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Abstract: We perform the first convergent Bayesian global fits of 4D Composite Higgs

Models with partially-composite third generation quarks and leptons based on the minimal

SO(5) → SO(4) symmetry breaking pattern. We consider two models with the τ lepton

and its associated neutrino in different representations of SO(5). Fitting each model with

a wide array of experimental constraints allows us to analyse the Bayesian evidence and

currently-observed fine-tuning of each model by calculating the Kullback-Leibler divergence

between their respective priors and posteriors. Notably both models are found to be capable

of satisfying all constraints simultaneously at the 3σ level at scales of < 5 TeV. From a

Bayesian viewpoint of naturalness the model with leptons in the 14 and 10 representations

is preferred over those in the 5 representation due to its lower fine-tuning. Finally, we

consider the experimental signatures for the preferred parameters in these models, including

lepton partner decay signatures and gluon-fusion produced Higgs signal strengths, and

discuss their potential phenomenology at future high-luminosity LHC runs.
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1 Introduction

The hierarchy problem continues to motivate the development of beyond-Standard Model

physics models. If the Standard Model (SM) couples to any new physics at high energies,

then the SM Higgs boson should receive contributions to its mass of the same order as those

energy scales, which raises the question of why the physical Higgs mass is comparatively

small. Unless the new physics is structured in such a way that the various mass contribu-

tions cancel each other out, this observation can only be explained within the framework

of the SM by an enormous fine-tuning of the bare Higgs mass parameter. We concern

ourselves here with a popular alternative framework, the Composite Higgs Model (CHM),

in which the Higgs boson is a bound state of some new strongly-interacting “composite”

sector at the few-TeV scale. This protects the Higgs from large mass corrections and so

removes the need for much fine-tuning [1–3].

The minimal viable CHM incorporates the four Higgs doublet fields as the pseudo-

Nambu-Goldstone bosons (pNGBs) of spontaneous SO(5) → SO(4) symmetry breaking

within the composite sector [4, 5]. The other SM fields arise as “partially composite”

superpositions of elementary and composite fields. Masses are communicated to the SM

particles through their composite components, so heavier SM particles are generically ex-

pected to interact more strongly with the composite sector [6]. It is common to realise

this scenario as a multi-site model (the low-energy effective 4D theory of a 5D Randall-

Sundrum model [7, 8]), since the Higgs effective potential is finite and calculable in this

case. These so-called Minimal 4D CHMs (M4DCHMs) have been the subject of consider-

able research [4, 5, 9–14].

One of the primary objectives of research into M4DCHMs is to understand which fea-

tures lead to more natural models. Early studies in this direction were largely concerned

with the fine-tuning effects of the partially composite top and bottom quarks [15, 16], ne-

glecting lighter SM particles due to their weaker interactions with the composite sector.

There it was understood that embedding the composite quark partners in the 5 or 10 rep-

resentations of SO(5) would require precise cancellations to happen in the Higgs potential

to produce electroweak symmetry breaking, whereas this “double tuning” would not be

present if using the 14 representation [16, 17].

M4DCHMs have since been investigated more comprehensively through detailed nu-

merical scans [18–22]. In particular, our previous work Ref. [22] included the first conver-

gent global fits of such models with partially composite third-generation quarks. There

it was found that embedding all of the composite quark partners in the 5 representation

(the so-called M4DCHM5−5−5 model) is preferred from both an experimental and Bayesian

standpoint despite its double tuning, since this was the only model that predicted realistic

H → γγ signal strengths. A similar conclusion was found earlier in Ref. [18]. This raises

the interesting question of whether including the composite third-generation lepton part-

ners in the M4DCHM5−5−5 could lead to a more attractive model by further reducing its

fine-tuning, depending on their representations [23].

In the present work we tackle this question by extending the fits of Ref. [22] to include
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the partial compositeness of the τ lepton and its associated neutrino1. We will be fitting

two different models: one in which the partners of the third-generation lepton doublet

and those of the right-handed τ are respectively embedded in the 5 − 5 combination of

representations, and one in which they are embedded in the 14−10 representations, within

the (leptonic) M4DCHM5−5−5. Following the notation of Ref. [24], we denote these models

as the LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 and the LM4DCHM5−5−5

14−10 . We adopt the successful fitting method

of Ref. [22] and use the nested sampling algorithm PolyChord [25, 26] to fit our models to

all of the previous experimental constraints, including SM masses, electroweak precision

tests, Z decay ratios, Higgs signal strengths, and composite quark partner mass bounds, as

well as the newly applicable constraints of the τ mass and lepton partner mass bounds. We

will further use our fit results to examine the branching ratios of the heavy lepton partners,

and shed more light on the prior-dependence of our previous results.

The question of how partially-composite leptons impact fine-tuning has in fact already

been investigated to an extent in Ref. [21], using a novel measure of fine-tuning that cap-

tures double- and higher-order tuning effects. It was found that including lepton partners

in the 14 representation indeed reduces the fine-tuning significantly, as might be expected.

Our analysis differs from Ref. [21] in that we use a larger variety of constraints, impose

rigorous statistical convergence, and we interpret the fine-tuning in a Bayesian sense as

the Kullback-Leibler divergence from the prior to the posterior distribution on parameter

space. This notion of fine-tuning, along with the Bayesian evidence, allows the models to

be judged by their naturalness in the spirit of the Higgs mass problem that CHMs aim to

solve.

This paper is organised as follows. The models we will be fitting are specified in

Section 2, and we detail our scanning method in Section 3. We present our fit results

and compare the two models in Section 4, before analysing their expected experimental

signatures in Section 5. We present conclusions in Section 6.

2 Model overview

The models we will be using in this work fall into the class of two-site leptonic M4DCHMs,

which have been discussed extensively in the literature. As such, we will provide only a

brief overview of the models here and refer the reader to previous treatments for further

details [21, 24, 27]. The first site contains elementary fields with the same quantum numbers

as the fields of the Standard Model (excluding the Higgs), which we will denote with

superscript zeros, while the second site contains the new composite fields and the Higgs.

Each site is acted upon by a separate G ≡ SU(3)C × SO(5) × U(1)X symmetry so that

the elementary and composite fields mix into SM fields with the correct colour, weak

isospin, and hypercharge representations. The subgroup of SO(5) locally isomorphic to

SU(2)L × SU(2)R allows the electric charge E = T 3
L + Y to be defined in the usual way,

where here the hypercharge is Y = T 3
R+X and T 3

L,R are the conventional third generators

of SU(2)L,R. The overall product group G1×G2 spontaneously breaks to its diagonal

1Truly consistent realisations of the M4DCHM would include partial compositeness of all SM particles.

However, thorough exploration of the resulting high-dimensional parameter space is currently intractable.
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subgroup G1+2, giving rise to NGBs Ωi that link the two sites together, while a further

SO(5) → SO(4) symmetry breaking produces pNGBs that are identified as the fields of

the Higgs doublet.

2.1 Boson sector

The bosonic sector of the two-site LM4DCHM is entirely fixed by the symmetry structure.

The Lagrangian contains the elementary and composite gauge fields, with contributions

from the NGBs:

Lboson =− 1

4
Tr[G0

µνG
0µν ]− 1

4
Tr[W 0

µνW
0µν ]− 1

4
B0
µνB

0µν

}
elementary

− 1

4
Tr[ρGµνρ

µν
G ]− 1

4
Tr[ρµνρ

µν ]− 1

4
ρXµνρ

µν
X

}
composite

+
∑

i=1,X,G

f2i
4
Tr[(DµΩi)

†(DµΩi)] +
f22
2
(DµΩ2Φ0)

†(DµΩ2Φ0), [NGB] (2.1)

where G0
µν ,W

0
µν and B0

µν are field strength tensors of the form

Aµν = ∂µAν − ∂νAµ + ig[Aµ, Aν ] (2.2)

that define the kinetic terms for the elementary SU(3)c×SU(2)L×U(1)Y gauge fields, and

likewise, ρGµν , ρµν and ρXµν the kinetic terms for the composite SU(3)c × SO(5)×U(1)X
gauge fields. The composite sector introduces ten massive vector bosons for SO(5), eight

“heavy gluons” for SU(3), and one massive abelian U(1)X resonance. We take the vacuum

vector that breaks SO(5)1 → SO(4) to be Φ0 = (0, 0, 0, 0, 1)⊺.

As for the NGB contributions, Ωi (i = 1, 2, X,G) are matrices that parameterise the

symmetry breakings and transform under appropriate bifundamental representations:

SO(5)0 × SO(5)1 : Ω1 → g0Ω1g
−1
1 , U(1)0X × U(1)1X : ΩX → g0ΩXg

−1
1 ,

SO(5)1 × SO(4) : Ω2 → g1Ω2h
−1, SU(3)0C × SU(3)1C : ΩG → g0ΩGg

−1
1 ,

(2.3)

where ga denotes transformations from Site a, and h ∈ SO(4). The decay constants fi
in the NGB terms correspond to the scales of these symmetry breakings. Most NGBs are

unphysical and can be gauged away, with the sole exception of the Higgs field, which is

parameterised in the product Ω := Ω1Ω2. Because of this, it has an associated symmetry

breaking scale f given by

1

f2
=

1

f21
+

1

f22
. (2.4)

This is related to the Higgs vev v by

f ≡ v

s⟨h⟩
=

246

s⟨h⟩
GeV, (2.5)

where s⟨h⟩ is the misalignment of the vacuum states. This parameter plays a crucial role

in our scans as it roughly defines the energy scale of new composite physics as well as the

näıve energy cutoff of the model Λf = 4πf .
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2.2 Fermion sector

From this point on, we will be labelling our models with the notation LM4DCHMq−t−b
ℓ−τ .

Superscripts q − t− b specify the SO(5) representations under which the composite part-

ners of the elementary q0L = (t0L, b
0
L)

⊺, t0R, b
0
R fields respectively transform; similarly, ℓ− τ

subscripts specify the SO(5) representations of the composite partners for the elementary

leptons ℓ0L = (ν0L, τ
0
L)

⊺, τ0R. Note that we do not include right-handed neutrinos in our

models, even though doing so can lead to a nice realisation of the type-III seesaw mech-

anism [23] and help with reproducing the observed baryon asymmetry [28], because the

resulting increase in dimensionality of our parameter spaces would require more computa-

tional resources than were feasible in the present study.

We fix the quark partners to lie in the fundamental 5 representation, as results from

previous studies suggest the M4DCHM5−5−5 to be the least fine-tuned amongst other

quark-only models [18, 22]. We will then be considering two possible combinations of the

lepton partner representations, constituting the LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 and LM4DCHM5−5−5

14−10

models. The corresponding Lagrangians are simply

Lfermion = Lelem. quark + Lelem. lepton + Lcomp. quark + Lcomp. lepton

= Lelem. quark + Lelem. lepton + L5−5−5 + Ll−τ . (2.6)

The covariant derivatives of the elementary fields are the same as those of their SM coun-

terparts, with elementary coupling strengths g0, g
′
0, and g

0
s , while the composite partners

have covariant derivatives

DµΨ =

(
∂µ − igρρ

A
µT

A − igXρXX − igGρ
a
Gµ

λa

2

)
Ψ. (2.7)

Here there are new composite gauge couplings gρ, gX , and gG corresponding to the SO(5),

U(1)X , and SU(3)C gauge fields. The λa are generators of SU(3)C that ensure the quark

partners all couple to the heavy gluons with strength gG and the lepton partners do not

couple at all.

The composite quark sector is the same across our models, containing composite part-

ner multiplets Ψt and Ψ̃t in the 5 representation of SO(5) and having +2/3 U(1)X charge,

and Ψb and Ψ̃b in the 5 representation of SO(5) and having −1/3 U(1)X charge. In total

the Lagrangian is

L5−5−5
comp. quark = q̄0Li /Dq

0
L + t̄0Ri /Dt

0
R + b̄0Ri /Db

0
R

}
elementary

+ Ψ̄t
(
i /D −mt

)
Ψt + ¯̃Ψt

(
i /D −mt̃

)
Ψ̃t

}
composite

+ ∆tLψ̄
t
LΩ1Ψ

t
R +∆tRψ̄

t
RΩ1Ψ̃

t
L

}
link

−mYtΨ̄
t
LΨ̃

t
R − YtΨ̄

t
LΦΦ

†Ψ̃t
R

}
Yukawa

+ (t→ b) + h.c. (2.8)

The first two lines here are standard kinetic terms for the fields, with the composite fields

having Dirac masses mt and mt̃ (and mb and mb̃). The third line shows mixing between the
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elementary fields and their composite partners with strengths ∆tL,tR (and ∆bL,bR). The

fourth line shows an off-diagonal mass mixing term between the composite partners with

strength mYt and a Yukawa-like term between them with strength Yt. The multiplets ψ

contain the elementary quarks furnishing incomplete representations of SO(5),

ψtL =
1√
2


b0L

−ib0L
t0L
it0L
0

 , ψtR =


0⃗

t0R

 , ψbL =
1√
2


t0L
it0L
−b0L
ib0L
0

 , ψbR =


0⃗

b0R

 , (2.9)

which therefore explicitly break the SO(5) symmetry when mixing with the composite

multiplets.

2.3 LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5

The composite lepton sector of the LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 is very similar to the composite quark

Lagrangian in Equation (2.8), except that here we need only two composite multiplets Ψτ

and Ψ̃τ in the 5 of SO(5) with U(1)X charges −1. The corresponding Lagrangian is

L5−5 = l̄0Li /Dl
0
L + τ̄0Ri /Dτ

0
R

}
elementary

+ Ψ̄τ (i /D −mτ )Ψ
τ + ¯̃Ψτ (i /D −mτ̃ )Ψ̃

τ
}

composite

+ ∆τLψ̄τLΩ1Ψ
τ
R +∆τRψ̄τRΩ1Ψ̃

τ
L

}
link

−mY τ Ψ̄
τ
LΨ̃

τ
R − Yτ Ψ̄

τ
LΦΦ

†Ψ̃τ
R,

}
Yukawa (2.10)

where the elementary leptons fit into incomplete representations of SO(5) as

ψτL =
1√
2


νL
iνL
−τL
iτL
0

 , ψτR =


0

0

0

0

τR

 . (2.11)

Here only two partner multiplets are needed because only the τ needs a mass.

2.4 LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10

Here the composite partner Ψτ transforms in the traceless symmetric 14 representation

of SO(5), while Ψ̃τ transforms in the antisymmetric 10. Both transform adjointly (Ψ →
gΨg−1), and have zero U(1)X charge. The general gauge-invariant Lagrangian is then

L14−10 = l̄0Li /Dl
0
L + τ̄0Ri /Dτ

0
R +Tr

[
Ψ̄τ (i /D −mτ )Ψ

τ
]
+Tr

[
¯̃Ψτ (i /D −mτ̃ )Ψ̃

τ
]

+∆τLTr
[
ψ̄τLΩ1Ψ

τ
RΩ

†
1

]
+∆τRTr

[
ψ̄τRΩ1Ψ̃

τ
LΩ

†
1

]
− YτΦ

†Ψ̄l
LΨ̃

τ
RΦ
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where the elementary leptons have been put into the incomplete representations

ψτL =
1

2


iτ0L

04×4 τ0L
iν0L
−ν0L

iτ0L τ0L iν0L − ν0L 0

 , ψτR =
τ0R√
8


0 0 i −1 0

0 0 1 i 0

−i −1 0 0 0

1 −i 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0

 , (2.12)

See [22] for explicit forms of the 14 and 10 partner multiplets. Note that in this

representation, there will be heavy leptons of electric charge −1, including SU(2)L singlets

of mass mτ , mτ̃ , and
√
m2
τ̃ +∆2

τR, SU(2)L doublets of mass M±(mτ ,mτ̃ , Yτ/2,∆τL) and

M±(mτ ,mτ̃ , Yτ/2, 0), and SU(2)L triplets with masses mτ and mτ̃ , where

M2
±(x1, x2, x3, x4) :=

|x⃗|2
2

±
√

|x⃗|2
4

− (x21x
2
2 + x22x

2
4 + x23x

2
4). (2.13)

This can be seen from the singular values of the mass matrices presented in Appendix A.

2.5 Higgs potential

We will introduce the calculation of the quantum effective potential for the Higgs boson

starting from the low-energy effective fermionic Lagrangian, since this is computationally

efficient and sufficiently accurate at the energy ranges we are probing. In this approxima-

tion the heavy composite fermions are integrated out, leading to their elementary fermion

counterparts having an effective Lagrangian

Leff
comp. fermions =

∑
ψ=t,b,ν,τ

[ψ̄0
L/p(1 + ΠψL(p

2))ψ0
L + ψ̄0

R/p(1 + ΠψR(p
2))ψ0

R (2.14)

+ ψ̄0
LMψ(p

2)ψ0
R + h.c.]

for model-dependent form factors Πψ andMψ, whose exact forms are given in Appendix B.

In terms of these functions, the fermionic contribution to the Higgs potential is

V eff
fermion(h) = −2

∑
ψ=t,b,τ,ν

Nψ

∫
dp2E
16π2

ln

[
(1 + ΠψL(−p2E))(1 + ΠψR(−p2E))−

|Mψ(−p2E)|2
p2E

]
(2.15)

where pE is the Euclidean momentum, and Nt = Nb = 3 and Nτ = Nν = 1 are the colour

factors of the fields.

For the Higgs potential expanded in sh := sin(h/f),

V (h) := γ2s2h + β4s4h, (2.16)

we can find the coefficients γ and β and then calculate the Higgs vev ⟨h⟩ through

s⟨h⟩ =
γ

2β
(2.17)
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and the Higgs mass is then

mH :=
√

8β(1− s2⟨h⟩)
s⟨h⟩
f
. (2.18)

Gauge boson contributions to γ are calculated analytically [21],

γgauge = −
9m4

ρ

(
m2
a −m2

ρ

)
tθ

64π2
(
m2
a − (1 + tθ)m2

ρ

) ln [ m2
a

(1 + tθ)m2
ρ

]
(2.19)

to first order in tθ := g0/gρ. Here we have made use of the masses of the lightest composite

gauge bosons mρ and ma, defined by

m2
ρ :=

1

2
g2ρf

2
1 , m2

a :=
1

2
g2ρ(f

2
1 + f22 ). (2.20)

Gauge boson contributions to β are neglected.

3 Scanning method

In this section we detail the exact specifications of our scans, including the scanning algo-

rithm, the parameterisation and priors we use to scan over the model parameters, and the

constraints applied to the models. Results of the scans are presented in Section 4.

3.1 Scan algorithm

Our scans make use of the nested sampling algorithm PolyChord [25]. Nested sampling

takes an initial distribution of parameter points and iteratively discards the lowest likeli-

hood points (defined below), replacing them with new points of higher likelihood. Sampled

points which have not been discarded are termed “live points”. There is a fixed number

nlive of live points in each iteration. PolyChord uses the strategy of slice sampling, which

we have found allows us to comprehensively explore the multi-dimensional parameter space,

as well as determine potential multi-modal posteriors in a computationally efficient fash-

ion. Furthermore, nested sampling provides an estimate of the Bayesian evidence for each

model, which facilitates model comparison.

Points p in the parameter space of a given model M are sampled according to a prior

distribution π(p|M), which is imposed by hand. The priors we use are specified below. To

each point we assign a likelihood value

L(p) = e−
1
2
χ2(p), (3.1)

where χ2(p) is the total chi-squared associated to the point, given our constraints. Con-

straints i which are uncorrelated with any other contribute an amount

χ2
i (p) =

(Otheo
i (p)−Oexp

i )2

σ2i
, (3.2)
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where Otheo(p) and Oexp are respectively the predicted and experimental values of the given

observable, and σi its total (theoretical and experimental) uncertainty. For observables that

are correlated, we instead use

χ2(p) = (Otheo(p)−Oexp)⊺C−1(Otheo(p)−Oexp) (3.3)

where the correlated observables have been vectorised and C is the covariance matrix that

encompasses their theoretical and experimental uncertainties.

The posterior distribution over the parameter space is then given by Bayes’ Theorem

as

P (p|M) =
L(p)π(p|M)

Z(M)
, (3.4)

where

Z(M) =

∫
dp L(p)π(p|M) (3.5)

is the Bayesian evidence for the model M. The evidence is a single number that quantifies

the favourability of the model M from a Bayesian perspective, balancing how well it can fit

experiment (which is the sole measure of favourability from a frequentist viewpoint) with

its naturalness. This interpretation is made precise by the relation

ln(Z) = ⟨ln(L)⟩P −DKL, (3.6)

where ⟨ln(L)⟩P is the log-likelihood averaged over the posterior distribution, and

DKL =

∫
dp P (p|M) ln

(
P (p|M)

π(p|M)

)
(3.7)

is the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence, which measures the difference between the prior

and posterior distributions, i.e. the fine-tuning of the model. However, note that this

measure of fine-tuning is prior dependent.

PolyChord estimates the evidence by the Riemann sum

Z(M) ≈
∑
i

(Xi−1 −Xi)Li, (3.8)

where Xi is the prior-weighted volume of the live points in iteration i, and Li is the

smallest likelihood among all of the live points in that iteration. Since points are sampled

from the prior distribution, the prior-weighted volumes at each iteration are approximated

as Xi ≈ [nlive/(nlive + 1)]i. The error associated to these approximations is discussed in

Ref. [25]. We deem our scans to have converged when the posterior mass remaining in the

most recent iteration i of live points, Zlive ≈ Xi⟨L⟩live, falls below 10−3 times the value of

the evidence calculated from all of the previous iterations.

3.2 Scan parameters

The full list of Lagrangian parameters in each of our models is provided in Table 1 for

convenience. These are not the parameters we scan over exactly; instead, we choose to

scan over the gauge boson masses mρ and ma from Equation (2.20) directly in place of the

– 9 –



LM4DCHM 5− 5 14− 10

Decay constants f , f1, fX , fG f , f1, fX , fG

Gauge couplings gρ, gX , gG gρ, gX , gG

Quark link couplings ∆tL , ∆tR , ∆bL , ∆bR ∆tL , ∆tR , ∆bL , ∆bR

Quark on-diagonal masses mt, mt̃, mb, mb̃ mt, mt̃, mb, mb̃

Quark off-diagonal masses mYt , mYb mYt , mYb

Quark proto-Yukawa couplings Yt, Yb Yt, Yb

Lepton link couplings ∆τL , ∆τR ∆τL , ∆τR

Lepton on-diagonal masses mτ , mτ̃ mτ , mτ̃

Lepton off-diagonal masses mYτ

Lepton proto-Yukawa couplings Yτ Yτ

Dimensionality 25 24

Table 1: Parameters present in each model.

decay constants f and f1. We also employ the approach of Refs. [18, 20–22] and scan over

all mass-dimension parameters in units of f , only fixing f afterwards by Equation (2.5).

This step significantly reduces the computational expense of performing comprehensive

scans.

There are a variety of conditions that limit the possible ranges of our scan parameters:

• Mass-dimension parameters (in particular, those of the quark and lepton sectors)

cannot be larger than Λf = 4πf , the UV cutoff of the effective theory.

• The SO(5)1 decay constant f1 must be larger than f by Equation (2.4), and less

than
√
3f to maintain partial unitarisation of NGB scattering [29]. The other decay

constants fX and fG are constrained by f1
2 ≤ fX,G ≤ 2f1 to avoid decoupling any

massive gauge bosons.

• All gauge couplings are bounded to be between 1 and 4π since the composite sector is

strongly coupled, and we only perform calculations in the semi-perturbative regime.

For g0s to be real we require that gG > gs.

• We also impose the restrictions

1√
2
f1gρ < Λf ,

1√
2
fXgX < Λf ,

1√
2
fGgG < Λf , (3.9)

to avoid vector resonance masses above the cutoff Λf .

This leaves some freedom in how we choose the bounds for our fermion scan parameters.

Since we scan over these with a logarithmic prior, there is no canonical choice of lower

bound. We set the bounds for the quark parameters to be the same as those used in
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Model Parameters Scan Range Prior

Both

mρ/f, ma/f [1/
√
2, 4π]

UniformfX/f, fG/f [0.5, 2
√
3]

gρ, gX , gG [1.0, 4π]

∆tL/f [e−0.25, e1.5]

Logarithmic

∆tR/f [e−0.75, 4π]

∆bL/f [e−5.0, e−3.0]

∆bR/f [e−0.5, 4π]

mt/f, mb̃/f [e−0.5, e1.5]

mt̃/f [e−1.0, 4π]

mb/f [e−1.0, e1.5]

mYt/f [e−8.5, 4π]

mYb/f [e−0.25, 4π]

(mYt + Yt)/f [e−0.5, 8π]

(mYb + Yb)/f [e−8.5, e−0.5]

LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5

mτ/f [e1.25, 4π]

Logarithmic

mτ̃/f [e1.5, 4π]

mY τ/f [e−8.5, e−1.5]

(mY τ + Yτ )/f [e1.35, 8π]

∆τL/f [e−2.1, e−0.5]

∆τR/f [e−1.8, e−0.2]

LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10

mτ/f [e−0.5, 4π]

Logarithmic

mτ̃/f [e−0.5, 4π]

mY τ/f [e−1.5, 4π]

∆τL/f [e−1.5, 4π]

∆τR/f [e−4.0, e−1.5]

Table 2: Parameter ranges and priors used in the scans. The accompanying normalisation

factor f is determined after the potential is minimised.

Ref. [22] in order to facilitate comparison with the results of that study of the M4DCHM.

To decide on the bounds for the lepton parameters, we conducted multiple preliminary

scans for each model using between 500 and 1000 live points, letting the lepton parameters
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range from an arbitrarily chosen lower bound of e−8.5 up to the cutoff scale 4π. With such

wide bounds and relatively few live points, these preliminary scans did not have sufficient

coverage of the parameter spaces to give consistent convergent results, although they did

indicate the more viable regions of parameter space. We used these results to establish

narrower bounds for the lepton parameters that restricted the size of the parameter space

enough to make comprehensive scans feasible, while still encompassing the viable regions.

Our main scans then explored each model within these narrower bounds, listed in Table 2,

using 4000 live points. Two scans were performed for each model to verify the results were

robust. Our main results come from merging these scans for each model using anesthetic

[30]. The results of each individual scan are presented in Appendix C for transparency.

The implications of this choice of parameter bounds on our interpretation of the fine-tuning

of each model is discussed later in Section 4.3.

3.3 Experimental constraints

We constrain our models using experimental measurements of the SM masses, oblique

parameters, Z decay rates, and Higgs signal strengths, exactly as detailed in our previous

work [22], using measurements from Refs. [31–37]. We do not include flavour constraints

because this would require the flavour structure of the theory to be treated in more detail (as

was done, for example, in Ref. [19]). Since we are presently taking only the third generation

to be partially composite due to the complexity of obtaining a convergent global fit over

the full parameter space of more detailed models (even with simplifying assumptions about

the flavour structure), we leave the study of the full flavour structure to future work.

• The Higgs VEV and mass are calculated as detailed in Section 2.5. Fermion masses

are found as the singular values of the fermion mass matrices which are presented in

the appendix of [22] and in Appendix A. Third generation fermions are identified as

the third lightest particles of each type. In addition to the top, bottom and Higgs

mass, we also include the τ mass as a constraint, Mτ = 1.77686(12) GeV [31], to

ensure the symmetry breaking and fermion parameters converge onto viable regions.

• The Peskin-Takeuchi S and T “oblique” parameters are important constraints on the

EW precision observables of our theories. These restrict the vector boson masses and

couplings, as well as limit the potential effects from composite fermions. We assign

absolute theoretical uncertainties of 0.05 and 0.10 to theoretical predictions of S and

T respectively, and assume that these uncertainties are uncorrelated.

• The Z boson decay widths

Rb :=
Γ(Z → bb̄)

Γhad
, Rℓ :=

Γhad

Γ(Z → ℓℓ̄)
, for ℓ = e, µ, τ, (3.10)

are well measured and will be modified by the partial compositeness of our third

generation fermions. Here

Γhad =
∑

q=u,d,c,s,b

Γ(Z → qq̄) (3.11)
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Lepton resonance Lower Mass Bound Ref.

N 90.3 GeV [43]

E2 370 GeV [44]

L1 300 GeV [45]

L2 790 GeV [45–47]

L3 225 GeV [48]

Table 3: Mass bounds for all lepton partner resonances. N , L, and E2 denote partners of

electric charge 0, ∓1, and ∓2 respectively. Bounds on charge 1 partners are further split

according to whether they are SU(2)L singlets, doublets, or triplets L1,2,3.

is the total hadronic width of the Z boson. Given that only third-generation fermions

are composite in our models, Rb and Rτ will be the primary constraints here.

• We include measurements for gluon-fusion produced Higgs signal strengths,

µggX :=
[σ(gg → h)BR(h→ X)]exp
[σ(gg → h)BR(h→ X)]|SM

. (3.12)

as the ratio of measured Higgs decays into final states, X = ττ , WW , ZZ, and

γγ to what we would expect in the SM. These measurements serve to constrain the

couplings of the Higgs to both the elementary fermions and bosons, including loop

contributions from the composite sector. We exclude µggbb from our constraints as the

latest results from CMS in this channel are not precise enough to provide meaningful

contributions to our analysis [38].

• Additionally, we assign steep, one-sided Gaussian likelihoods in order to set lower

bounds on the fermion partner masses. Although top and bottom quark partners are

now excluded up to ∼1.5 TeV [39, 40], we give them a lower bound of only 500 GeV in

our scans to match the value used in Ref. [22]. This allows us to compare our results

directly with those from the quark-only model of Ref. [22] and isolate the effects of

introducing partially composite leptons. Later, when discussing experimental signa-

tures of our models, we will consider only those points satisfying the current quark

partner bounds.

The bounds we use for the lepton partners are listed in Table 3. Our naming con-

vention for the lepton partners is to use the symbols N (neutral), L (lepton), and

E2 for partners of electric charge 0, ∓1, and ∓2 respectively. The lightest N and L

partners are denoted N4 and L4, as they are the fourth lightest leptons with their

given charge (counting the three SM generations).

Further reading on the effects of these constraints on similar models can be found in

Refs. [41, 42].
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4 Results

In this section, we present the global fits for both models and make comparisons to the

quark-exclusive models from our previous work [22]. Section 4.1 and Section 4.2 showcase

plots of the marginalised priors and posteriors for LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 and LM4DCHM5−5−5

14−10 ,

respectively. In Section 4.3, we compare and discuss both models with regards to their

Bayesian evidences and suggest possible modifications to M4DCHMs for future work.

4.1 LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5
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Figure 1: Marginalised priors and posteriors for the gauge sector of the LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 .

Figures 1 to 4 depict the 1D and 2D marginalised priors and posteriors for this model.

In each figure, the 2D plots above the diagonal show points sampled from the prior and
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posterior, while those below the diagonal show the 68% and 95% credible intervals of the

marginalised distributions.

To begin our analysis, we direct our attention to the gauge parameters as presented

in Figure 1. The priors for these parameters favour similar regions as found in the quark-

only M4DCHM5−5−5 from Ref. [22] — the decay constants tend to concentrate towards

lower values, while gauge couplings span the entire range of [1, 4π], as expected when

only including tau leptons into the mix. Recall that these gauge parameters are sampled

uniformly within their imposed ranges; non-uniformities in the priors arise because points

that do not generate a symmetry breaking Higgs potential are immediately discarded and

do not contribute to the population of live points in the scans. We see the priors for the

decay constants strongly favour lower values, as expected by naturalness.

However, there are nuanced differences in the posterior modes. Firstly, there is now a

strong correlation between the SO(5) decay constant f1 and f , which was not present in the

quark-only model. This correlation lies close to the line that marks the lower bound f1 = f ,

and is found to be strongly driven by the oblique constraints. This can be understood from

Equation (2.4): the line f1 = f corresponds to the f2 → ∞ limit, which decouples the

axial vector boson by sending ma → ∞. The oblique constraints would favour this region

because heavier gauge bosons contribute less to the vacuum polarisations of the W and Z

bosons. The SM mass constraints (including the newly introduced partially-composite τ

mass constraint) also strongly favour this correlation of f1 ≈ f , showing why there may

be a difference with the quark-only model. The reason for this latter correlation is not

self-evident and to understand it would require extensive additional investigation. This is

left for future work.

We should perhaps stress that it is difficult to pinpoint the physical reasons why certain

parameter ranges are favoured by each constraint. The vast majority of observables in these

models are incredibly non-linear functions of the Lagrangian parameters, and can only be

calculated by numerical minimisation of the Higgs potential and subsequent diagonalisation

of the large mass matrices. In certain limited cases there may be heuristic explanations

for specific behaviour, and we will try to provide these where possible, as we did above,

but in most cases we can only resort to reporting what constraints are responsible for the

posteriors, and not why they are responsible.

Looking at f1 further, it exhibits a higher level of fine-tuning than in the quark-only

model, with its posterior distribution focused within a narrow region of 1.35 TeV to 1.5

TeV, with regions beyond ∼1.6 TeV now largely excluded. This behaviour is found to be

mainly driven by the Z → τ τ̄ decay constraint, Rτ , although it should be noted that all

SM masses also favour 1.25 TeV ≲ f1 ≲ 1.75 TeV, similar to the quark-only scans.

Also contrasting the quark only model, posteriors of the SO(5)1 coupling gρ now largely

cover only values ≳ 6 rather than the entire prior. This is found to be due to SM mass

constraints disfavouring values ≲ 6, despite no obvious correlation between the two. Pos-

teriors for the U(1)X and SU(3)C decay constants and couplings (fX , gX , fG, gG) generally

agree with the quark-only scans, showing no clear preference within their imposed prior

regions.

In regards to the fine-tuning and performance of this model, we will additionally discuss
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Figure 2: Marginalised priors and posteriors for the top quark sector of the

LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 .

a smaller mode of the posterior volume that (as we’ll see in Section 5) contains points

much more favoured by direct collider constraints, even though these weren’t included as

constraints in the scans. This mode contributed substantially to the difficulty of obtaining

consistent results, only being found in half of our scans2. This can be seen in Figure 1

at e.g. f ≈ 2 TeV and will be useful to our discussion in Section 4.3 and Section 5.2. In

general, the Z decay constraints Rb,e,µ,τ and SM masses show preference around f ∼ 2

TeV, noting that the latter still favours the main posterior peaks more than this smaller

mode.

2Results from individual scans are shown in Appendix C.
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The posteriors for the top quark sector parameters in Figure 2 are mostly contained

within their priors’ 68% peaks, indicating that there is no significant constraint favouring

the outside of this region. The plots are broadly in agreement with those from the quark-

only models, with the left-handed composite coupling ∆tL and the mass parameters mt, mt̃

peaking between approximately 1 to 8 TeV, and the right-handed composite coupling ∆tR

having the same lower bound but also showing preference for large values up to ∼17 TeV.

All said posteriors are mainly influenced by SMmass measurements and oblique constraints,

with two of the four Z decay constraints Rτ and Rb slightly contributing to their preferred

posterior regions. The bottom quark sector parameters, depicted in Figure 3, also do not

show much difference from the quark-only model.

2

4
ln( bL/GeV)

7.5

10.0ln( bR/GeV)

6.0

7.5ln(mb/GeV)

6.0

7.5ln(mb/GeV)

7.5

9.0
ln(mYb/GeV)

1000.0
2000.0

f(GeV)

0

4

8

ln((mYb + Yb)/GeV)

2.0 4.0

ln( bL/G
eV)

7.5 10.0

ln( bR/G
eV)

6.0 7.5

ln(mb/G
eV)

6.0 7.5

ln(mb/G
eV)

7.5 9.0

ln(mYb
/GeV)

1000

2000
f(GeV)

0.0 4.0 8.0

ln((mYb
+ Yb)/G

eV)

Prior
Posterior

Figure 3: Marginalised priors and posteriors for the bottom quark sector of the

LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 .
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Figure 4: Marginalised priors and posteriors for the tau lepton sector of the

LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5

The tau sector is depicted in Figure 4. There is a clear pattern here: most of the

parameters, save for the right-handed tau-composite coupling ∆τR, show an affinity for a

parameter region outside of their prior peaks, indicating a high degree of fine-tuning. The

τ posteriors also span a smaller range than the boson and quark parameters, especially

mY τ . This behaviour is largely driven by oblique constraints, SM mass measurements, as

well as Rτ , and to a lesser degree the other Z decay constraints Rb, Re, and Rµ. Compared

to the top and bottom quarks, the τ is less strongly coupled to the composite sector as

measured by the ratio between its link and mass parameters, ∆/m, which is to be expected

from its smaller mass.
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4.2 LM4DCHM5−5−5
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Figure 5: Marginalised priors and posteriors for the boson sector of the LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 .

Figures 5 to 8 show our results for the LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 . We start with the boson

sector, shown in Figure 5. Similarly to the previous model, the posteriors of the decay

constants f and f1 peak at higher values than their priors. The posterior for f is mostly

localised around 1.5 TeV, while f1 is significantly less fine-tuned than in the previous

model, with its posterior favouring regions between 1.4 and 2.75 TeV. This largely aligns

with the quark-only scans. From a theoretical perspective, smaller decay constants are

more natural, but are disfavoured by EW precision tests.

Figure 6 shows the top quark sector. As expected, the marginalised posteriors are not

significantly different to those in the previous model (Figure 2) where the SM masses and

– 19 –



6.0

7.5

9.0

ln( tL/GeV)

6

8

10

ln( tR/GeV)

6.0

7.5

9.0

ln(mt/GeV)

6

8ln(mt/GeV)

0

6

12

ln(mYt/GeV)

1000.0
2000.0

f(GeV)

8

10ln((mYt + Yt)/GeV)

6.0 7.5 9.0

ln( tL/G
eV)

6.0 8.0 10.0

ln( tR
/GeV)

6.0 7.5 9.0

ln(m t/G
eV)

6.0 8.0

ln(m t/G
eV)

0.0 6.0 12.0

ln(mY t
/GeV)

1000

2000
f(GeV)

8.0 10.0

ln((mY t
+ Y t)/G

eV)

Prior
Posterior

Figure 6: Marginalised priors and posteriors for the top quark of the LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 .

oblique constraints are again the primary influencers for these posterior regions.

This behaviour repeats again for the bottom quark sector in Figure 7, having results

very similar to Figure 3. There is a slight difference in the posterior for ∆bL, which

here excludes regions from 47 GeV to 55 GeV, and also mY b, which now has an extended

posterior mode beyond the prior up to ∼22 TeV. The oblique and SM mass constraints are

again the factors affecting this.

Lepton sector results are shown in Figure 8. We see strong correlations between the

parameter pairs (mτ , mτ̃ ), (mτ , Yτ ), and (mτ̃ , ∆τR), and a weaker correlation between

(∆τR, mτ ). The lower bounds of these parameters are mainly driven by the τ -lepton

mass constraint, and to a lesser extent the bottom quark mass. In particular, both the

on-diagonal mass parameters mτ and mτ̃ disfavour regions ≲ 1 TeV as this would yield
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Figure 7: Marginalised priors and posteriors for the bottom quark of the

LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 .

τ -lepton masses that are too light.

The lepton posterior regions are as follows:

40 GeV ≲ ∆τL ≲ 400 GeV,

270 GeV ≲ ∆τR ≲ 4.8 TeV,

1.1 TeV ≲ mτ ≲ 36.3 TeV,

900 GeV ≲ mτ̃ ≲ 12.5 TeV,

750 GeV ≲ Yτ ≲ 22 TeV.
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Figure 8: Marginalised priors and posteriors for the tau lepton of the LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 .

These posteriors tend to favour higher values, although without needing as much fine-

tuning as in the previous model, since they span a much bigger portion of the prior volume

despite the priors in this model having been defined to be larger (on a logarithmic scale).

The main constraints causing this behaviour are the τ -lepton mass, oblique constraints,

µggττ , and the Z boson decay fraction into ττ pairs, Rτ . All these are understandable since

mτ will receive contributions from all the aforementioned parameters (see Appendix A mass

matrices). This model also predicts a much smaller compositeness scale for the τ compared

to the top and bottom quarks, especially so for the left-handed component based on ∆τL

and mτ . In both models, the top quark has a larger compositeness than the bottom as is

to be expected.

To summarise, the introduction of the tau leptons not only introduces exclusive con-
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straints, but also affects the fine-tuning of the boson sector and, to a lesser extent the quark

sector. The LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 emerges as more fine-tuned than the LM4DCHM5−5−5

14−10 , with

not only increased specificity (in terms of parameter regions) in bosonic parameters such

as f1, but also across entire sectors as with the τ lepton parameters, despite the smaller

prior volume.

4.3 Discussion and model statistics

Model ln(Z) ⟨ln(L)⟩P max ln(L) DKL

LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 −45.60± 0.06 -17.27 -10.79 28.33

LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 −36.30± 0.05 -14.63 -9.13 21.67

Table 4: Statistics from the combined Bayesian scans of each model, using the priors from

Table 2.

We now turn our attention to the Bayesian statistics calculated from our scans in

order to compare the two models, both in terms of Bayesian evidence and fine-tuning. The

statistics are presented in Table 4, including the log-evidence ln(Z), the posterior-averaged

log-likelihood ⟨ln(L)⟩P , the maximum log-likelihood found in the scans max ln(L), and the

Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence DKL for each model, defined in Section 3.

Keeping in mind that both models are capable of fitting the experimental data for ap-

propriate parameter choices at 3σ from a frequentist perspective, the Bayesian evidence of

the LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 is four orders of magnitude greater than that of the LM4DCHM5−5−5

5−5 ,

indicating a decisive preference for the LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 from a Bayesian perspective. Re-

call that the Bayesian evidence is a comprehensive measure that balances a model’s fit to

experimental data with its theoretical naturalness. A larger evidence could be due to either

a higher posterior-averaged log-likelihood or to a lower KL divergence (i.e., fine-tuning),

since these are related by Equation (3.6). In our study both of these factors contribute

to the higher evidence of the LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 , as can be seen from Table 4. Its higher

average log-likelihood indicates that the model can fit experimental constraints better over

its posterior distribution, and its lower KL divergence indicates that its posterior covers a

larger region of its prior volume, as was seen above. This fits with the expectation that the

LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 is less finely-tuned due to its effectiveness in generating electroweak sym-

metry breaking from the fermionic contributions to the Higgs potential per Equation (2.15).

Note that for both models, the fine-tuning is the main factor contributing to the evidence,

as opposed to the posterior-averaged log-likelihood. Indeed, the average log-likelihoods

and especially the maximum log-likelihoods of the two models are quite similar as seen

in Table 4, indicating that they provide more or less equally good fits to the data and so

are on comparable footing from a frequentist viewpoint. In other words both models have

parameter sets that fit the experimental data.

While imposing logarithmic priors on the fermion parameters allowed us to efficiently

explore scales across many orders of magnitude, this was ultimately an arbitrary choice.
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Model ln(Z) ⟨ln(L)⟩P max ln(L) DKL

LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 −65.06 -16.75 -10.79 48.31

LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 −50.34 -15.37 -9.13 34.97

Table 5: Statistics from the combined Bayesian scans of each model, with the samples

re-weighted as if all parameters had been given uniform priors with the same bounds as in

Table 2.

Model ln(Z) ⟨ln(L)⟩P max ln(L) DKL

LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 −67.65± 0.20 -26.14 -12.08 41.51

LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 −41.93± 0.16 -15.13 -9.13 26.80

Table 6: Statistics for each model, using much wider bounds [e−8.5, 4π] or [e−8.5, 8π] and

logarithmic prior distributions for all fermion parameters.

It is important to see how the above conclusions depend on this choice. Fortunately, the

sampling method in our scans allows us to post-process our samples as if they had been

taken from different prior distributions. The model statistics that would be obtained if

the fermion parameters were to have been sampled from a uniform prior, for example, are

shown in Table 5. The LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 now has an evidence six orders of magnitude

larger than the LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 , indicating it is the preferred model to an even higher

degree under these conditions. This great disparity in evidences is due almost entirely

to the much larger fine-tuning of the LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 ; it is only slightly disfavoured on

the basis of average log-likelihood. Hence, the main conclusion that the LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10

is decisively preferred is unchanged, although the exact degree and reason for superiority

seems to be strongly prior dependent.

It is also important to note that constraining our priors as in Table 2 has led to an

artificial enhancement of the Bayesian evidences, since we deliberately chose these bounds

to focus on regions with better likelihoods as was explained in Section 3.2. To quantify

the prior bound dependence of the results, we have performed some small-scale scans of

both models using much wider prior bounds on all fermion parameters, ranging from an

arbitrarily chosen lower bound of e−8.5 to the maximum theoretical cutoff of 4π (or 8π for

combined parameters such as mYτ +Yτ ). The resulting parameter spaces are larger (in log

space) than those in the main scans by a factor of 3.8 × 1011 for the LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 ,

and 2.9 × 109 for the LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 . With such vast parameter spaces we were not

able to obtain consistent convergent results, but these scans were sufficient to estimate the

evidences given these bounds. As such, we regard these as only supplementary to our main

results. The statistics from these scans are listed in Table 6.

As expected, the evidence for each model suffers greatly from this expansion of the

parameter space. Since the evidence is simply the prior-averaged likelihood, this confirms
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that our main scans were given unfairly advantageous prior bounds within the wider avail-

able spaces. However, the regions of higher average likelihood identified in our main scan

have a completely negligible effect in these wider scans - they turn out to be responsible for

only 0.2% and 10−5% of the total evidence of the LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 and LM4DCHM5−5−5

14−10

in Table 6 respectively. Hence, even when given equal prior bounds, which significantly

reduces the possibility that one model has been artificially constrained to a much more

favourable region than the other, the LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 is once again the clearly preferred

model from the standpoint of both posterior-averaged log-likelihood and fine-tuning.

As mentioned in the previous section, there was a separate posterior mode of f in

the LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 that could only be reproduced in half of our scans. Visible in Fig-

ure 1 which entails a larger f decay constant at around 2 TeV, it predicted favourable

phenomenology for this model and is responsible for the vast majority of points within 3σ

of the experimental constraints found in the scans, which we discuss further in Section 5.2.

However, these modes cover only a small portion of the model’s parameter volume, and

its resulting lower evidence is consistent with the increased difficulty in obtaining robust

convergent results.

5 Experimental signatures

Here we examine the predicted phenomenology for “valid” points in each model — points

in our scans that have simultaneously satisfied all constraints and collider bounds at the 3σ

level. We further restrict to points that additionally satisfy recent quark resonance bounds

of 1.54 and 1.56 TeV for the top and bottom partners respectively [39, 40], which were

not implemented in the scans as explained in Section 3.3. The scans have found 843 valid

points within the LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 , and 976 valid points in the LM4DCHM5−5−5

14−10 . Details

regarding individual scans contributing to our results are given in Appendix C.

In Section 5.1 we analyse the predicted production cross sections of BSM particles for

these valid points for both models to anticipate their potential signals in future collider

experiments. Additionally, we assess their predicted gluon-fusion produced Higgs signal

strengths to see how the new physics introduced in these models modifies these decay rates

compared to the SM in Section 5.2.

Of the two 4000-point LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 scans, the one with the extra posterior mode

as mentioned in Section 4 accounted for almost 99% of valid points. As a reminder, this

smaller mode lies between 1.75 TeV ≲ f ≲ 2.5 TeV and appears due to more favourable

predictions for Z decay ratios, while points with larger f would fail SM mass constraints.

We further discuss this in Section 5.2.

5.1 Composite resonances

Both of the models we are considering contain fields beyond the SM, including composite

gauge bosons and heavy quark and lepton partners. Here we will only give details of the

heavy lepton decay signatures, as the quark partner and gauge boson signatures are almost

entirely the same as in our previous work Ref. [22]. The only point to note is that the

leptonic LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 model now predicts an upper mass bound of ∼5 TeV for the
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lightest neutral composite vector boson Z3 and obviously quark resonances that satisfy the

bounds from Refs. [39, 40] as stated earlier in this section.

The lightest N and L partners are denoted N4 and L4, as they are the fourth lightest

leptons with their given charge (counting the three SM generations).

Decay channels

Branching ratios for the various decay channels of the heavy lepton partners are shown in

Figure 9, while estimates of the production cross sections of these partners at the 13 TeV

LHC are shown in Figures 10 to 12. The green shaded regions of Figures 10 to 12 highlight

those points that are potentially discoverable with an integrated luminosity of 3000 fb−1

of LHC proton-proton collision data that will be available after the High-Luminosity (HL)

LHC has completed its full run.
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Figure 9: Branching ratios for the decays of the lepton resonances N4, L4 and E2 into

SM-pair final states for valid points of both models.

In the LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 , N4 particles mostly fall within the 8 to 17.5 TeV range,

though outliers are present up to 22 TeV. These particles share nearly identical masses

with the E2 particles of the same model, since these masses become degenerate in the

limit ∆τL ≪ mτ ,mYτ ,mτ̃ as can be seen from the mass matrices in Appendix A. Those

with masses less than ∼13.5 TeV are likely to decay to a Wτ pair. In contrast, the
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LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 predicts the N4 mass to be anywhere between 1 TeV and ∼9 TeV, with

most points having a mass that lies between 2 to 6 TeV, with a decay that is dominated

by the Wτ channel.

L4 is typically the lightest composite state across both models. In the LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5

model, L4 masses typically range from 5 to ∼11 TeV and the particle largely decays via

the Zτ channel. In the LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 , L4 states span from 1 TeV to ∼9 TeV and tend

to be more likely to decay via the Hτ channel (with a branching ratio ≲ 0.6), but with

a significant fraction decaying into a Zτ pair (branching ratio ≲ 0.4). There is no clear

relation between these branching ratios and the associated mass.

Doubly-charged particles E2 are predicted to almost always decay into a Wτ pair for

masses ≳ 11 TeV in the LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 , though for lower masses they also decay signifi-

cantly into WL4. The E2 decay patterns are less straightforward in the LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 ,

where it decays appreciably often into Wτ only for a fraction of the points with masses

below 8 TeV, but otherwise almost never decays through this channel, instead tending to

decay into other composite states such as WL4 and W2τ , which then decay further into

SM states.

Cross sections

We should stress that the cross sections of Figures 10 to 12 are only approximate, and

certainly underestimates. As a workaround for functional limitations of pypngb, we have

estimated the lepton partner production cross sections as being entirely due to on-shell

intermediate W and Z boson states, which then decay into one or more lepton partners:

σ(pp→ f) ≈
∑
i,X

σ(pp→Wi)BR(Wi → f +X) + 2
∑
j

σ(pp→ Zj)BR(Zj → ff̄) (5.1)

for lepton resonances f ∈ {N4, L4, E2}.
In general, the LM4DCHM5−5−5

5−5 predicts lepton resonances that lie far beyond current

and future collider sensitivity, necessitating alternative methods, such as indirect detection,

for probing the models. The LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 offers more accessible phenomenology, with

N4 featuring the highest predicted production cross-section among lepton signatures. In

this model, the majority of points with masses ranging from 3 to 6 TeV exhibit predicted

cross-sections in the range of 10−12 to 10−7 pb. By considering mass regions where these

resonances would be produced at an integrated luminosity equivalent to the full HL-LHC

run of 3000 fb−1, masses just below 3 TeV will be produced by the end of HL-LHC,

potentially enabling direct detection, especially for masses around 1 TeV. However, it is

important to note that we currently lack direct bounds from neutral lepton searches, as the

available searches at
√
s = 13 TeV either target mass ranges much lower than the predicted

N4 masses in both models or are limited to first and second-generation lepton partners.

Searches for heavy τ or vector-like leptons have been carried out in Refs. [49, 50],

though their constraints are unable to rule out any of the existing points presented in our

results. A small subset of the points in LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 with masses around 1 TeV may

still be visible in direct particle searches, though this projection is optimistic as it does not

account for background. Results from Ref. [51] suggest that only the lighter L4 particles
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Figure 10: Cross sections for the process pp → W/Z → N4 at
√
s = 13 TeV for valid

points in both models. The axis on the right shows the expected number of N4 particles

produced at an integrated luminosity of 3000 fb−1. The green shaded region is that where

the expected number of particles is ≥ 1.
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Figure 11: Cross sections for the process pp → W/Z → L4 at
√
s = 13 TeV for valid

points in both models. The axis on the right shows the expected number of L4 particles

produced at an integrated luminosity of 3000 fb−1. The green shaded region is that where

the expected number of particles is ≥ 1. Black lines indicate bounds placed by collider

search constraints.

– 28 –



10−16

10−13

10−10

10−7

10−4

10−1

102

105

E
ve

n
ts

at
an

In
te

gr
at

ed
L

u
m

in
os

it
y

of
30

00
fb
−

1

0 2 4 6 8 10

mE2 (TeV )

10−16

10−13

10−10

10−7

10−4

10−1

σ
(p
p
→

E
2)

(p
b

)

LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10

LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5

Figure 12: Cross sections for the process pp → W/Z → E2 at
√
s = 13 TeV for valid

points in both models. The axis on the right shows the expected number of E2 particles

produced at an integrated luminosity of 3000 fb−1. The green shaded region is that where

the expected number of composite Higgs production events is ≥ 1. Black lines indicate

bounds placed by collider search constraints.

in the LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 with mL4 < 1.25 TeV will be excluded by the time HL-LHC has

completed its full run, which should be sufficient to test the resonance band present in the

LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 at roughly 1.25 TeV.

Searches for multiply-charged leptons have been conducted by ATLAS and CMS in

Refs. [52, 53]. Note that the ATLAS analysis places stricter bounds on E2 as their dataset

is at a larger integrated luminosity and included photon-fusion processes, which are absent

in both the CMS analysis and our calculation of the cross-sections.

To summarise, most of the valid points highlighted by our global fits, including all

those from the LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 , evade current collider sensitivity and furthermore would

not even appear in direct particle searches by the end of the HL-LHC run. All of this is to

say that the main avenue for testing the composite Higgs scenario might be to search for

indirect evidence, such as through precision Higgs measurements, discussed below.

5.2 Higgs signal strengths

The predicted signal strengths from gluon-fusion produced Higgs decaying into pairs of

γ, W and Z bosons are shown in Figure 13. Higgs signal strengths are excellent tests of

CHMs, as these observables are sensitive to modifications of Higgs couplings to SM gauge

bosons and fermions, as well as loop contributions from composite resonances.

We see very similar predictions for each signal strength across the two models. This

is to be expected as the Higgs is mainly coupled to both SM and composite gauge bosons,

as well as t and b quarks — hence varying the lepton representations is unlikely to alter
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Figure 13: Higgs signal strengths for valid points in both the LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 and

LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−5 . Red lines show SM predictions for each decay channel, and the black

lines and grey shaded areas show the experimentally measured values and their 1σ un-

certainties. Green shaded areas show the projected precision of measurements from the

HL-LHC at 3000 fb−1, assuming measurements centred on the SM value of 1.

the Higgs signal strengths. However, when comparing these results to those predicted by

the quark-only M4DCHM5−5−5 from [22], we see that the inclusion of the third-generation

leptons has removed the branches of signal strengths between ∼ 0.8−0.95 that were roughly

constant in f . Furthermore, predictions that align with experimental measurements for

both models seem to occupy regions of f slightly larger than those in the M4DCHM5−5−5,

now extending to values 2.25 TeV ≲ f ≲ 2.5 TeV.

Predictions of µggγγ from both models broadly agree with both the SM value and ex-

periment. Most valid points in the LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 have signal strengths concentrated
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between 1 and 1.1, but still with a significant portion below this, while valid points for the

LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 center around ∼1.09. Furthermore, recent measurements of µggγγ from

CMS not included in our scans, µggγγ = 1.07+0.12
−0.11 [54], show good agreement with our results

(following from the already good agreement with the employed constraint).

The same is true for µggWW and µggZZ . Both models’ predictions agree with experimen-

tal measurements, with the LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 predicting signal strengths largely between 1

and 1.1, while the LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 has values between 0.8 and 1.1. Similar to the dipho-

ton signal strength, more recent measurements of the Z and W boson signal strengths

from ATLAS and CMS [55–59], not directly included in our scans, have all yielded results

compatible with the predictions of our models.

It is stressed again that valid points from the LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 scan with the secondary

mode at a larger f are definitively more favoured by direct collider constraints, compared

to other regions of the model. This smaller mode accounts entirely for the orange points

in Figure 13 that predict signal strengths near the experimentally measured values of

around 1.1. Indeed, the scan without the smaller posterior mode only predicted points

1.1 TeV < f ≲ 1.5 TeV with signal strengths < 1 — serving as a testament to how

fine-tuned this particular model is.

As for the LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 , theoretically more natural values of 1 TeV < f ≲ 1.4 TeV

only predict signal strengths that are typically lower than experimentally observed values,

indicating that this region is less favourable. The LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 model’s points are also

concentrated at a slightly higher value of f than the LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 despite having the

larger f range of the two models.

All of this is likely due to the lack of double-tuning present in the LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 ,

whereas parameters in the LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 need to take narrow values to reproduce elec-

troweak symmetry breaking while also satisfying the imposed constraints. Any future

work looking into different configurations of representations, particularly with quarks in

the 14 and leptons included, would show which of these models might also be fine-tuned

or outright excluded by experimental constraints.

Prospects for Higgs signal strength measurements present promising opportunities to

indirectly test both LM4DCHMs. Of particular significance are the signal strength mea-

surements µggγγ , µ
gg
WW , and µggZZ . ATLAS estimates that the uncertainties in these channels

will be around 4%, while CMS predicts a 5% uncertainty3 [60, 61]. The precision of µggττ
is also expected to improve substantially, although not enough to distinguish between the

two models through this channel. Similarly, the precision of µggbb measurements is expected

to improve, prompting us to consider including this channel in future scans.

Figure 13 illustrates these projections centered on the SM value of 1, and demonstrates

that such precision will serve as an relatively strong test of these models, in particular the

viability of the LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 .

3This prediction by CMS assumes the best-case scenario (S2+), where theoretical and systematic un-

certainties are scaled down and accounting for all detector upgrades; the ATLAS prediction assumes no

theoretical uncertainty.
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6 Conclusions

In this work we have extended previous global fits of two-site Minimal 4D Composite Higgs

Models by including composite partners for the third-generation leptons in various repre-

sentations of SO(5), and imposing relevant constraints on the added lepton parameters.

We considered all quark partners as embedded in the 5 representation due to its favourable

phenomenology, and chose to embed the respective partners of the left-handed lepton dou-

blet and right-handed tau lepton into the 5 − 5 and 14 − 10 representations (giving the

so-called LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 and LM4DCHM5−5−5

14−10 models) to study how these might affect

the fine-tuning and viability of the theory.

Our fits revealed that, while both models are capable of satisfying all imposed con-

straints, and hence are equally viable from a frequentist perspective, the LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10

is clearly preferred from a Bayesian viewpoint over the LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 , having the greater

Bayesian evidence by several orders of magnitude. This conclusion is quite robust against

both the choice of prior distribution (uniform or logarithmic) and the prior bounds im-

posed on the parameter spaces. For all choices of prior we used, the LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10

had the favourable posterior-averaged log-likelihood, owing primarily to the SM mass and

oblique constraints which it can more easily satisfy. However, the main factor favouring

the LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 is its lower fine-tuning as measured by the Kullback-Leibler diver-

gence between the prior and posterior distributions. The exact fine-tuning of the models

is strongly prior dependent, although always in favour of the LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 for the

priors we considered. This is to be expected from theoretical considerations, since the

LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 suffers from a double-tuning necessary to achieve a viable Higgs poten-

tial. Hence, the inclusion of lepton partners is seen to have a significant effect on the

fine-tuning of the model, despite the relatively low compositeness of the τ compared to

third generation quarks.

We also analysed the phenomenology of the two models in their viable regions of pa-

rameter space. The phenomenology of the composite gauge bosons and quark partners

remains unchanged from what was found in the quark-only M4DCHM5−5−5 in Ref. [22],

but now there are also heavy lepton partners. These lepton partners are generically pre-

dicted to lie well above 1 TeV, with the most probable decay channels being N4 → Wτ ,

L4 → Hτ , L4 → Zτ and E2 → Wτ . In both models, the lightest composite lepton

tended to be L4. In the LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 , this predominantly decays through both the

Hτ and Zτ channels, whereas in the LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 , it decays almost always into a Zτ

pair. However, conservative estimates of the production cross sections of the heavy leptons

revealed that only in a small fraction of the parameter space could any heavy lepton res-

onance of the LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 possibly be discovered at the HL-LHC, while those of the

LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 all lie far beyond the reach of the HL-LHC.

Predictions for the Higgs signal strengths for both models generally align well with

experimental bounds. However, more natural values of the NGB decay constant f ≲
1.25 TeV are currently slightly disfavoured by current experimental measurements com-

pared to higher values. When compared to the Higgs phenomenology of the quark-only

M4DCHM5−5−5, values 2.5 TeV ≲ f ≲ 3.5 TeV are disfavoured as a result of including the
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third-generation leptons.

While the results presented in this paper clearly indicate that the LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5

model is less natural and more fine-tuned, it is important to note that the model does have

parameter sets that fit the data. Naturalness plays a central role in CHM searches, but it

is only by experiment that models can be ruled out. Current prospects for the precision of

Higgs signal strength measurements at the HL-LHC [60, 61] promise to provide effective

tests of these models.

It would be interesting to consider possible modifications to the framework considered

here, such as alternative quark embeddings in LM4DCHMs, as both Ref. [21] and this

work have shown promising results for 14 representation leptons. Furthermore, there may

also be room for including right-handed neutrinos, which are well-motivated due to their

ability to provide a potential dark matter candidate and to explain the observed baryonic

asymmetry [28]. The complexity of the resulting parameter spaces, however, may make it

difficult to obtain consistent convergent results.
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A Lepton mass matrices

Mass matrices for the bosons and quarks in our models can be found in the Appendices

of Ref. [22]. Since the lepton mass terms have the same form as those of the quarks, they

will have the same mass matrices with the appropriate substitution of coefficients. For the

benefit of readers, the expressions for the lepton mass matrices are provided below. Masses

of the physical fields will be the singular values of these matrices.

The composite multiplets Ψτ and Ψ̃τ contain fields ΨnL,nR and Ψ̃nL,nR with SU(2)L×
SU(2)R quantum numbers (nL, nR), and therefore electric charges nL+nR+Y . The basis

of fields in which the mass matrices are written will be indicated alongside each matrix.

Since the SO(5) representations branch into SO(4) representations as

5 → 4⊕ 1,

10 → 6⊕ 4,

14 → 9⊕ 4⊕ 1, (A.1)

the component fields ΨnL,nR will be given a subscript to indicate which SO(4) represen-

tation they belong to where necessary. We will write nL,R = ± to indicate nL,R = ±1/2
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for fields in the 4 representation, while for the other representations this will indicate

nL,R = ±1.

The matrices will make use of the quantities

sxh = sin

(
x
h

f

)
, cxh = cos

(
x
h

f

)
for x ∈ R, (A.2)

and

c± =
ch ± c2h

2
, c̃ =

3 + 5c2h
8

, and s̃ =

√
5

4
s2h. (A.3)

(A.4)

A.1 LM4DCHM5−5

In this model the composite charge -2 resonances have mass matrix

MM2 =


Ψ−,−
R Ψ̃−,−

R

Ψ̄−,−
L mτ mYτ

¯̃Ψ−,−
L 0 mτ̃

 , (A.5)

while the neutral resonances have mass matrix

MN =


ν0R Ψ+,+

R Ψ̃+,+
R

ν̄0L 0 −∆τL 0

Ψ̄+,+
L 0 mτ mYτ

¯̃Ψ+,+
L 0 0 mτ̃

 . (A.6)

Notice that since the right-handed neutrino is not included in the model, its couplings are

all zero and we are guaranteed a massless neutral state - the SM neutrino. Finally, the

charge -1 mass matrix is

ML =



τ0R Ψ+,−
R Ψ̃+,−

R Ψ−,+
R Ψ̃−,+

R Ψ0,0
R Ψ̃0,0

R

τ̄0L 0 s2h/2∆τL 0 −c2h/2∆τL 0 i√
2
sh∆τL 0

Ψ̄+,−
L 0 mτ̃ mYτ 0 0 0 0

¯̃Ψ+,−
L − i√

2
sh∆

†
τR 0 mτ̃ 0 0 0 0

Ψ̄−,+
L 0 0 0 mτ̃ mYτ 0 0

¯̃Ψ−,+
L − i√

2
sh∆

†
τR 0 0 0 mτ̃ 0 0

Ψ̄0,0
L 0 0 0 0 0 mτ̃ mYτ + Yτ

¯̃Ψ0,0
L −ch∆†

τR 0 0 0 0 0 mτ̃


. (A.7)
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A.2 LM4DCHM14−10

This model contains a single charge +2 field and a single charge -2 field, both of which

have mass mτ . There are also charge +1 fields, which have a mass matrix

ME1 =



Ψ̃+,+
R Ψ+,+

R Ψ+,0
R Ψ0,+

R Ψ̃+,0
R Ψ̃0,+

R

¯̃Ψ+,+
L mτ̃ 0 0 0 0 0

Ψ̄+,+
L

1
2Yτ mτ 0 0 0 0

Ψ̄+,0
L 0 0 mτ 0 0 0

Ψ̄0,+
L 0 0 0 mτ 0 0

¯̃Ψ+,0
L 0 0 0 0 mτ̃ 0

¯̃Ψ0,+
L 0 0 0 0 0 mτ̃


. (A.8)

The charge -1 mass matrix is

ML =



τ0R Ψ̃−,−
R Ψ−,−

R Ψ−,0
R Ψ0,−

R Ψ̃−,0
R Ψ̃0,−

R

τ̄0L 0 0 −ch∆τL − 1√
2
sh∆τL

i√
2
sh∆τL 0 0

¯̃Ψ−,−
L − i√

2
sh∆

†
τR mτ̃ 0 0 0 0 0

Ψ̄−,−
L 0 1

2Yτ mτ 0 0 0 0

Ψ̄−,0
L 0 0 0 mτ 0 0 0

Ψ̄0,−
L 0 0 0 0 mτ 0 0

¯̃Ψ−,0
L −s2h/2∆

†
τR 0 0 0 0 mτ̃ 0

¯̃Ψ0,−
L −c2h/2∆

†
τR 0 0 0 0 0 mτ̃


, (A.9)

(A.10)

and the neutral resonance mass matrix is

MN =

ν0R Ψ0,0
1R

Ψ̃+,−
R Ψ+,−

4R
Ψ̃−,+
R Ψ−,+

4R
Ψ−,+

9R
Ψ0,0

9R
Ψ+,−

9R
Ψ̃0,0

1R
Ψ̃0,0

2R

ν̄0L 0 s̃∆τL 0 −c+∆τL 0 −ic−∆τL shs
2
h/2∆τL − s2h

4 ∆τL shc
2
h/2∆τL 0 0

Ψ̄0,0
1L

0 mτ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
¯̃Ψ+,−
L 0 0 mτ̃ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ψ̄+,−
4L

0 0 1
2Yτ mτ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

¯̃Ψ−,+
L 0 0 0 0 mτ̃ 0 0 0 0 0 0

Ψ̄−,+
4L

0 0 0 0 1
2Yτ mτ 0 0 0 0 0

Ψ̄−,+
9L

0 0 0 0 0 0 mτ 0 0 0 0

Ψ̄0,0
9L

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 mτ 0 0 0

Ψ̄+,−
9L

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 mτ 0 0
¯̃Ψ0,0
1L

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 mτ̃ 0
¯̃Ψ0,0
2L

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 mτ̃



.

(A.11)
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B Form factors

This section provides expressions for the form factors Π andM of Equation (2.15). In both

models, the form factors are given in terms of the functions

AR(m1,m2,m3,m4,∆) := ∆2(m2
1m

2
2 +m2

2m
2
3 − p2(m2

1 +m2
2 +m2

3 +m2
4) + p4),

AL(m1,m2,m3,m4,∆) := ∆2m2
1m

2
4 +AR(m1,m2,m3,m4,∆),

AM (m1,m2,m3,m4,∆1,∆2) := ∆1∆2m1m2m4(m
2
3 − p2),

B(m1,m2,m3,m4,m5) := m2
1m

2
2m

2
3 − p2(m2

1m
2
2 +m2

1m
2
3 +m2

2m
2
3 +m2

2m
2
5 +m2

3m
2
4)

+ p4(m2
1 +m2

2 +m2
3 +m2

4 +m2
5)− p6, (B.1)

in Minkowski space.

Quark sector

Both models share a 5− 5− 5 quark sector, for which the form factors are

ΠtL = Π(4)
qt +Π(4)

qb
+

1

2

(
Π(1)
qt −Π(4)

qt

)
s2h, Mt =

(
M

(1)
t −M

(4)
t

)√
1− s2h

2
sh,

ΠtR = Π
(1)
t −

(
Π

(1)
t −Π

(4)
t

)
s2h, (B.2)

where

Π(1)
qt =

AL(mt̃, 0,mYt + Yt, 0,∆tL)

B(mt,mt̃, 0,mYt + Yt, 0)
, Π(4)

qt =
AL(mt̃, 0,mYt , 0,∆tL)

B(mt,mt̃, 0,mYt , 0)
,

Π
(1)
t =

AL(mt, 0,mYt + Yt, 0,∆tR)

B(mt,mt̃, 0,mYt + Yt, 0)
, Π

(4)
t =

AL(mt, 0,mYt , 0,∆tR)

B(mt,mt̃, 0,mYt , 0)
,

M
(1)
t =

AM (mt,mt̃, 0,mYt + Yt,∆tL,∆tR)

B(mt,mt̃, 0,mYt + Yt, 0)
, M

(4)
t =

AM (mt,mt̃, 0,mYt ,∆tL,∆tR)

B(mt,mt̃, 0,mYt , 0)
.

(B.3)

Interchanging all t and t̃ subscripts with b and b̃ yields the form factors for the bottom

sector.

B.1 LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5

In this model, the lepton sector is

ΠτL = Π
(4)
lτ

+Π
(4)
lb

+
1

2

(
Π

(1)
lτ

−Π
(4)
lτ

)
s2h, Mτ =

(
M (1)
τ −M (4)

τ

)√
1− s2h

2
sh,

ΠτR = Π(1)
τ −

(
Π(1)
τ −Π(4)

τ

)
s2h, (B.4)
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where

Π
(1)
lτ

=
AL(mτ̃ , 0,mYτ + Yτ , 0,∆τL)

B(mτ ,mτ̃ , 0,mYτ + Yτ , 0)
, Π

(4)
lτ

=
AL(mτ̃ , 0,mYτ , 0,∆τL)

B(mτ ,mτ̃ , 0,mYτ , 0)
,

Π(1)
τ =

AL(mτ , 0,mYτ + Yτ , 0,∆τR)

B(mτ ,mτ̃ , 0,mYτ + Yτ , 0)
, Π(4)

τ =
AL(mτ , 0,mYτ , 0,∆τR)

B(mτ ,mτ̃ , 0,mYτ , 0)
,

M (1)
τ =

AM (mτ ,mτ̃ , 0,mYτ + Yτ ,∆τL,∆τR)

B(mτ ,mτ̃ , 0,mYτ + Yτ , 0)
, M (4)

τ =
AM (mτ ,mτ̃ , 0,mYτ ,∆τL,∆τR)

B(mτ ,mτ̃ , 0,mYτ , 0)
.

(B.5)

B.2 LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10

In this model, the lepton sector is

ΠτL = Π
(4)
l −

(
Π

(4)
l −Π

(9)
l

)
s2h, Mτ = −iM (4)

τ sh

√
1− s2h

2
,

ΠτR = Π(6)
τ +

(
Π(4)
τ −Π(6)

τ

) s2h
2
, (B.6)

where

Π
(10)
l =

AL(0, 0, 0, 0,∆l)

B(ml, 0, 0, 0, 0)
, Π(6)

τ =
AR(0, 0, 0, 0,∆τ )

B(0,mτ , 0, 0, 0)
,

Π
(4)
l =

AL(0,mτ , 0, Yτ/2,∆l)

B(ml, 0,mτ , 0, Yτ/2)
, Π(4)

τ =
AR(ml, 0, Yτ/2, 0,∆τ )

B(ml, 0,mτ , 0, Yτ/2)
,

M (4)
τ = −iAM (ml,mτ , 0, Yτ/2,∆l,∆τ )

B(ml, 0,mτ , 0, Yτ/2)
. (B.7)

C Scan comparisons

C.1 LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5

We performed two scans of the LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 with 4000 live points each. The posterior

distributions found in each scan are shown in Figures 14 to 17. There tends to be good

agreement in the posteriors between the two scans, except for some larger discrepancies in

the top quark sector, which has always proven difficult for top partners in the 5 represen-

tation. There is excellent agreement in the lepton parameters, which are the focus of the

present paper. The evidences found in the scans,

ln(Z)Run 1 = −45.54± 0.08,

ln(Z)Run 2 = −44.85± 0.08, (C.1)

are in some tension with each other. However, they are of the same approximate size, and

are much smaller than the evidences found for the LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 , so any small discrep-

ancies in these values should not cast doubt on the conclusion that the LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10

is the greatly preferred model.

Only Run 2 found the extra posterior modes that contain most of the valid points that

survive direct detector constraints. Other than the secondary mode at f ≈ 2 TeV, we can
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see from Figure 15 that an additional mode is present where 3 TeV ≲ ∆tR ≲ 22 TeV and

1.8 TeV ≲ mY t + Yt ≲ 8 TeV. These modes are responsible for the valid points mentioned

in Section 5 that survive all constraints and collider bounds at 3σ.
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Figure 14: 1D and 2D marginalised posteriors for the gauge sector parameters in the

LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 found in two different runs with 4000 live points.
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Figure 15: 1D and 2D marginalised posteriors for the top quark parameters in the

LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 found in two different runs with 4000 live points. The decay constant f

has been included to highlight the extra posterior mode found in Run 2.
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Figure 16: 1D and 2D marginalised posteriors for the bottom quark parameters in the

LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 found in two different runs with 4000 live points.
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Figure 17: 1D and 2D marginalised posteriors for the tau lepton parameters in the

LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 found in two different runs with 4000 live points.
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C.2 LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10

Figures 18 to 21 show the posterior distributions found in the two 4000-point scans of the

LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 . There is seen to be good agreement in the posteriors between the two

scans, especially in the lepton sector. The evidences found in each scan,

ln(Z)Run 1 = −35.91± 0.07,

ln(Z)Run 2 = −36.67± 0.07, (C.2)

are in slight tension with each other, but are acceptably consistent given the same consid-

erations as for the LM4DCHM5−5−5
5−5 above.
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Figure 18: 1D and 2D marginalised posteriors for the gauge sector parameters in the

LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 found in two different runs with 4000 live points.
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Figure 19: 1D and 2D marginalised posteriors for the top quark sector parameters in the

LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 found in two different runs with 4000 live points.
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Figure 20: 1D and 2D marginalised posteriors for the bottom quark sector parameters in

the LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 found in two different runs with 4000 live points.
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Figure 21: 1D and 2D marginalised posteriors for the tau lepton sector parameters in the

LM4DCHM5−5−5
14−10 found in two different runs with 4000 live points.
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