heavy gauge bosons W ′ and Z ′

are,

m2
W ′ = m2

Z′ =
1

2
(g2L + g2R)f

2 cos2 θ, (32)

whereas the SM gauge bosons are,

m2
W = m2

Z cos2 θW =
1

2
g2EWv

2 +O(v4/f2), (33)

where θW is the Weinberg angle.
One of the key features of the little Higgs models is that

the Higgs boson and other uneaten pNGB masses are not
quadratically sensitive to the symmetry-breaking scale Λ.
It is straightforward to verify this by analysing the radia-
tive corrections to the pNGB masses. At one loop level,
the radiative corrections to the Higgs and other uneaten
pNGB masses due to light and heavy gauge bosons are,

L⊃ 9g2EWm
2
W ′

64π2
ln

(
Λ2

m2
W ′

)[
|H1|2+ |H2|2+

8

3
|∆1|2

]
, (34)

which is only sensitive to the heavy gauge boson mass
which could be much smaller than the scale Λ.
Note that in a strongly coupled theory, the dynamics

that result in the nonlinear sigma model for the gauge
sector (29) with weak gauge bosons of the theory would
become strong at the scale mρ. In our framework, this
scale is given by

mρ = Λ

(
4πv

mW

)1/(d−1)

, (35)

which can be naturally decoupled from the strong dynam-
ics responsible for the electroweak symmetry breaking for
ϵ ≡ d− 1 ∼ 1/few. For ϵ = 1/3 the gauge bosons strong
dynamics scale mρ can be pushed up to O(104) TeV for
Λ ∼ O(1) TeV.
Here, we would like to note that this work aims to

emphasize the main features of the strongly coupled
conformal UV completion of Little Higgs models, while
some of the low-energy phenomenological aspects are
model-dependent and can be realized within this frame-
work. For example, in the original ‘bestest Little Higgs’
model [11], it was argued that it is more favorable phe-
nomenologically to have gauge partners heavier than the
symmetry-breaking scale f . To achieve this, a modular
approach was taken, involving two independent sigma
models where a new scalar field was introduced to break
a new global SU(2) × SU(2) symmetry to the diago-
nal SU(2) at a higher scale F > f . It is worth noting
that at or below the conformal breaking scale, a simi-
lar modular approach can naturally be adopted, where
a new global symmetry SU(2) × SU(2) spontaneously
breaks to the diagonal SU(2) and is orthogonal to our
strong sector and is weakly gauged. One possibility
could be that two vector-like fermions, denoted as χ′

1,2,
are charged under a new strong confining gauge group
SU(Nc)

′ (orthogonal to the SU(Nc) of the conformal sec-
tor) and are also charged under the new global symmetry
SU(2)′L × SU(2)′R. This setup leads to the confinement
of SU(Nc)

′ and the condensation of ⟨χ̂′χ′⟩, resulting in
the breaking of the global symmetry SU(2)′L × SU(2)′R
to orthogonal SU(2)′V at the breaking scale F ≲ Λ. This
approach naturally increases the masses of gauge part-
ners (32) to the order of F > f as in Ref. [11].

C. Fermion sector

In this framework, the SM fermions are elementary and
their mass is obtained through Yukawa-like interactions
with the composite Higgs as follows:

L ⊃ λt

Λd−1
t

QLtROH , (36)

where d is the scaling dimension of the Higgs operator

OH ∼ ψ̂3ψ̃, and Λt is the scale where the above operator
becomes strong, i.e., λt ∼ (4π)2. Below the conformal
breaking scale, the Higgs operator confines with its VEV
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⟨OH⟩ ∼ Λd

(4π)2 sin θ, generating mass for the top quark.

The top quark mass can be expressed as:

mt ≡ ytv ∼
λt

(4π)2

(
Λ

Λt

)d−1

Λ sin θ, (37)

where Λ ≡ 4πf is the scale of confinement/condensation,
and v = f sin θ is the SM Higgs VEV. 3

In this framework, the flavor scale Λt (6) is naturally
decoupled from the strong dynamics responsible for the
electroweak symmetry breaking for ϵ ≡ d−1 ∼ 1/few, e.g.
for ϵ = 1/3 the flavor scale can be pushed up to O(103)Λ,
see also [15]. For comparison, in a technicolor-like model,
the scaling dimension is d ∼ 3 and therefore the flavor
scale is O(5)Λ which would require Λ ≫ O(1) TeV in
order to avoid the flavor constraints in the absence of a
flavor symmetry in the UV theory. Therefore, conformal
UV completions of the little Higgs models or composite
Higgs models naturally decouple the flavor scale from the
electroweak breaking scale for scaling dimension 1<d<2.
Note that the top-quark mass operator of the form (36)

and other SM fermionic operators explicitly break the
SU(4) symmetry protecting the Higgs boson and other
pNGB masses. We can write such operators in the UV
such that they preserve the symmetries of the theory.
For instance, each SM SU(2)L quark doublet, denoted
as QL = (uL, dL)

T with u/d representing up/down-
type quarks, originates from a fundamental representa-
tion of SU(4)L. To complete the fundamental represen-
tation SU(4)L, a second quark doublet, Q′

L = (u′L, d
′
L)

is added, which transforms under SU(2)′L. Such that
ΨL=(QL, Q

′
L)
T transforms as a fundamental of SU(4)L.

The quark doublet Q′
L carries U(1)Y charges that are

equivalent to the SM hypercharges of QL. Correspond-
ing to each Q′

L, there exists a field Q′
R = (U ′

R, D
′
R)
T

that forms a vector-like pair. The SM SU(2)L singlet
quark fields, UR, DR and their partners U ′

R, D
′
R only

carry U(1)Y gauge quantum numbers. We can write
them as ΨR = (0, 0, λuUR, λdDR)

T which transform as
a fundamental of SU(4)R. The quark Yukawa couplings
can be derived from the following Lagrangian,

L ⊃ 1

Λd−1
t

Ψ̄L(ψ̂ψ)ΨR +
λ′

4π
ΛQ̄′

LQ
′
R,

=
Λ

(4π)2

(
Λ

Λt

)d−1

Ψ̄LΣΨR + λ′fQ̄′
LQ

′
R, (38)

3 An alternative possibility is the partial composite framework,
where top-quark (QL, tR) mixes linearly with the composite
fermion operators (OL,OR) as [31, 32],

L ⊃
λL

ΛdL−5/2
QLOL +

λR

ΛdR−5/2
tROR,

where dL,R are the scaling dimensions of fermionic operator
OL,R. The effective top Yukawa coupling is

yt ∼
λLλR

ΛdL+dR−5
,

which is relevant for dL,R ≲ 5/2 [32].

where Σ transforms as (4, 4̄) under the flavor symmetry
SU(4)L × SU(4)R. Above, λu,d are strong couplings of
order (4π)2 through NDA estimates. Within this frame-
work, one of the linear combinations of UR and U ′

R ⊂ Q′
R

acquires a mass on the order of f for λ′ ∼ 1, while the
other linear combination corresponds to the conventional
SM SU(2)L singlet up-type quark, uR. A similar situa-
tion applies to the down-type quarks. The first term
above leads to the generation of SM up-type and down-
type quark masses. For instance, the top-quark mass is
generated as given in equation (37) with the top-Yukawa
coupling,

yt =
λt
4π

(
Λ

Λt

)d−1

∼ 4π

(
Λ

Λt

)d−1

, (39)

for λt ∼ (4π)2. Note that the invariance of the first
term under SU(4) ensures the cancellation of one-loop
quadratic divergences originating from the quark sector.
Extending this approach to all quark generations and
charged leptons follows a similar path.

D. Phenomenology

The low-energy phenomenology of this model closely
resembles that of the ‘bestest’ little Higgs model [11],
also discussed in [33]. In this context, H1 represents the
SM Higgs doublet, while the second Higgs doublet H2, as
well as the scalar triplet ∆1 and singlet η, have substan-
tial masses of the order O(1) TeV. Similarly, the heavy
gauge boson partners W ′ and Z ′ also exhibit masses of
approximately O(1) TeV. Additionally, the fermionic top
partners have masses at the scale of f . These scalar, vec-
tor, and fermionic states, with masses around O(1) TeV,
serve as promising targets for future LHC runs [33].
In this work, we do not conduct a detailed phenomeno-

logical study as it is highly model-dependent. Never-
theless, one distinctive characteristic of conformal little
Higgs models, as opposed to other UV completions of
little Higgs models, is the presence of broad resonances
and continuum states associated with strong conformal
dynamics at the scale Λ. For values of f around 1
TeV, which correspond to a tuning order of roughly 10%,
the strongly coupled states with broad widths typically
emerge at a scale of approximately 10 TeV. Consequently,
such states can be well-motivated targets for future col-
liders like FCC [34, 35].
Here we briefly comment on potentially problematic

low-energy phenomenological aspects that could differ
from those of the ‘bestest’ Little Higgs model [11]. First,
we consider corrections to Z → bb̄ due to the first term
in Eq. (38), which generates the top-quark mass, as dis-
cussed in [36], see also [17, 37]. At the leading order, we
have the following term in the effective Lagrangian,

L ⊃ CL
(4π)2

(
Λ

Λt

)2(d−1)

Tr
[
Ψ̄Lσ̄

µΣ†←→DµΣΨL

]
,
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⊃ CL
(4π)2

(
Λ

Λt

)2(d−1)

sin2θ

[
gEW

cos θW

(
t̄Lγ

µtL − b̄LγµbL
)
Zµ

+
gEW√

2

(
t̄Lγ

µbLW
+
µ + h.c.

)]
, (40)

where CL ∼ (4π)2 is the effective coupling in a strongly
coupled theory and sin2θ = v2/f2. The stringent con-
straint comes from the measurement of Z → bLb̄L [38],
which sets the following bound at the 2σ level,

∆gZbLb̄L
gSM
ZbLb̄L

∼
(

Λ

Λt

)2(d−1)

sin2θ ∼
( yt
4π

)2 v2
f2

≲ 1%. (41)

We note that the above constraint is negligible and is
always satisfied for f > v. Note that the extra sup-
pression factor (Λ/Λt)

2(d−1) ∼ 1/(4π)2 is one of the core
features of this framework, where the flavor scale Λt is
decoupled from the chiral (global) symmetry breaking
scale Λ = 4πf . Similarly, for the top-quark contributions
from the first term in Eq. (38), the electroweak precision
observable T -parameter is suppressed due to custodial
symmetry. However, there are gauge and pNGB contri-
butions similar to the original model [11], as discussed
in [33].

IV. COMMENTS AND DISCUSSION

In the following comments, we argue that any known
little Higgs model based on the coset G/H where F ⊃ G
is weakly gauged can be made conformal little Higgs.
The general idea is based on arguments presented in [39–
41], see also [30], where it is pointed out that any known
little Higgs model based on the coset G/H with weakly
gauge subgroup F of G has the same low-energy physics
as a two-site nonlinear sigma model with global sym-
metry G2 spontaneously broken to G and gauging the
subgroups F × H in the limit that the gauge coupling
of H is large. The latter case is realized provided G2/G
breaking is due to a QCD-like confining dynamics. Such
a two-site model can be UV-completed with bifundamen-
tal fermions ψ’s with QCD-like confining gauge dynamics
of SU(Nc) or Sp(2Nc) gauge symmetry as shown in the
following Moose diagram

ψ ψ̂
G

F

G

Hgauged

global

SU(Nc)
(42)

A quick way to see this low-energy “duality” of a little
Higgs model, based on global symmetry breaking coset
G/H with weakly gauged subgroup F (say theory-A) to
that of a chiral breaking of G2 → G due to confining
dynamics with gauged subgroup F × H in the limit of
large H gauge coupling (say theory-B), is counting the

number of uneaten pNGBs in both theories. In theory A
we have

NA
pNGB =

[
N(G)−N(H)︸ ︷︷ ︸

broken gen.

]
−N(F)︸ ︷︷ ︸

eaten

, (43)

whereas, in theory B we have

NB
pNGB = N(G)︸ ︷︷ ︸

broken gen.

−
[
N(H) +N(F)︸ ︷︷ ︸

eaten

]
. (44)

Therefore the two theories have the same number of un-
eated pNGBs. Moreover, in the limit large H gauge cou-
pling in theory-B, the corresponding gauge bosons are
heavy and therefore can be integrated out similar to Hid-
den Local Symmetry [42]. Hence the two theories would
give exactly the same low-energy dynamics with uneaten
pNGBs and light gauge boson corresponding to F ⊂ G.
In order to UV complete the two-site little Higgs mod-

els (theory-B) with strongly coupled conformal dynam-
ics one would need to extend the fermion sector of the
confining gauge theory SU(Nc) (or Sp(2Nc)) with addi-
tional bifundamental fermions χ’s such that the theory
lies in the conformal window with Nf/Nc satisfying (1).
In order to obtain a theory that undergoes spontaneous
chiral symmetry breaking due to fermion condensate, it
needs to exit the conformal fixed point and flow to the
confining phase at scale Λ. Therefore, as argued above
we would require a relevant deformation to the strongly
coupled CFT in the form of (3). Such that at scale Λ
the additional massive fermionic d.o.f. χ, responsible for
conformal dynamics, can be integrated out. Hence the
low-energy theory can be described as the above Moose
diagram (42), where G2 symmetry is spontaneously bro-

ken to the diagonal subgroup G due to ψ̂ψ condensate
of confining gauge theory SU(Nc) (or Sp(2Nc)). The
subgroups F × H are gauged and in the limit H gauge
coupling is large, we get the low energy theory for a little
Higgs model based on G/H coset (theory A).
Note that the moose (42) would generally require that
G2/G breaking is due to a QCD-like confining dynam-
ics. Therefore this setup inherently requires G to be
an SU(N) flavor symmetry for N fermion flavors in the
fundamental representation with confining gauge theory
SU(Nc) (or Sp(2Nc)). In cases where the original lit-
tle Higgs model has G as an SO(N) flavor symmetry,
one would require additional considerations. The feasi-
bility of such an extension would, of course, depend on
the specific model and its underlying dynamics. For in-
stance, models based on SO(N + 1) with N ∈ 2Z can
be recasted in Sp(N), which can then be enhanced to
SU(N) symmetry. One can then explicitly break the
SU(N)/Sp(N) orthogonal symmetry which would make
the corresponding pNGBs heavy. Then the low-energy
theory would have Sp(N) ∼ SO(N + 1) symmetry. An
example of such a case with SO(5) is noted above. Sim-
ilarly for SO(N) with N ∈ 2Z one can rely on their
isomorphic or larger SU groups.
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It is relevant to make a comment here concerning the
(large) hierarchy problem. Since all Higgs and Yukawa
couplings dissolve, it implies that no scalars (pNGBs)
propagate beyond the little Higgs scale Λ. Consequently,
we are left with a chiral QCD-like theory, comprised of
chiral fermions and non-abelian gauge fields. Symmetry
breaking and condensation occur in the infrared (IR) fol-
lowing the logarithmic running of the gauge coupling. In
other words, the symmetry breaking gives rise to the con-
formal anomaly (beta functions) below the little Higgs
scale Λ, leading to the emergence of pNGBs and other
low-energy degrees of freedom. As a result, the under-
lying theory resembles more of a chiral QCD scenario
with no hierarchy problem and dimensional transmuta-
tion. Meanwhile, the little Higgs dynamics effectively ad-
dresses the little hierarchy between the electroweak scale
v and the conformal breaking scale Λ.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this study, we have presented a UV completion for
little Higgs models based on strongly coupled conformal
dynamics, extending their validity to arbitrarily high en-
ergy scales. Our proposal suggests that any little Higgs
model founded on the G/H coset can achieve UV comple-
tion through robust conformal dynamics. The little Higgs
mechanism ensures the absence of quadratic divergences
for the SM Higgs doublet and other pNGB states up to
the conformal breaking scale Λ. Beyond the conformal

breaking scale, the theory displays conformal dynamics
that persists up to an arbitrary high UV scale MUV, ef-
fectively addressing the gauge hierarchy problem up to
this UV scale.
Furthermore, this framework naturally decouples fla-

vor dynamics from the strong dynamics responsible for
breaking the electroweak symmetry. With regards to the
scaling dimension of the fermion condensate, which corre-
sponds to the SM Higgs operator, in the range 1 < d < 2,
it has been demonstrated that the flavor scale can be ex-
ponentially separated from the confining scale Λ.
To illustrate the practicality of our concept, we have

presented a concrete UV completion of the ‘bestest’ little
Higgs model based on the coset SU(4)2/SU(4). The low-
energy phenomenology closely mirrors that of the canon-
ical ‘bestest’ little Higgs model. This model predicts the
existence of a light SM Higgs doublet, a relatively heavy
second Higgs doublet, a heavy SU(2)L triplet, and a sin-
glet. The gauge partners of the SM gauge bosons have
relatively heavy masses, typically of the order f .
We have also discussed a potential UV completion for

any known little Higgs model using strongly coupled con-
formal dynamics. The key features of this framework in-
clude the natural separation of the flavor problem and the
possibility of detecting signatures of strong conformal dy-
namics at future colliders through broad resonances and
continuum states at the conformal breaking scale Λ.
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