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Understanding scales: The driving force of physics

290 The Weak Anthropic Principle in Physics and Astrophysics 290 
here that believes all such purely numerical factors will be small. In 
practice they all seem to be, but no rigorous proof of the fact exists.7 

However, some explanation of the fact was given in our discussion of 
dimensionality in Chapter 4. 

Suppose we were to commission a survey of all the different types of 
object in the Universe from the scale of elementary particles to the 
largest clusters of galaxies. A picture could be prepared that plotted all 
these objects according to their masses and sizes, or average dimension. 

The result would look like8 Figure 5.1, 
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Figure 5.1. Observed objects in the Universe plotted in a size-mass diagram.31 

Note the accumulation of points in particular regions of the plane and the absence 
of bodies populating large regions of the plane. 

A priori we might have expected our graph to be covered by points in a 
fairly haphazard fashion: but this is clearly not the case. Some regions of 
the diagram are heavily and systematically populated whilst others remain 
very obviously empty. One of our goals will be to understand the reasons 
for the particular distribution we see and show how it lies at the 
foundation of modern Anthropic arguments. 

When you were first shown Figure 5.1, various ideas might occur to 



Understanding scales: The driving force of physics

T
room

⇠ 10�3↵2m
e

<latexit sha1_base64="Gc5P1N+YsDGBomBFCO8LBwiCyO0=">AAACEHicbVDLSsNAFJ34rPUVdelmsIhuLEkVdFl047JCX9CkYTKdtENnMmFmIpSQT3Djr7hxoYhbl+78G6cPRFsPXDiccy/33hMmjCrtOF/W0vLK6tp6YaO4ubW9s2vv7TeVSCUmDSyYkO0QKcJoTBqaakbaiSSIh4y0wuHN2G/dE6moiOt6lBCfo35MI4qRNlJgn3hhBOtBJoXguacoh67Tzc7Oc+ghlgxQtwJ5QDwvsEtO2ZkA/hB3npTADLXA/vR6AqecxBozpFTHdRLtZ0hqihnJi16qSILwEPVJx9AYcaL8bPJQDo+N0oORkKZiDSfq74kMcaVGPDSdHOmBmvfG4n9eJ9XRlZ/ROEk1ifF0UZQyqAUcpwN7VBKs2cgQhCU1t0I8QBJhbTIsmhAWXl4kzUrZdcru3UWpej2LowAOwRE4BS64BFVwC2qgATB4AE/gBbxaj9az9Wa9T1uXrNnMAfgD6+Mb4Qab1Q==</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="Gc5P1N+YsDGBomBFCO8LBwiCyO0=">AAACEHicbVDLSsNAFJ34rPUVdelmsIhuLEkVdFl047JCX9CkYTKdtENnMmFmIpSQT3Djr7hxoYhbl+78G6cPRFsPXDiccy/33hMmjCrtOF/W0vLK6tp6YaO4ubW9s2vv7TeVSCUmDSyYkO0QKcJoTBqaakbaiSSIh4y0wuHN2G/dE6moiOt6lBCfo35MI4qRNlJgn3hhBOtBJoXguacoh67Tzc7Oc+ghlgxQtwJ5QDwvsEtO2ZkA/hB3npTADLXA/vR6AqecxBozpFTHdRLtZ0hqihnJi16qSILwEPVJx9AYcaL8bPJQDo+N0oORkKZiDSfq74kMcaVGPDSdHOmBmvfG4n9eJ9XRlZ/ROEk1ifF0UZQyqAUcpwN7VBKs2cgQhCU1t0I8QBJhbTIsmhAWXl4kzUrZdcru3UWpej2LowAOwRE4BS64BFVwC2qgATB4AE/gBbxaj9az9Wa9T1uXrNnMAfgD6+Mb4Qab1Q==</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="Gc5P1N+YsDGBomBFCO8LBwiCyO0=">AAACEHicbVDLSsNAFJ34rPUVdelmsIhuLEkVdFl047JCX9CkYTKdtENnMmFmIpSQT3Djr7hxoYhbl+78G6cPRFsPXDiccy/33hMmjCrtOF/W0vLK6tp6YaO4ubW9s2vv7TeVSCUmDSyYkO0QKcJoTBqaakbaiSSIh4y0wuHN2G/dE6moiOt6lBCfo35MI4qRNlJgn3hhBOtBJoXguacoh67Tzc7Oc+ghlgxQtwJ5QDwvsEtO2ZkA/hB3npTADLXA/vR6AqecxBozpFTHdRLtZ0hqihnJi16qSILwEPVJx9AYcaL8bPJQDo+N0oORkKZiDSfq74kMcaVGPDSdHOmBmvfG4n9eJ9XRlZ/ROEk1ifF0UZQyqAUcpwN7VBKs2cgQhCU1t0I8QBJhbTIsmhAWXl4kzUrZdcru3UWpej2LowAOwRE4BS64BFVwC2qgATB4AE/gBbxaj9az9Wa9T1uXrNnMAfgD6+Mb4Qab1Q==</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="Gc5P1N+YsDGBomBFCO8LBwiCyO0=">AAACEHicbVDLSsNAFJ34rPUVdelmsIhuLEkVdFl047JCX9CkYTKdtENnMmFmIpSQT3Djr7hxoYhbl+78G6cPRFsPXDiccy/33hMmjCrtOF/W0vLK6tp6YaO4ubW9s2vv7TeVSCUmDSyYkO0QKcJoTBqaakbaiSSIh4y0wuHN2G/dE6moiOt6lBCfo35MI4qRNlJgn3hhBOtBJoXguacoh67Tzc7Oc+ghlgxQtwJ5QDwvsEtO2ZkA/hB3npTADLXA/vR6AqecxBozpFTHdRLtZ0hqihnJi16qSILwEPVJx9AYcaL8bPJQDo+N0oORkKZiDSfq74kMcaVGPDSdHOmBmvfG4n9eJ9XRlZ/ROEk1ifF0UZQyqAUcpwN7VBKs2cgQhCU1t0I8QBJhbTIsmhAWXl4kzUrZdcru3UWpej2LowAOwRE4BS64BFVwC2qgATB4AE/gBbxaj9az9Wa9T1uXrNnMAfgD6+Mb4Qab1Q==</latexit>

r
atom

⇠ 1

↵m
e

<latexit sha1_base64="pXUfgPWnA/Vd/ve+awbXg/9OO1w=">AAACEXicbVBNS8NAEN34WetX1KOXxSL0VBIR9Fj04rGC/YAmhMl20y7dTcLuRighf8GLf8WLB0W8evPmv3HTFtHWBwOP92aYmRemnCntOF/Wyura+sZmZau6vbO7t28fHHZUkklC2yThieyFoChnMW1rpjntpZKCCDnthuPr0u/eU6lYEt/pSUp9AcOYRYyANlJg170wwjLIQSei8BQT2IskkNwtcg94OgIsAlp4XjWwa07DmQL/EHeR1NAcrcD+9AYJyQSNNeGgVN91Uu3nIDUjnBZVL1M0BTKGIe0bGoOgys+nHxX41CgDHCXSVKzxVP09kYNQaiJC0ylAj9SiV4r/ef1MR5d+zuI00zQms0VRxrFOcBkPHjBJieYTQ4BIZm7FZAQmEW1CLENYenmZdM4artNwb89rzat5HBV0jE5QHbnoAjXRDWqhNiLoAT2hF/RqPVrP1pv1PmtdseYzR+gPrI9vVU2dTQ==</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="pXUfgPWnA/Vd/ve+awbXg/9OO1w=">AAACEXicbVBNS8NAEN34WetX1KOXxSL0VBIR9Fj04rGC/YAmhMl20y7dTcLuRighf8GLf8WLB0W8evPmv3HTFtHWBwOP92aYmRemnCntOF/Wyura+sZmZau6vbO7t28fHHZUkklC2yThieyFoChnMW1rpjntpZKCCDnthuPr0u/eU6lYEt/pSUp9AcOYRYyANlJg170wwjLIQSei8BQT2IskkNwtcg94OgIsAlp4XjWwa07DmQL/EHeR1NAcrcD+9AYJyQSNNeGgVN91Uu3nIDUjnBZVL1M0BTKGIe0bGoOgys+nHxX41CgDHCXSVKzxVP09kYNQaiJC0ylAj9SiV4r/ef1MR5d+zuI00zQms0VRxrFOcBkPHjBJieYTQ4BIZm7FZAQmEW1CLENYenmZdM4artNwb89rzat5HBV0jE5QHbnoAjXRDWqhNiLoAT2hF/RqPVrP1pv1PmtdseYzR+gPrI9vVU2dTQ==</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="pXUfgPWnA/Vd/ve+awbXg/9OO1w=">AAACEXicbVBNS8NAEN34WetX1KOXxSL0VBIR9Fj04rGC/YAmhMl20y7dTcLuRighf8GLf8WLB0W8evPmv3HTFtHWBwOP92aYmRemnCntOF/Wyura+sZmZau6vbO7t28fHHZUkklC2yThieyFoChnMW1rpjntpZKCCDnthuPr0u/eU6lYEt/pSUp9AcOYRYyANlJg170wwjLIQSei8BQT2IskkNwtcg94OgIsAlp4XjWwa07DmQL/EHeR1NAcrcD+9AYJyQSNNeGgVN91Uu3nIDUjnBZVL1M0BTKGIe0bGoOgys+nHxX41CgDHCXSVKzxVP09kYNQaiJC0ylAj9SiV4r/ef1MR5d+zuI00zQms0VRxrFOcBkPHjBJieYTQ4BIZm7FZAQmEW1CLENYenmZdM4artNwb89rzat5HBV0jE5QHbnoAjXRDWqhNiLoAT2hF/RqPVrP1pv1PmtdseYzR+gPrI9vVU2dTQ==</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="pXUfgPWnA/Vd/ve+awbXg/9OO1w=">AAACEXicbVBNS8NAEN34WetX1KOXxSL0VBIR9Fj04rGC/YAmhMl20y7dTcLuRighf8GLf8WLB0W8evPmv3HTFtHWBwOP92aYmRemnCntOF/Wyura+sZmZau6vbO7t28fHHZUkklC2yThieyFoChnMW1rpjntpZKCCDnthuPr0u/eU6lYEt/pSUp9AcOYRYyANlJg170wwjLIQSei8BQT2IskkNwtcg94OgIsAlp4XjWwa07DmQL/EHeR1NAcrcD+9AYJyQSNNeGgVN91Uu3nIDUjnBZVL1M0BTKGIe0bGoOgys+nHxX41CgDHCXSVKzxVP09kYNQaiJC0ylAj9SiV4r/ef1MR5d+zuI00zQms0VRxrFOcBkPHjBJieYTQ4BIZm7FZAQmEW1CLENYenmZdM4artNwb89rzat5HBV0jE5QHbnoAjXRDWqhNiLoAT2hF/RqPVrP1pv1PmtdseYzR+gPrI9vVU2dTQ==</latexit>

Mstar ⇠
✓
MP

mN

◆3

mN
<latexit sha1_base64="fSQcEnZnoAzUNXP0WuLEf37ZW8w=">AAACIHicbVDLSgMxFM3UV62vqks3wSLopsyoUJdFN24qFewDOnXIpJk2NJkZkjtCGeZT3Pgrblwoojv9GtMHotYDF07OuZfce/xYcA22/WHlFhaXllfyq4W19Y3NreL2TlNHiaKsQSMRqbZPNBM8ZA3gIFg7VoxIX7CWP7wY+607pjSPwhsYxawrST/kAacEjOQVK64f4JqXaiAqczWXGLuCBXDoBorQtObVs1R6V5mreH8AR7fpSYbNu+AVS3bZngB/E+cvKaEZ6l7x3e1FNJEsBCqI1h3HjqGbEgWcCpYV3ESzmNAh6bOOoSGRTHfTyYEZPjBKDweRMhUCnqg/J1IitR5J33RKAgP91xuL/3mdBIKzbsrDOAEW0ulHQSIwRHicFu5xxSiIkSGEKm52xXRATDJgMh2HMHfyPGkelx277FyflqrnszjyaA/to0PkoAqqoktURw1E0T16RM/oxXqwnqxX623amrNmM7voF6zPLzUXovY=</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="fSQcEnZnoAzUNXP0WuLEf37ZW8w=">AAACIHicbVDLSgMxFM3UV62vqks3wSLopsyoUJdFN24qFewDOnXIpJk2NJkZkjtCGeZT3Pgrblwoojv9GtMHotYDF07OuZfce/xYcA22/WHlFhaXllfyq4W19Y3NreL2TlNHiaKsQSMRqbZPNBM8ZA3gIFg7VoxIX7CWP7wY+607pjSPwhsYxawrST/kAacEjOQVK64f4JqXaiAqczWXGLuCBXDoBorQtObVs1R6V5mreH8AR7fpSYbNu+AVS3bZngB/E+cvKaEZ6l7x3e1FNJEsBCqI1h3HjqGbEgWcCpYV3ESzmNAh6bOOoSGRTHfTyYEZPjBKDweRMhUCnqg/J1IitR5J33RKAgP91xuL/3mdBIKzbsrDOAEW0ulHQSIwRHicFu5xxSiIkSGEKm52xXRATDJgMh2HMHfyPGkelx277FyflqrnszjyaA/to0PkoAqqoktURw1E0T16RM/oxXqwnqxX623amrNmM7voF6zPLzUXovY=</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="fSQcEnZnoAzUNXP0WuLEf37ZW8w=">AAACIHicbVDLSgMxFM3UV62vqks3wSLopsyoUJdFN24qFewDOnXIpJk2NJkZkjtCGeZT3Pgrblwoojv9GtMHotYDF07OuZfce/xYcA22/WHlFhaXllfyq4W19Y3NreL2TlNHiaKsQSMRqbZPNBM8ZA3gIFg7VoxIX7CWP7wY+607pjSPwhsYxawrST/kAacEjOQVK64f4JqXaiAqczWXGLuCBXDoBorQtObVs1R6V5mreH8AR7fpSYbNu+AVS3bZngB/E+cvKaEZ6l7x3e1FNJEsBCqI1h3HjqGbEgWcCpYV3ESzmNAh6bOOoSGRTHfTyYEZPjBKDweRMhUCnqg/J1IitR5J33RKAgP91xuL/3mdBIKzbsrDOAEW0ulHQSIwRHicFu5xxSiIkSGEKm52xXRATDJgMh2HMHfyPGkelx277FyflqrnszjyaA/to0PkoAqqoktURw1E0T16RM/oxXqwnqxX623amrNmM7voF6zPLzUXovY=</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="fSQcEnZnoAzUNXP0WuLEf37ZW8w=">AAACIHicbVDLSgMxFM3UV62vqks3wSLopsyoUJdFN24qFewDOnXIpJk2NJkZkjtCGeZT3Pgrblwoojv9GtMHotYDF07OuZfce/xYcA22/WHlFhaXllfyq4W19Y3NreL2TlNHiaKsQSMRqbZPNBM8ZA3gIFg7VoxIX7CWP7wY+607pjSPwhsYxawrST/kAacEjOQVK64f4JqXaiAqczWXGLuCBXDoBorQtObVs1R6V5mreH8AR7fpSYbNu+AVS3bZngB/E+cvKaEZ6l7x3e1FNJEsBCqI1h3HjqGbEgWcCpYV3ESzmNAh6bOOoSGRTHfTyYEZPjBKDweRMhUCnqg/J1IitR5J33RKAgP91xuL/3mdBIKzbsrDOAEW0ulHQSIwRHicFu5xxSiIkSGEKm52xXRATDJgMh2HMHfyPGkelx277FyflqrnszjyaA/to0PkoAqqoktURw1E0T16RM/oxXqwnqxX623amrNmM7voF6zPLzUXovY=</latexit>

Rplanet ⇠
mN

MP

1p
↵me

<latexit sha1_base64="DuPngGcYrri6X6j2YBOAf3EZq08="></latexit><latexit sha1_base64="DuPngGcYrri6X6j2YBOAf3EZq08="></latexit><latexit sha1_base64="DuPngGcYrri6X6j2YBOAf3EZq08="></latexit><latexit sha1_base64="DuPngGcYrri6X6j2YBOAf3EZq08="></latexit>

r
proton

⇠ 1

m
N<latexit sha1_base64="gLqugE91Gx6yqI8xRz2Lu1C+BNs=">AAACCXicbVDLSgNBEOyN7/iKevQyGARPYVcEPYpePEkEkwjZsMxOZpMh81hmZoWw7NWLv+LFgyJe/QNv/o2TB6KJBQ1FVTfdXXHKmbG+/+WVFhaXlldW18rrG5tb25Wd3aZRmSa0QRRX+i7GhnImacMyy+ldqikWMaeteHA58lv3VBum5K0dprQjcE+yhBFsnRRVUBgnSEd5qpVVsggNEyhMNCZ5UOQiui6iStWv+WOgHxLMkipMUY8qn2FXkUxQaQnHxrQDP7WdHGvLCKdFOcwMTTEZ4B5tOyqxoKaTjz8p0KFTuihR2pW0aKz+nsixMGYoYtcpsO2bWW8k/ue1M5ucdXIm08xSSSaLkowjq9AoFtRlmhLLh45gopm7FZE+djlYF17ZhTD38jxpHtcCvxbcnFTPL6ZxrMI+HMARBHAK53AFdWgAgQd4ghd49R69Z+/Ne5+0lrzpzB78gffxDRgImpM=</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="gLqugE91Gx6yqI8xRz2Lu1C+BNs=">AAACCXicbVDLSgNBEOyN7/iKevQyGARPYVcEPYpePEkEkwjZsMxOZpMh81hmZoWw7NWLv+LFgyJe/QNv/o2TB6KJBQ1FVTfdXXHKmbG+/+WVFhaXlldW18rrG5tb25Wd3aZRmSa0QRRX+i7GhnImacMyy+ldqikWMaeteHA58lv3VBum5K0dprQjcE+yhBFsnRRVUBgnSEd5qpVVsggNEyhMNCZ5UOQiui6iStWv+WOgHxLMkipMUY8qn2FXkUxQaQnHxrQDP7WdHGvLCKdFOcwMTTEZ4B5tOyqxoKaTjz8p0KFTuihR2pW0aKz+nsixMGYoYtcpsO2bWW8k/ue1M5ucdXIm08xSSSaLkowjq9AoFtRlmhLLh45gopm7FZE+djlYF17ZhTD38jxpHtcCvxbcnFTPL6ZxrMI+HMARBHAK53AFdWgAgQd4ghd49R69Z+/Ne5+0lrzpzB78gffxDRgImpM=</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="gLqugE91Gx6yqI8xRz2Lu1C+BNs=">AAACCXicbVDLSgNBEOyN7/iKevQyGARPYVcEPYpePEkEkwjZsMxOZpMh81hmZoWw7NWLv+LFgyJe/QNv/o2TB6KJBQ1FVTfdXXHKmbG+/+WVFhaXlldW18rrG5tb25Wd3aZRmSa0QRRX+i7GhnImacMyy+ldqikWMaeteHA58lv3VBum5K0dprQjcE+yhBFsnRRVUBgnSEd5qpVVsggNEyhMNCZ5UOQiui6iStWv+WOgHxLMkipMUY8qn2FXkUxQaQnHxrQDP7WdHGvLCKdFOcwMTTEZ4B5tOyqxoKaTjz8p0KFTuihR2pW0aKz+nsixMGYoYtcpsO2bWW8k/ue1M5ucdXIm08xSSSaLkowjq9AoFtRlmhLLh45gopm7FZE+djlYF17ZhTD38jxpHtcCvxbcnFTPL6ZxrMI+HMARBHAK53AFdWgAgQd4ghd49R69Z+/Ne5+0lrzpzB78gffxDRgImpM=</latexit><latexit sha1_base64="gLqugE91Gx6yqI8xRz2Lu1C+BNs=">AAACCXicbVDLSgNBEOyN7/iKevQyGARPYVcEPYpePEkEkwjZsMxOZpMh81hmZoWw7NWLv+LFgyJe/QNv/o2TB6KJBQ1FVTfdXXHKmbG+/+WVFhaXlldW18rrG5tb25Wd3aZRmSa0QRRX+i7GhnImacMyy+ldqikWMaeteHA58lv3VBum5K0dprQjcE+yhBFsnRRVUBgnSEd5qpVVsggNEyhMNCZ5UOQiui6iStWv+WOgHxLMkipMUY8qn2FXkUxQaQnHxrQDP7WdHGvLCKdFOcwMTTEZ4B5tOyqxoKaTjz8p0KFTuihR2pW0aKz+nsixMGYoYtcpsO2bWW8k/ue1M5ucdXIm08xSSSaLkowjq9AoFtRlmhLLh45gopm7FZE+djlYF17ZhTD38jxpHtcCvxbcnFTPL6ZxrMI+HMARBHAK53AFdWgAgQd4ghd49R69Z+/Ne5+0lrzpzB78gffxDRgImpM=</latexit>

290 The Weak Anthropic Principle in Physics and Astrophysics 290 
here that believes all such purely numerical factors will be small. In 
practice they all seem to be, but no rigorous proof of the fact exists.7 

However, some explanation of the fact was given in our discussion of 
dimensionality in Chapter 4. 

Suppose we were to commission a survey of all the different types of 
object in the Universe from the scale of elementary particles to the 
largest clusters of galaxies. A picture could be prepared that plotted all 
these objects according to their masses and sizes, or average dimension. 

The result would look like8 Figure 5.1, 
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Figure 5.1. Observed objects in the Universe plotted in a size-mass diagram.31 

Note the accumulation of points in particular regions of the plane and the absence 
of bodies populating large regions of the plane. 

A priori we might have expected our graph to be covered by points in a 
fairly haphazard fashion: but this is clearly not the case. Some regions of 
the diagram are heavily and systematically populated whilst others remain 
very obviously empty. One of our goals will be to understand the reasons 
for the particular distribution we see and show how it lies at the 
foundation of modern Anthropic arguments. 

When you were first shown Figure 5.1, various ideas might occur to 
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Standard Model  
masses from the Higgs VEV:

        ⟨H⟩ ~ mH / √λ 
Reinforced by 

the 2012 Higgs discovery
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Underlying mass scales in the universe



mH MP≡1/√GN

1019 GeV102 GeV

Remaining mystery!

Origin of the Higgs potential  
(electroweak scale)

Underlying mass scales in the universe

V(H) = �m2
H|H|2 + �|H|4
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Analogy with Superconductivity

hhi = he�e�i
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FIG. 1 Data from Onnes’ pioneering works. The plot shows the electric resistance of the mercury vs. temperature.

therefore, due to the Maxwell equation

r ⇤ E = �1
c

⌅B
⌅t

, (1.1)

the magnetic field is frozen, whereas it is expelled. This implies that superconductivity will be destroyed by a critical
magnetic field Hc such that

fs(T ) +
H2

c (T )
8�

= fn(T ) , (1.2)

where fs,n(T ) are the densities of free energy in the the superconducting phase at zero magnetic field and the density
of free energy in the normal phase. The behavior of the critical magnetic field with temperature was found empirically
to be parabolic (see Fig. 2)
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hhi = 0

hhi 6= 0

Tc

Bc
We must (in the lab)

 fine-tune B & T 
to be close 

to the critical line

But who is tuning mH≪MP ?



    TeV  
new-physics

Looking for  
deviations in  
SM couplings

Looking for  
new flavor-transitions

Looking for  
Electric Dipole Moments

Looking for  
for WIMPs (Dark Matter)

Looking for  
new particles

Most of our effort in experimental particles physics 
has been to attack the TeV territory from different fronts 



Idealized models have a useful role to play, 

as ways to clarify your thinking 

Paul Krugman 

Theoretical proposals for  
the origin of the Electroweak Scale  

(mH≪MP)

& status of their health (experimental) checkups



QCD approach: Compositeness

I



Follow the path of QCD:

H =Composite Higss:

ΛQCD MP

αs

It could explain why

↵⇤

⇤⇤

mH . ⇤⇤ ⇠ TeV ⌧ MP

New strong dynamics at TeV

E

Lets try the same for the EW scale 
 ➠ Assume that there is a New Strong sector at 

around the TeV-scale:



The Higgs, the lightest of the new strong resonances, 
as pions in QCD: they are Pseudo-Goldstone Bosons (PGB)

�

GeV

130 MeV

TeV

125 GeV

Composite Higgs

h

QCD

SU(2)L ⇥ SU(2)R
SU(2)V

SO(5)

SO(4)



Beyond the lamp-post:

perturbation 
theory

Strong  
dynamics

Dealing with strong dynamics….



The AdS/CFT correspondence Maldacena 97

Strongly coupled 4D 
theories in certain limits

duality Weakly coupled  
gravity theories in higher-

dimensions

☛ Holographic models:  
5D models with the properties of a composite Higgs
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Why extra dimensions can give rise to a composite 
Higgs scenario?

An educated answer : AdS/CFT correspondence:  Strongly coupled 4D 
theories are equivalent to 5D weakly-coupled theories  in AdS  

Electromagnetic form factor of the Higgs
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successful exp.!!

Composite state:
such as pions in QCD

Higgs in 5D AdS:

THE STRONGLY-INTERACTING LIGHT HIGGS

ALEX POMAROL
IFAE, Universitat Autònoma de Barcelona, 08193 Bellaterra, Barcelona

We present the effective low-energy lagrangian arising from theories where the electroweak
symmetry breaking is triggered by a light composite Higgs, which emerges from a strongly-
interacting sector as a pseudo-Goldstone boson. This lagrangian proves to be useful for LHC
and ILC phenomenology that includes the study of high-energy longitudinal vector boson
scattering, strong double-Higgs production and anomalous Higgs couplings.

1 Introduction

The Standard Model (SM) of elementary particles, as we know it today, is not a complete theory.
As it is well known, if we calculate the amplitude of the process WLWL → WLWL we find that it
grows with the energy as g2E2/M2

W violating unitarity at energies around 4πv ∼ 1 TeV. What
unitarize this amplitude at high energy? This is the first priority question to be addressed at
the LHC.

An example of a possible UV-complition of the SM can be found in QCD. The pion ampli-
tudes are unitarized by extra resonances arising from the strongly interacting SU(3)c. Never-
theless, this Higgsless approach has to face the present electroweak precision test (EWPT) and,
in its simple incarnation, technicolor models, it fails to pass them. The reason is that the new
resonances responsible for unitarizing the SM amplitudes have masses at around 1 TeV and give
large (tree-level) contribution to electroweak observables that have not been observed.

A second option arises from the Higgs mechanism. The presence of a scalar Higgs cures the
SM amplitudes from the bad high-energy behaviour and, therefore, allow the SM to be extrapo-
lated to very high energies. It is hard to believe that nature is not using such a simple mechanism
to give us a UV completed theory of electroweak interactions. Nevertheless, naturalness criteria,
stop us from considering the Higgs mechanism as the last ingredient to be incorporated to the
SM at the electroweak scale. Why the Higgs mass, that determines the electroweak scale, is
so small compare with, for example, the Planck scale? If we want to answer this question, we
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A more pedestrian answer :  Just go on and calculate the Higgs 
properties such as form  factors: 

Why extra dimensions can give rise to a composite 
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A more pedestrian answer :  Just go on and calculate the Higgs 
properties such as form  factors: 

Why extra-dimensional models are models of compositeness?

summing over 
Kaluza-Klein



Physical implications 
 of TeV strong-dynamics

New resonances

TeV

125 GeV h

Signs of compositeness
in the Higgs (and top) 

New flavor-violating 
& CP-violating

transitions
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Figure 26: Top: negative log-likelihood contours at 68% and 95% CL in the (F , V ) plane on an enlarged scale for
the combination of ATLAS and CMS and for the global fit of all channels. Also shown are the contours obtained
for each experiment separately. Bottom: negative log-likelihood contours at 68% CL in the ( f

F ,  f
V ) plane for the

combination of ATLAS and CMS and for the individual decay channels as well as for their global combination (F
versus V ), assuming that all coupling modifiers are positive.
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Fig. 3. Natural expectations for the mass spectrum in supersymmetric models (left) and com-
posite Higgs models (right).

in most natural scenarios is the Higgsino, or the Gravitino for the case of GMSB
models. For composite Higgs models, the top partners are color fermionic resonances
with electric charges Q = 5/3, 2/3,�1/3 [15], and a phenomenology described in
detail in [50]. This is depicted in Fig. 3 where it is shown the mass spectrum of a
natural supersymmetric and composite Higgs model. Present limits on top partners
from the LHC Run 1 are around 500�800 GeV [51], scratching at present the most
natural region of the parameter space of the MSSM and MCHM. Nevertheless, it
will not be until the LHC Run 2 where the naturalness of these BSM will be really
at stake.

Clues for cosmological conundrums

Could TeV physics be behind other fundamental questions in particle physics and
cosmology, such as the origin of Dark Matter (DM), the abundance of matter
over anti-matter in our universe (Baryogenesis), the origin of inflation or neutrino
masses? Though not necessary the case, as the mandatory new-physics at the
Planck scale could be the true responsible for these phenomena, it is well possible
that some of these questions are addressed by TeV physics, opening an exciting
possibility of resolving these mysteries in well controlled experiments, such as TeV
colliders. The most likely of the above important questions to be addressed by TeV
new-physics is the DM origin. This hope arises from the so-called ”WIMP miracle”:
A stable particle with mass of order the electroweak scale and O(1) renormalizable-
interactions is in the ballpark of the needed relic abundance for a DM candidate.
In the MSSM, as well as in the MCHM, we find many DM candidates [52]. For in-
stance, the lightest superpartner, if neutral, as the neutralinos (superpartners of the
Z, photon or Higgs), can be a good candidate for DM in certain ”well-tempered”
region of the parameter space [53]. Similarly, DM can arise in composite Higgs mod-
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Planck scale could be the true responsible for these phenomena, it is well possible
that some of these questions are addressed by TeV physics, opening an exciting
possibility of resolving these mysteries in well controlled experiments, such as TeV
colliders. The most likely of the above important questions to be addressed by TeV
new-physics is the DM origin. This hope arises from the so-called ”WIMP miracle”:
A stable particle with mass of order the electroweak scale and O(1) renormalizable-
interactions is in the ballpark of the needed relic abundance for a DM candidate.
In the MSSM, as well as in the MCHM, we find many DM candidates [52]. For in-
stance, the lightest superpartner, if neutral, as the neutralinos (superpartners of the
Z, photon or Higgs), can be a good candidate for DM in certain ”well-tempered”
region of the parameter space [53]. Similarly, DM can arise in composite Higgs mod-
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Figure 1: Pair production of T5/3 and B to same-sign dilepton final states.

(section 4). Sections 5 and 6 present our main analysis: first, we show the optimal cuts and
characterize the best observables for discovering the heavy T5/3 and B without making any
sophisticated reconstruction; then, we reconstruct the W and t candidates and pair them to
reconstruct the T5/3 invariant mass. We conclude with a critical discussion of our results.

2 A simple model for the top partners

Although the main results of our analysis will be largely independent of the specific real-
ization of the new sector, we will adopt as a working example the “two-site” description of
Ref. [23], which reproduces the low-energy regime of the 5D models of [13, 14] (see also [24]
for an alternative 4D construction). Its two building blocks are the weakly-coupled sec-
tor of the elementary fields qL = (tL, bL) and tR, and a composite sector comprising two
heavy multiplets (2, 2)2/3, (1, 1)2/3 plus the Higgs (the case with partners of the tR in a
[(1, 3) ⊕ (3, 1)]2/3 can be similarly worked out):

Q = (2, 2)2/3 =

!

T T5/3

B T2/3

"

, T̃ = (1, 1)2/3 , H = (2, 2)0 =

!

φ†
0 φ+

−φ− φ0

"

. (1)

The two sectors are linearly coupled through mass mixing terms, resulting in SM and heavy
mass eigenstates that are admixtures of elementary and composite modes. The Higgs dou-
blet couples only to the composite fermions, and its Yukawa interactions to the SM and
heavy eigenstates arise only via their composite component. The Lagrangian in the elemen-
tary/composite basis is (we omit the Higgs potential and kinetic terms and we assume, for
simplicity, the same Yukawa coupling for both left and right composite chiralities):

L =q̄L ̸∂ qL + t̄R ̸∂ tR

+ Tr
#

Q̄ ( ̸∂ − MQ)Q
$

+ ¯̃T ( ̸∂ − MT̃ ) T̃ + Y∗ Tr{Q̄H} T̃ + h.c

+ ∆L q̄L (T, B) + ∆R t̄RT̃ + h.c.

(2)

3

First important  
constraint  
from LHC:

11

flat prior. The systematic uncertainties are simultaneously fitted across signal and control re-
gions, allowing background normalizations to float to match data in the control regions. After
applying the full analysis selection described previously and combining all analysis categories
the observed (expected) limits are found to be 1.32 (1.23) TeV for a right-handed X5/3 and 1.30
(1.23) TeV for a left-handed X5/3 at 95% CL. The expected and the observed limits are shown
in Fig. 6, where the upper limits are compared to signal cross sections at NNLO with the PDF
and renormalization/factorization scale uncertainties shown as the band around the theoretical
predictions.
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Figure 6: 95% CL expected and observed limits for a left-handed (left) and right-handed (right)
X5/3 after combining all categories. The theoretical uncertainty on the signal cross section is
shown with a band around the theoretical prediction.

9 Summary
A search for the pair production of heavy partners of the top quark with an exotic charge 5/3
decaying into a W boson and a top quark is presented. The search uses data collected in 2016
in proton-proton collisions at a center-of-mass energy of 13 TeV with the CMS detector at the
CERN LHC, corresponding to an integrated luminosity of 35.9 fb�1. Final states considered
include an electron or a muon, missing transverse energy, and four or more jets. X5/3 masses
with right-handed (left-handed) couplings below 1.32 (1.30) TeV are excluded at 95% confi-
dence level.
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(section 4). Sections 5 and 6 present our main analysis: first, we show the optimal cuts and
characterize the best observables for discovering the heavy T5/3 and B without making any
sophisticated reconstruction; then, we reconstruct the W and t candidates and pair them to
reconstruct the T5/3 invariant mass. We conclude with a critical discussion of our results.

2 A simple model for the top partners

Although the main results of our analysis will be largely independent of the specific real-
ization of the new sector, we will adopt as a working example the “two-site” description of
Ref. [23], which reproduces the low-energy regime of the 5D models of [13, 14] (see also [24]
for an alternative 4D construction). Its two building blocks are the weakly-coupled sec-
tor of the elementary fields qL = (tL, bL) and tR, and a composite sector comprising two
heavy multiplets (2, 2)2/3, (1, 1)2/3 plus the Higgs (the case with partners of the tR in a
[(1, 3) ⊕ (3, 1)]2/3 can be similarly worked out):
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"

, T̃ = (1, 1)2/3 , H = (2, 2)0 =
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. (1)

The two sectors are linearly coupled through mass mixing terms, resulting in SM and heavy
mass eigenstates that are admixtures of elementary and composite modes. The Higgs dou-
blet couples only to the composite fermions, and its Yukawa interactions to the SM and
heavy eigenstates arise only via their composite component. The Lagrangian in the elemen-
tary/composite basis is (we omit the Higgs potential and kinetic terms and we assume, for
simplicity, the same Yukawa coupling for both left and right composite chiralities):

L =q̄L ̸∂ qL + t̄R ̸∂ tR

+ Tr
#

Q̄ ( ̸∂ − MQ)Q
$

+ ¯̃T ( ̸∂ − MT̃ ) T̃ + Y∗ Tr{Q̄H} T̃ + h.c
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flat prior. The systematic uncertainties are simultaneously fitted across signal and control re-
gions, allowing background normalizations to float to match data in the control regions. After
applying the full analysis selection described previously and combining all analysis categories
the observed (expected) limits are found to be 1.32 (1.23) TeV for a right-handed X5/3 and 1.30
(1.23) TeV for a left-handed X5/3 at 95% CL. The expected and the observed limits are shown
in Fig. 6, where the upper limits are compared to signal cross sections at NNLO with the PDF
and renormalization/factorization scale uncertainties shown as the band around the theoretical
predictions.
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9 Summary
A search for the pair production of heavy partners of the top quark with an exotic charge 5/3
decaying into a W boson and a top quark is presented. The search uses data collected in 2016
in proton-proton collisions at a center-of-mass energy of 13 TeV with the CMS detector at the
CERN LHC, corresponding to an integrated luminosity of 35.9 fb�1. Final states considered
include an electron or a muon, missing transverse energy, and four or more jets. X5/3 masses
with right-handed (left-handed) couplings below 1.32 (1.30) TeV are excluded at 95% confi-
dence level.
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Imposing supersymmetry to the SM ➡ MSSM

The spectrum is doubled:

SM fermion ➡  New scalar
SM boson ➡  New majorana fermion

we must break supersymmetry to give them mass
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approximately to 95% CL (2�), are indicated for the data and expectation assuming the SM Higgs sector.
The light shaded and hashed regions indicate the observed and expected exclusions, respectively. The
SM decoupling limit is mA ! 1.

for 2  tan �  10, with the limit increasing to larger masses for tan � < 2. The observed limit is
stronger than expected since the measured rates in the h ! �� (expected to be dominated by a W boson
loop) and h ! ZZ⇤ ! 4` channels are higher than predicted by the SM, but the simplified MSSM
has a physical boundary V  1 so the vector boson coupling cannot be larger than the SM value. The
physical boundary is accounted for by computing the profile likelihood ratio with respect to the maximum
likelihood obtained within the physical region of the parameter space, mA >0 and tan � >0. The range
0 tan � 10 is shown as only that part of the parameter space was scanned in the present version of this
analysis. The compatible region extends to larger tan � values.

The results reported here pertain to the simplified MSSM model studied and are not fully general.
The MSSM includes other possibilities such as Higgs boson decays to supersymmetric particles, decays
of heavy Higgs bosons to lighter ones, and e↵ects from light supersymmetric particles [60] which are
not investigated here.

8 Higgs Portal to Dark Matter

Many “Higgs portal” models [14,34,61–65] introduce an additional weakly-interacting massive particle
(WIMP) as a dark matter candidate. It is assumed to interact very weakly with the SM particles, except
for the Higgs boson. In this study, the coupling of the Higgs boson to the WIMP is taken to be a free
parameter.

The upper limit on the branching ratio of the Higgs boson to invisible final states, BRi, is derived
using the combination of rate measurements from the h ! ��, h ! ZZ⇤ ! 4`, h ! WW⇤ ! `⌫`⌫,
h! ⌧⌧, and h! bb̄ channels, together with the measured upper limit on the rate of the Zh! ``+ Emiss

T
process. The couplings of the Higgs boson to massive particles other than the WIMP are assumed to be
equal to the SM predictions, allowing the corresponding partial decay widths and invisible decay width

Higgs coupling 
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' 0.96. Note that the MSSM con-
tributions to Bs ! µ+µ� do not decouple with the scale
of the SUSY particles, but with the masses of the heavy
scalar and pseudoscalar Higgs bosons M2

H ' M2

A. Due to
the strong enhancement by tan3 �, the large tan� regime
of the MSSM is highly constrained by the current exper-
imental results on BR(Bs ! µ+µ�). We remark, how-
ever, that ✏

FC

in the numerator of (45) is a sum of several
terms (see (23)) each of which depend strongly on several
MSSM parameters. In addition, cancellations among the
di↵erent terms can occur in certain regions of parameter
space, rendering the Bs ! µ+µ� constraint very model
dependent, even in the restrictive framework of MFV.
Additional contributions to Bs ! µ+µ� can arise from
charged Higgs loops [187]. They interfere destructively
with the SM contribution and scale as (tan�)2/M2

H± .
Typically, their e↵ect is considerably smaller compared
to the SUSY contribution in (45).

We stress that there is a simple mathematical lower
bound of RBsµµ = 1/2 in (44) that is saturated for
A = 1/2. In this case, the SUSY contribution partially
cancels the SM amplitude, but simultaneously generates
a non-interfering piece that cannot be canceled. This
lower limit provides a significant threshold for experi-
ments searching for BR(Bs ! µ+µ�): not only is the
SM branching fraction a meaningful value to test experi-
mentally, but the potential observation of the branching
fraction below one half of the SM value would strongly
indicate NP and imply departure from the MSSM with
MFV. Note that the current 2� lower bound from LHCb
on the branching ratio is below 1/2 of the SM value and
therefore does not lead to constraints in our framework,
yet.

In Fig. 5, we show the constraints from Bs ! µ+µ� in
the MA–tan� plane. The red solid, dotted and dashed
contours correspond to scenarios (a), (b), and (c) of
Tab. I. The dash-dotted contour corresponds to scenario
(d), with all MSSM parameters as for the solid con-
tour, but with a negative sign for the trilinear coupling.
For comparison, the constraints from direct searches are
again shown in gray. As expected, we observe a very
strong dependence of the Bs ! µ+µ� bounds on the
choices of the remaining MSSM parameters, particularly
the sign of µAt. Note that in the considered scenarios,
we assume degenerate squarks such that the only term
entering ✏

FC

is from the irreducible Higgsino loop contri-
bution, ✏

˜H
b , whose sign is dictated by µAt. For positive

(negative) µAt the NP contribution interferes destruc-
tively (constructively) with the SM amplitude. Since the
lower bound on BR(Bs ! µ+µ�) from LHCb is still be-
low half of the SM value, destructively interfering NP is
much less constrained than constructively interfering NP.

The plots of Fig. 6 show in red the constraints from
Bs ! µ+µ� in the plane of the third generation squark
masses and the Higgsino mass parameter µ. The gray
horizontal band corresponds to the constraint from di-
rect searches of charginos at LEP that exclude |µ| .
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FIG. 5. Constraints in the MA–tan� plane from the Bs !
µ+µ� decay. The red solid, dotted, dashed and dash-dotted
contours correspond to scenarios (a), (b), (c) and (d), as de-
scribed in the text. The gray region is excluded by direct
searches of MSSM Higgs bosons in the H/A ! ⌧+⌧� chan-
nel.

100 GeV [184, 185]. In these plots, we fixMA = 800 GeV,
tan� = 45 (fully compatible with the B ! ⌧⌫ constraint
and not yet constrained by direct searches), and gaugino
masses with 6M

1

= 3M
2

= M
3

= 1.5 TeV. As in all the
other plots, we vary the trilinear couplings At = Ab = A⌧

throughout the plot such that the lightest Higgs mass is
Mh = 125 GeV. The values for At are indicated in the
plots by the vertical dotted contours. The two plots cor-
respond to positive and negative values of the A-terms.
In the gray region in the lower left corners of the plots, the
sbottom loop corrections to the lightest Higgs mass be-
come so large that the lightest Higgs mass is always below
Mh < 125 GeV for any value of At, taking into account
a 3 GeV theory uncertainty. We checked that varying
the light Higgs mass between 122 GeV < Mh < 128 GeV
can change the values of At by around 25% in each di-
rection and therefore can a↵ect the constraints derived
from Bs ! µ+µ� at a quantitative level. However, the
qualitative picture of the constraints and the interplay
of the SUSY contributions to Bs ! µ+µ�, as discussed
below, are una↵ected by this variation.

The solid contours are obtained under the assumption
that the masses of the first two generation squarks are
equal to the third generation, while for the dashed and
dotted contours we assume the first two generations to
be heavier by 50%. For the dashed contours, we as-
sume the splitting for the left-handed squarks to be fully
aligned in the up-sector, such that gaugino-squark loops
also contribute to ✏

FC

with ⇣ = 1 (see (23) and (25)).
We set ⇣ = 0.5 for the dotted contours, such that only
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horizontal band corresponds to the constraint from di-
rect searches of charginos at LEP that exclude |µ| .
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FIG. 5. Constraints in the MA–tan� plane from the Bs !
µ+µ� decay. The red solid, dotted, dashed and dash-dotted
contours correspond to scenarios (a), (b), (c) and (d), as de-
scribed in the text. The gray region is excluded by direct
searches of MSSM Higgs bosons in the H/A ! ⌧+⌧� chan-
nel.

100 GeV [184, 185]. In these plots, we fixMA = 800 GeV,
tan� = 45 (fully compatible with the B ! ⌧⌫ constraint
and not yet constrained by direct searches), and gaugino
masses with 6M

1

= 3M
2

= M
3

= 1.5 TeV. As in all the
other plots, we vary the trilinear couplings At = Ab = A⌧

throughout the plot such that the lightest Higgs mass is
Mh = 125 GeV. The values for At are indicated in the
plots by the vertical dotted contours. The two plots cor-
respond to positive and negative values of the A-terms.
In the gray region in the lower left corners of the plots, the
sbottom loop corrections to the lightest Higgs mass be-
come so large that the lightest Higgs mass is always below
Mh < 125 GeV for any value of At, taking into account
a 3 GeV theory uncertainty. We checked that varying
the light Higgs mass between 122 GeV < Mh < 128 GeV
can change the values of At by around 25% in each di-
rection and therefore can a↵ect the constraints derived
from Bs ! µ+µ� at a quantitative level. However, the
qualitative picture of the constraints and the interplay
of the SUSY contributions to Bs ! µ+µ�, as discussed
below, are una↵ected by this variation.

The solid contours are obtained under the assumption
that the masses of the first two generation squarks are
equal to the third generation, while for the dashed and
dotted contours we assume the first two generations to
be heavier by 50%. For the dashed contours, we as-
sume the splitting for the left-handed squarks to be fully
aligned in the up-sector, such that gaugino-squark loops
also contribute to ✏

FC

with ⇣ = 1 (see (23) and (25)).
We set ⇣ = 0.5 for the dotted contours, such that only
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a small dimensionful coupling to the Higgs. This small coupling will help set the weak scale, and will be technically
natural, making the weak scale technically natural and solving the hierarchy problem.

We add to the standard model Lagrangian the following terms:

(�M2 + g�)|h|2 + V (g�) +
1

32⇡2

�

f
G̃µ⌫Gµ⌫ (1)

where M is the cuto↵ of the theory (where SM loops are cuto↵), h is the Higgs doublet, Gµ⌫ is the QCD field strength
(and G̃µ⌫ = ✏µ⌫↵�G↵�), g is our dimensionful coupling, and we have neglected order one numbers. We have set the
mass of the Higgs to be at the cuto↵ M so that it is natural. The field � is like the QCD axion, but can take on field
values much larger than f . However, despite its non-compact nature it has all the properties of the QCD axion with
couplings set by f . Setting g ! 0, the Lagrangian has a shift symmetry � ! �+2⇡f (broken from a continuous shift
symmetry by non-perturbative QCD e↵ects). Thus, g can be treated as a spurion that breaks this symmetry entirely.
This coupling can generate small potential terms for �, and we take the potential with technically natural values by
expanding in powers of g�. Non-perturbative e↵ects of QCD produce an additional potential for �, satisfying the
discrete shift symmetry. Below the QCD scale, our potential becomes

(�M2 + g�)|h|2 + �
gM2�+ g2�2 + · · · �+ ⇤4 cos(�/f) (2)

where the ellipsis represents terms higher order in g�/M2, and thus we take the range of validity for � in this e↵ective
field theory to be � . M2/g. We have approximated the periodic potential generated by QCD as a cosine, but in fact
the precise form will not a↵ect our results. Of course ⇤ is very roughly set by QCD, but with important corrections
that we discuss below. Both g and ⇤ break symmetries and it is technically natural for them to be much smaller than
the cuto↵. The parameters g and ⇤ are responsible for the smallness of the weak scale. This model plus inflation
solves the hierarchy problem.

�

V (�)

FIG. 1: Here is a characterization of the �’s potential in the region where the barriers begin to become important. This is the
one-dimensional slice in the field space after the Higgs is integrated out, e↵ectively setting it to its minimum. To the left, the
Higgs vev is essentially zero, and is O(mW) when the barriers become visible. The density of barriers are greatly reduced for
clarity.

We will now examine the dynamics of this model in the early universe. We take an initial value for � such that
the e↵ective mass-squared of the Higgs, m2

h, is positive. During inflation � will slow-roll, scanning the physical Higgs

1 Introduction

Our understanding of Nature is based on the empirical evidence that natural phenomena

taking place at di↵erent energy/distance scales do not influence each other. At present,

these di↵erent phenomena are described by a succession of e↵ective theories with di↵erent

degrees of freedom manifesting themselves as shorter and shorter distances are probed. The

parameters of the low-energy e↵ective theory are natural if they do not require any special

tuning of the parameters of the theory at higher energies.

Wilson [1] and ’t Hooft [2] gave a quantitative meaning to this naturalness principle

by demanding that all dimensionless parameters controlling the di↵erent e↵ective theories

should be of order unity unless they are associated to the breaking of a symmetry. Numerous

examples of the naturalness principle to understand the necessity of new phenomena have

been extensively discussed in the literature (see for instance [3] and references therein).

The Higgs boson mass and the value of the cosmological constant have been long recog-

nized as two notorious challengers of this naturalness principle, a situation that stimulated

the creativity of physicists in finding extensions of the Standard Model at higher energies.

In most of these e↵orts to explain the smallness of the Higgs mass, such as supersymmetric

and composite Higgs models, new physics is predicted to be present at TeV energies. Re-

cently, however, a radically new approach to the Higgs mass hierarchy problem has been

proposed [4], in reminiscence of the relaxation mechanism of [5] proposed for explaining dy-

namically the smallness of the cosmological constant (see [6, 7] for similar previous ideas).

In principle, in this new approach no new degrees of freedom around the TeV scale are

needed anymore to screen the Higgs mass from large quantum corrections. This has of

course profound implications for the physics agenda of the LHC and beyond.

Technically, the relaxation mechanism of [4] is based on the cosmological interplay be-

tween the Higgs field h and an axion-like field �, arising from the following three terms of

the scalar e↵ective potential:

V (�, h) = ⇤3g�� 1

2
⇤2

✓
1� g�

⇤

◆
h2 + ✏⇤4

c

✓
h

⇤c

◆n

cos(�/f) + · · · , (1)

where ⇤ is the UV cut-o↵ scale of the model, while ⇤c . ⇤ is the scale at which the periodic

cos(�/f)-term originates and n is a positive integer. The first term is needed to force � to

roll-down in time, while the second one corresponds to a Higgs mass-squared term with a

(positive) dependence on � such that di↵erent values of � scan the Higgs mass over a large

range, including the weak scale. Finally, the third term plays the role of a potential barrier
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a small dimensionful coupling to the Higgs. This small coupling will help set the weak scale, and will be technically
natural, making the weak scale technically natural and solving the hierarchy problem.

We add to the standard model Lagrangian the following terms:

(�M2 + g�)|h|2 + V (g�) +
1

32⇡2

�

f
G̃µ⌫Gµ⌫ (1)

where M is the cuto↵ of the theory (where SM loops are cuto↵), h is the Higgs doublet, Gµ⌫ is the QCD field strength
(and G̃µ⌫ = ✏µ⌫↵�G↵�), g is our dimensionful coupling, and we have neglected order one numbers. We have set the
mass of the Higgs to be at the cuto↵ M so that it is natural. The field � is like the QCD axion, but can take on field
values much larger than f . However, despite its non-compact nature it has all the properties of the QCD axion with
couplings set by f . Setting g ! 0, the Lagrangian has a shift symmetry � ! �+2⇡f (broken from a continuous shift
symmetry by non-perturbative QCD e↵ects). Thus, g can be treated as a spurion that breaks this symmetry entirely.
This coupling can generate small potential terms for �, and we take the potential with technically natural values by
expanding in powers of g�. Non-perturbative e↵ects of QCD produce an additional potential for �, satisfying the
discrete shift symmetry. Below the QCD scale, our potential becomes

(�M2 + g�)|h|2 + �
gM2�+ g2�2 + · · · �+ ⇤4 cos(�/f) (2)

where the ellipsis represents terms higher order in g�/M2, and thus we take the range of validity for � in this e↵ective
field theory to be � . M2/g. We have approximated the periodic potential generated by QCD as a cosine, but in fact
the precise form will not a↵ect our results. Of course ⇤ is very roughly set by QCD, but with important corrections
that we discuss below. Both g and ⇤ break symmetries and it is technically natural for them to be much smaller than
the cuto↵. The parameters g and ⇤ are responsible for the smallness of the weak scale. This model plus inflation
solves the hierarchy problem.
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FIG. 1: Here is a characterization of the �’s potential in the region where the barriers begin to become important. This is the
one-dimensional slice in the field space after the Higgs is integrated out, e↵ectively setting it to its minimum. To the left, the
Higgs vev is essentially zero, and is O(mW) when the barriers become visible. The density of barriers are greatly reduced for
clarity.

We will now examine the dynamics of this model in the early universe. We take an initial value for � such that
the e↵ective mass-squared of the Higgs, m2

h, is positive. During inflation � will slow-roll, scanning the physical Higgs

Cosmological evolution can lead to a small EW scale

1 Introduction

Our understanding of Nature is based on the empirical evidence that natural phenomena

taking place at di↵erent energy/distance scales do not influence each other. At present,

these di↵erent phenomena are described by a succession of e↵ective theories with di↵erent

degrees of freedom manifesting themselves as shorter and shorter distances are probed. The

parameters of the low-energy e↵ective theory are natural if they do not require any special

tuning of the parameters of the theory at higher energies.

Wilson [1] and ’t Hooft [2] gave a quantitative meaning to this naturalness principle

by demanding that all dimensionless parameters controlling the di↵erent e↵ective theories

should be of order unity unless they are associated to the breaking of a symmetry. Numerous

examples of the naturalness principle to understand the necessity of new phenomena have

been extensively discussed in the literature (see for instance [3] and references therein).

The Higgs boson mass and the value of the cosmological constant have been long recog-

nized as two notorious challengers of this naturalness principle, a situation that stimulated

the creativity of physicists in finding extensions of the Standard Model at higher energies.

In most of these e↵orts to explain the smallness of the Higgs mass, such as supersymmetric

and composite Higgs models, new physics is predicted to be present at TeV energies. Re-

cently, however, a radically new approach to the Higgs mass hierarchy problem has been

proposed [4], in reminiscence of the relaxation mechanism of [5] proposed for explaining dy-

namically the smallness of the cosmological constant (see [6, 7] for similar previous ideas).

In principle, in this new approach no new degrees of freedom around the TeV scale are

needed anymore to screen the Higgs mass from large quantum corrections. This has of

course profound implications for the physics agenda of the LHC and beyond.

Technically, the relaxation mechanism of [4] is based on the cosmological interplay be-

tween the Higgs field h and an axion-like field �, arising from the following three terms of

the scalar e↵ective potential:

V (�, h) = ⇤3g�� 1
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where ⇤ is the UV cut-o↵ scale of the model, while ⇤c . ⇤ is the scale at which the periodic

cos(�/f)-term originates and n is a positive integer. The first term is needed to force � to

roll-down in time, while the second one corresponds to a Higgs mass-squared term with a

(positive) dependence on � such that di↵erent values of � scan the Higgs mass over a large

range, including the weak scale. Finally, the third term plays the role of a potential barrier
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a small dimensionful coupling to the Higgs. This small coupling will help set the weak scale, and will be technically
natural, making the weak scale technically natural and solving the hierarchy problem.

We add to the standard model Lagrangian the following terms:

(�M2 + g�)|h|2 + V (g�) +
1

32⇡2

�

f
G̃µ⌫Gµ⌫ (1)

where M is the cuto↵ of the theory (where SM loops are cuto↵), h is the Higgs doublet, Gµ⌫ is the QCD field strength
(and G̃µ⌫ = ✏µ⌫↵�G↵�), g is our dimensionful coupling, and we have neglected order one numbers. We have set the
mass of the Higgs to be at the cuto↵ M so that it is natural. The field � is like the QCD axion, but can take on field
values much larger than f . However, despite its non-compact nature it has all the properties of the QCD axion with
couplings set by f . Setting g ! 0, the Lagrangian has a shift symmetry � ! �+2⇡f (broken from a continuous shift
symmetry by non-perturbative QCD e↵ects). Thus, g can be treated as a spurion that breaks this symmetry entirely.
This coupling can generate small potential terms for �, and we take the potential with technically natural values by
expanding in powers of g�. Non-perturbative e↵ects of QCD produce an additional potential for �, satisfying the
discrete shift symmetry. Below the QCD scale, our potential becomes

(�M2 + g�)|h|2 + �
gM2�+ g2�2 + · · · �+ ⇤4 cos(�/f) (2)

where the ellipsis represents terms higher order in g�/M2, and thus we take the range of validity for � in this e↵ective
field theory to be � . M2/g. We have approximated the periodic potential generated by QCD as a cosine, but in fact
the precise form will not a↵ect our results. Of course ⇤ is very roughly set by QCD, but with important corrections
that we discuss below. Both g and ⇤ break symmetries and it is technically natural for them to be much smaller than
the cuto↵. The parameters g and ⇤ are responsible for the smallness of the weak scale. This model plus inflation
solves the hierarchy problem.
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FIG. 1: Here is a characterization of the �’s potential in the region where the barriers begin to become important. This is the
one-dimensional slice in the field space after the Higgs is integrated out, e↵ectively setting it to its minimum. To the left, the
Higgs vev is essentially zero, and is O(mW) when the barriers become visible. The density of barriers are greatly reduced for
clarity.

We will now examine the dynamics of this model in the early universe. We take an initial value for � such that
the e↵ective mass-squared of the Higgs, m2

h, is positive. During inflation � will slow-roll, scanning the physical Higgs

1 Introduction

Our understanding of Nature is based on the empirical evidence that natural phenomena

taking place at di↵erent energy/distance scales do not influence each other. At present,

these di↵erent phenomena are described by a succession of e↵ective theories with di↵erent

degrees of freedom manifesting themselves as shorter and shorter distances are probed. The

parameters of the low-energy e↵ective theory are natural if they do not require any special

tuning of the parameters of the theory at higher energies.

Wilson [1] and ’t Hooft [2] gave a quantitative meaning to this naturalness principle

by demanding that all dimensionless parameters controlling the di↵erent e↵ective theories

should be of order unity unless they are associated to the breaking of a symmetry. Numerous

examples of the naturalness principle to understand the necessity of new phenomena have

been extensively discussed in the literature (see for instance [3] and references therein).

The Higgs boson mass and the value of the cosmological constant have been long recog-

nized as two notorious challengers of this naturalness principle, a situation that stimulated

the creativity of physicists in finding extensions of the Standard Model at higher energies.

In most of these e↵orts to explain the smallness of the Higgs mass, such as supersymmetric

and composite Higgs models, new physics is predicted to be present at TeV energies. Re-

cently, however, a radically new approach to the Higgs mass hierarchy problem has been

proposed [4], in reminiscence of the relaxation mechanism of [5] proposed for explaining dy-

namically the smallness of the cosmological constant (see [6, 7] for similar previous ideas).

In principle, in this new approach no new degrees of freedom around the TeV scale are

needed anymore to screen the Higgs mass from large quantum corrections. This has of

course profound implications for the physics agenda of the LHC and beyond.

Technically, the relaxation mechanism of [4] is based on the cosmological interplay be-

tween the Higgs field h and an axion-like field �, arising from the following three terms of

the scalar e↵ective potential:
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where ⇤ is the UV cut-o↵ scale of the model, while ⇤c . ⇤ is the scale at which the periodic

cos(�/f)-term originates and n is a positive integer. The first term is needed to force � to

roll-down in time, while the second one corresponds to a Higgs mass-squared term with a

(positive) dependence on � such that di↵erent values of � scan the Higgs mass over a large

range, including the weak scale. Finally, the third term plays the role of a potential barrier
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a small dimensionful coupling to the Higgs. This small coupling will help set the weak scale, and will be technically
natural, making the weak scale technically natural and solving the hierarchy problem.

We add to the standard model Lagrangian the following terms:

(�M2 + g�)|h|2 + V (g�) +
1

32⇡2

�

f
G̃µ⌫Gµ⌫ (1)

where M is the cuto↵ of the theory (where SM loops are cuto↵), h is the Higgs doublet, Gµ⌫ is the QCD field strength
(and G̃µ⌫ = ✏µ⌫↵�G↵�), g is our dimensionful coupling, and we have neglected order one numbers. We have set the
mass of the Higgs to be at the cuto↵ M so that it is natural. The field � is like the QCD axion, but can take on field
values much larger than f . However, despite its non-compact nature it has all the properties of the QCD axion with
couplings set by f . Setting g ! 0, the Lagrangian has a shift symmetry � ! �+2⇡f (broken from a continuous shift
symmetry by non-perturbative QCD e↵ects). Thus, g can be treated as a spurion that breaks this symmetry entirely.
This coupling can generate small potential terms for �, and we take the potential with technically natural values by
expanding in powers of g�. Non-perturbative e↵ects of QCD produce an additional potential for �, satisfying the
discrete shift symmetry. Below the QCD scale, our potential becomes

(�M2 + g�)|h|2 + �
gM2�+ g2�2 + · · · �+ ⇤4 cos(�/f) (2)

where the ellipsis represents terms higher order in g�/M2, and thus we take the range of validity for � in this e↵ective
field theory to be � . M2/g. We have approximated the periodic potential generated by QCD as a cosine, but in fact
the precise form will not a↵ect our results. Of course ⇤ is very roughly set by QCD, but with important corrections
that we discuss below. Both g and ⇤ break symmetries and it is technically natural for them to be much smaller than
the cuto↵. The parameters g and ⇤ are responsible for the smallness of the weak scale. This model plus inflation
solves the hierarchy problem.
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FIG. 1: Here is a characterization of the �’s potential in the region where the barriers begin to become important. This is the
one-dimensional slice in the field space after the Higgs is integrated out, e↵ectively setting it to its minimum. To the left, the
Higgs vev is essentially zero, and is O(mW) when the barriers become visible. The density of barriers are greatly reduced for
clarity.

We will now examine the dynamics of this model in the early universe. We take an initial value for � such that
the e↵ective mass-squared of the Higgs, m2

h, is positive. During inflation � will slow-roll, scanning the physical Higgs

1 Introduction

Our understanding of Nature is based on the empirical evidence that natural phenomena

taking place at di↵erent energy/distance scales do not influence each other. At present,

these di↵erent phenomena are described by a succession of e↵ective theories with di↵erent

degrees of freedom manifesting themselves as shorter and shorter distances are probed. The

parameters of the low-energy e↵ective theory are natural if they do not require any special

tuning of the parameters of the theory at higher energies.

Wilson [1] and ’t Hooft [2] gave a quantitative meaning to this naturalness principle

by demanding that all dimensionless parameters controlling the di↵erent e↵ective theories

should be of order unity unless they are associated to the breaking of a symmetry. Numerous

examples of the naturalness principle to understand the necessity of new phenomena have

been extensively discussed in the literature (see for instance [3] and references therein).

The Higgs boson mass and the value of the cosmological constant have been long recog-

nized as two notorious challengers of this naturalness principle, a situation that stimulated

the creativity of physicists in finding extensions of the Standard Model at higher energies.

In most of these e↵orts to explain the smallness of the Higgs mass, such as supersymmetric

and composite Higgs models, new physics is predicted to be present at TeV energies. Re-

cently, however, a radically new approach to the Higgs mass hierarchy problem has been

proposed [4], in reminiscence of the relaxation mechanism of [5] proposed for explaining dy-

namically the smallness of the cosmological constant (see [6, 7] for similar previous ideas).

In principle, in this new approach no new degrees of freedom around the TeV scale are

needed anymore to screen the Higgs mass from large quantum corrections. This has of

course profound implications for the physics agenda of the LHC and beyond.

Technically, the relaxation mechanism of [4] is based on the cosmological interplay be-

tween the Higgs field h and an axion-like field �, arising from the following three terms of

the scalar e↵ective potential:
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where ⇤ is the UV cut-o↵ scale of the model, while ⇤c . ⇤ is the scale at which the periodic

cos(�/f)-term originates and n is a positive integer. The first term is needed to force � to

roll-down in time, while the second one corresponds to a Higgs mass-squared term with a

(positive) dependence on � such that di↵erent values of � scan the Higgs mass over a large

range, including the weak scale. Finally, the third term plays the role of a potential barrier
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a small dimensionful coupling to the Higgs. This small coupling will help set the weak scale, and will be technically
natural, making the weak scale technically natural and solving the hierarchy problem.

We add to the standard model Lagrangian the following terms:

(�M2 + g�)|h|2 + V (g�) +
1

32⇡2

�

f
G̃µ⌫Gµ⌫ (1)

where M is the cuto↵ of the theory (where SM loops are cuto↵), h is the Higgs doublet, Gµ⌫ is the QCD field strength
(and G̃µ⌫ = ✏µ⌫↵�G↵�), g is our dimensionful coupling, and we have neglected order one numbers. We have set the
mass of the Higgs to be at the cuto↵ M so that it is natural. The field � is like the QCD axion, but can take on field
values much larger than f . However, despite its non-compact nature it has all the properties of the QCD axion with
couplings set by f . Setting g ! 0, the Lagrangian has a shift symmetry � ! �+2⇡f (broken from a continuous shift
symmetry by non-perturbative QCD e↵ects). Thus, g can be treated as a spurion that breaks this symmetry entirely.
This coupling can generate small potential terms for �, and we take the potential with technically natural values by
expanding in powers of g�. Non-perturbative e↵ects of QCD produce an additional potential for �, satisfying the
discrete shift symmetry. Below the QCD scale, our potential becomes
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where the ellipsis represents terms higher order in g�/M2, and thus we take the range of validity for � in this e↵ective
field theory to be � . M2/g. We have approximated the periodic potential generated by QCD as a cosine, but in fact
the precise form will not a↵ect our results. Of course ⇤ is very roughly set by QCD, but with important corrections
that we discuss below. Both g and ⇤ break symmetries and it is technically natural for them to be much smaller than
the cuto↵. The parameters g and ⇤ are responsible for the smallness of the weak scale. This model plus inflation
solves the hierarchy problem.

�

V (�)

FIG. 1: Here is a characterization of the �’s potential in the region where the barriers begin to become important. This is the
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Our understanding of Nature is based on the empirical evidence that natural phenomena

taking place at di↵erent energy/distance scales do not influence each other. At present,

these di↵erent phenomena are described by a succession of e↵ective theories with di↵erent

degrees of freedom manifesting themselves as shorter and shorter distances are probed. The

parameters of the low-energy e↵ective theory are natural if they do not require any special

tuning of the parameters of the theory at higher energies.

Wilson [1] and ’t Hooft [2] gave a quantitative meaning to this naturalness principle

by demanding that all dimensionless parameters controlling the di↵erent e↵ective theories

should be of order unity unless they are associated to the breaking of a symmetry. Numerous

examples of the naturalness principle to understand the necessity of new phenomena have

been extensively discussed in the literature (see for instance [3] and references therein).

The Higgs boson mass and the value of the cosmological constant have been long recog-

nized as two notorious challengers of this naturalness principle, a situation that stimulated

the creativity of physicists in finding extensions of the Standard Model at higher energies.

In most of these e↵orts to explain the smallness of the Higgs mass, such as supersymmetric

and composite Higgs models, new physics is predicted to be present at TeV energies. Re-

cently, however, a radically new approach to the Higgs mass hierarchy problem has been

proposed [4], in reminiscence of the relaxation mechanism of [5] proposed for explaining dy-

namically the smallness of the cosmological constant (see [6, 7] for similar previous ideas).

In principle, in this new approach no new degrees of freedom around the TeV scale are

needed anymore to screen the Higgs mass from large quantum corrections. This has of

course profound implications for the physics agenda of the LHC and beyond.

Technically, the relaxation mechanism of [4] is based on the cosmological interplay be-

tween the Higgs field h and an axion-like field �, arising from the following three terms of

the scalar e↵ective potential:
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where ⇤ is the UV cut-o↵ scale of the model, while ⇤c . ⇤ is the scale at which the periodic

cos(�/f)-term originates and n is a positive integer. The first term is needed to force � to

roll-down in time, while the second one corresponds to a Higgs mass-squared term with a

(positive) dependence on � such that di↵erent values of � scan the Higgs mass over a large

range, including the weak scale. Finally, the third term plays the role of a potential barrier
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see for example, 
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SM Realm

109 GeV  

MW 

En
er

gy

New Physics
MP 

New physics scale can be 
pushed up naturally to  

at least 109 GeV

Main prediction: 
𝟇’s:  very light & extremely 
weakly-coupled states (axion-like)m𝝓 ~ sub-GeV

must be searched in different type of experiments: 
Astro (γ-rays, pulsar timing, …), CMB, 

table-top (fifth-force searches, EPV),  …



Alternative approach: Lesson from history

Orbit’s planet: Fundamental scales?

Kepler’s Mysterium Cosmographicum



Orbit’s planet don’t seem to be  
fundamental entities

But many solar systems discovered
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At present, the only scenario that could “explain”  
         the present smallness of the cosmological constant! 

No new physics  
at the TeV! 

(new physics in 
another universes)

very difficult  

to make predictions

unavoidable from (eternal) inflation
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“Quantum” constraints



IV
“Quantum” constraints

Quantum mechanics  
restrict the atomic orbits:

Can some “quantum” condition restrict mH to be small?



Weak Gravity Conjecture: 

For a consistent theory of quantum gravity,
there must be a state of charge q and mass m

satisfying
Arkani-Hamed, Molt,Nicolis,Vafa 06

q >
m

MP
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See Cheung,Remmen 14,  for proposals along these lines

bound on mass scale
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