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Abstract
The recent precise measurement of the W -mass by the CDF II collaboration is indicative of new physics

beyond the Standard Model. On the other hand, a resolution of the longstanding muon g − 2 anomaly
also calls for additional dynamics. In this work, we accommodate the two aforementioned anomalies in an
extension of the minimal Type-II seesaw model. That is, the minimal Type-II model is augmented with an
additional doubly charged scalar and vector leptons. While a chirality-flip of the vector leptons can predict
the observed value of muon g − 2, the value of the recently reported W -mass can also be simultaneously
achieved through the oblique parameters of the model. In addition, we further show that the parameter
region allowing for the simultaneous resolution of the two anomalies complies with the neutrino mass data,
lepton flavour violation and electroweak vacuum stability up to the Planck scale.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The discovery of the Higgs boson of mass 125 GeV [1, 2] at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC)

completes the particle spectrum of the Standard Model (SM). Moreover, the interactions of the

boson with SM fermions and gauge bosons are increasingly in agreement with the corresponding SM

values. Despite this success, certain pressing inconsistencies within the SM necessitate additional

dynamics beyond-the-SM (BSM). That the SM alone cannot stabilise the electroweak (EW) vacuum

up to the Planck scale is one such theoretical shortcoming [3–7]. However, additional bosonic degrees

of freedom over and above the SM ones can potentially offset this destabilising effect coming from

the t-quark (see the references in [8]). The remedy in this case lies in introducing additional

scalar degrees of freedom that can potentially counter the effect from the t-quark and stabilise the

vacuum till the Planck scale. On the experimental front, for instance, the SM fails to account for

the observed non-zero neutrino masses and their mixings. However, appropriately augmenting the

SM by additional fields can lead to a non-zero neutrino mass via the seesaw mechanism. Of these,

the popular Type-II seesaw [9–11] employs a complex scalar SU(2)L triplet and is also known to

be attractive from the perspective of baryogenesis and collider signatures. It has also been shown

to alleviate the vacuum instability problem [12–14].

In addition, certain fresh experimental results over the past few years have reinforced the claims

of additional dynamics beyond the SM. First, the long-standing discrepancy in the muon anomalous

magnetic moment reported by Brookhaven E821 [15] has now been confirmed by Fermilab E989

through its "MUON G-2" experiment [16, 17]. The combined result is quoted as

∆aµ = (2.51± 0.59)× 10−9, (1)

which is 4.2σ away from the SM prediction. Secondly, a recent measurement of the W -boson mass

by the CDF collaboration sets the value at [18]

MW = 80.4335 GeV± 6.4 MeV(stat)± 6.9 MeV(sys), (2)

an apparent 7.2σ disagreement with the SM value, i.e., MW = 80.357± 4 MeV(stat)± 4 MeV(sys).

If such a discrepancy persists in other experimental data, it must indicate presence of new physics

(NP) encoded through the oblique parameters [19, 20]. In fact, the announcement of the W -mass

has spurred a series of investigations, each invoking some NP scenario, some of the earliest ones

being [21–27]. Further speculations in this direction have included, for instance, supersymmetric

models [28–33], non-supersymmetric extended Higgs sectors [34–51], vector-like fermions [52–56],

leptoquarks [57–59] and SM effective field theory [60–63].

In this work, we aim to offer an explanation of the two aforementioned anomalies using Type-II

seesaw as the basic framework. Pedagogy dictates to look at the minimal Type-II framework first.

And it is seen that despite its attractiveness, the Type-II seesaw model predicts a negative muon

magnetic moment [64], and hence, cannot account for the observed discrepancy. And this can be
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understood from the chirality structure of the Yukawa interactions of the scalar triplet. This calls

for extending the minimal Type-II model. And the extension used in this work comprises a doubly

charged SU(2)L singlet scalar andvector-like leptons (VLLs), first introduced in [65]. The VLLs

can have novel origins such as Grand Unification [66, 67] and the SM suitably augmented by VLLs

can in fact explain the muon g − 2 anomaly [68–71]. However, the minimal VLL scenario does

not offer solutions to the neutrino mass and vacuum instability problems, Moreover, it gets rather

constrained by the measurements of the Higgs to dimuon decay made by ATLAS [72] and CMS [73].

Some other recent studies employing vector leptons and additional scalar multiplets to address the

muon anomaly are [74–79].

A doubly charged scalar is an ingredient of certain classes of BSM scenarii, the minimal left-

right symmetric model (LRSM) augmented with scalar triplets being an example. That is, the

triplets ∆L (1,3,1,2) and ∆R (1,1,3,2) are introduced under the LRSM gauge group SU(3)c ×
SU(2)L × SU(2)R × U(1)B−L [80], over and above the minimal field content. On the other hand,

some investigations involving a scalar triplet and VLLs are [81–83]. We thus have two doubly

charged scalars in this scenario instead of one as in the case of ordinary Type-II seesaw1. The VLLs

include both doublets and singlets under SU(2)L, the latter carrying one unit of electric charge.

We show in this study how a positive contribution of the sought magnitude to the muon g − 2 can

be obtained in this framework through a non-zero mixing of the two doubly charged bosons. We

also demonstrate that tuning the Yukawa interactions and the triplet vacuum expectation value

(VEV) correctly can help evade the constraints coming from the non-observation of charged lepton

flavour violation (CLFV) [85]. In addition, we compute the one-loop RG equations corresponding

to this model and subsequently show that a stable EW vacuum exists within the parameter region

that reproduces the observed pattern of neutrino masses and mixings and accommodates the muon

and CDF II anomalies.

This paper is organised as follows. We detail in field content and the corresponding interactions

in section II. The relevant constraints are listed in section III. We review the chirality-flip in the

muon g − 2 amplitude in section IV demonstrate how the observed MW can be simultaneously

achieved. Section V presents an analysis combining vacuum stability, muon g − 2 and the various

relevant constraints. We summarise in section VI. Various important formulae are relegated to the

Appendix.

II. THE MODEL

The minimal Type-II seesaw model employs a SU(2)L complex scalar triplet ∆ in addition to

the scalar doublet φ. We invoke the field content introduced in [65] wherein the minimal Type-II

1 [84] presents explanations the muon anomaly in models featuring a two doubly charged scalars but no additional
fermions over and above the SM ones.
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Field SU(3)c × SU(2)L × U(1)Y

∆ (1, 3, 1)

k++ (1, 1, 2)

LL,R (1, 2,−1/2)

E′L,R (1,1,−1)

TABLE I: Quantum numbers of the relevant fields under the SM gauge group.

model sector is augmented by a doubly charged scalar singlet k++ and the following VLL multiplets:

LL,R =

(
NL,R

EL,R

)
, E′L,R. (3a)

The quantum numbers of the BSM fields are shown in Table I. The scalar doublet and the triplet

can be parameterised as under.

φ =

(
φ+

1√
2
(v + φ0 + iη0)

)
, ∆ =

 δ+
√

2
δ++

1√
2
(v∆ + δ0 + iχ0) − δ+

√
2
.

 (4a)

Here, v and v∆ denote the VEVs acquired by the CP-even neutral components of φ and ∆ respec-

tively.

As for how the additional fields interact, we first show the scalar potential below:

V = V2 + V3 + V4, (5)

where V2, V3 and V4 respectively contain the operators of mass dimension 2,3 and 4. That is,

V2 = µ2
φ(φ†φ) +M2

∆Tr(∆†∆) +M2
S |k++|2, (6a)

V3 = µ1 φ
T (iσ2)∆†φ+ µ2 Tr

(
∆†∆†

)
k++ + h.c. (6b)

V4 =
λ

2
(φ†φ)2 +

λ1

2
[Tr(∆†∆)]2 +

λ2

2

(
[Tr(∆†∆)]2 − Tr(∆†∆∆†∆)

)
+
λ3

2
|k++|4

+λ4φ
†φTr(∆†∆) + λ5φ

†[∆,∆†]φ+ λ6φ
†φ|k++|2 + λ7Tr(∆†∆)|k++|2

+λ8

(
φ̃†∆φk−− + h.c.

)
. (6c)

All parameters in the scalar potential are chosen real to rule out CP-violation. Electroweak sym-

metry breaking (EWSB) leads to mixings between the component scalars of ∆ and φ, as well as

between ∆ and k++, subject to the conservation of electric charge and CP. The mass eigenstates

thus emerging are the CP-even (h,H), the CP-odd A, the singly charged H+, and the doubly

charged (H++
1 , H++

2 ). The constraint on the ρ-parameter dictates v∆ . 4 GeV in which case

mixings involving the neutral and singly charged states can be rendered negligibly small. The
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corresponding physical masses in this limit are

M2
h ' λv2, (7a)

M2
H = M2

A 'M2
∆ +

1

2
(λ4 + λ5)v2, (7b)

M2
H+ = M2

∆ +
1

2
λ4v

2. (7c)

On the other hand, λ8 6= 0 can lead to a sizeable mixing between the doubly charged states despite

the stringent upper limit on v∆. The mass terms then have the following form for v∆ << v and

µ2 << λ8v:

L++
m =

(
δ−− k−−

)(M2
∆ + 1

2λ4v
2 1

2λ8v
2

1
2λ8v

2 M2
S + 1

2λ6v
2

)(
δ++

k++

)
(8a)

We diagonalise the mass matrix in Eq.(8a) by rotating (δ++, k++) by an angle θ and obtain the

mass eigenstates H++
1,2 having masses M++

1,2 . Thus,(
δ++

k++

)
=

(
cosθ sinθ

−sinθ cosθ

)(
H++

1

H++
2

)
(9a)

We also give below the expressions for M++
1,2 and θ in the v∆ << v limit:

(M++
1,2 )2 =

1

2

[
(A+B)±

√
(A−B)2 + 4C2

]
, (10a)

tan2θ =
2C

B −A
, where (10b)

A = M2
∆ +

1

2
λ4v

2 , (10c)

B = M2
S +

1

2
λ6v

2 , (10d)

C =
1

2
λ8v

2 . (10e)

We discuss the fermionic interactions next. First, the bare mass terms of the VLLs and their

interactions with the Higgs doublet φ are

LVLL
Y,φ = −MLLLR −M ′E′LE

′
R − y4LLφE

′
R − y′4LRφE′L + h.c. (11a)

The mixings of the VLLs with the SM leptons are neglected in this work for simplicity2. The mass

terms of the VLLs then take the form

LVLL
Y,φ ⊃ −

(
ER E′R

)M
y′4v√

2
y4v√

2
M ′

(EL
E′L

)
+ h.c. (12a)

2 The mixings, even if allowed, are rendered small from the non-observation of CLFV. This has been explicitly
demonstrated in [86] for VLLs having quantum numbers identical to the present scenario. Therefore, they anyway
do not majorly modify the muon g− 2 prediction in this model thereby justifying the choice. Other constraints on
such mixings, although subleading to CLFV, stem from the measurement of pp → h → µµ [69] and pp → h → 4l
[87].
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The non-hermitian matrix in Eq.(12a) is diagonalisable by the bi-unitary transformation

UR
†MV UL = Md

V , (13)

where

MV =

M
y′4v√

2
y4v√

2
M ′

 , Md
V =

(
M1 0

0 M2

)
and UL(R) =

(
cosαL(R) sinαL(R)

−sinαL(R) cosαL(R)

)
. (14)

Therefore, the VLLs in the mass basis, i.e., EL(R)1
and EL(R)2

, are obtained by rotating the flavour

basis as (
EL(R)

E′L(R)

)
= UL(R)

(
EL(R)1

EL(R)2

)
. (15a)

Taken up next are the Yukawa interactions involving the triplet ∆. Denoting an SM lepton

doublet (singlet) as LαL (lαR), one writes

LY,∆ = LSM
Y,∆ + LVLL

Y,∆ , (16a)

LSM
Y,∆ = −

∑
α,β=e,µ,τ

yαβ∆ LcαL iσ2∆ LβL + h.c., (16b)

LVLL
Y,∆ = −2

∑
α=e,µ,τ

yα4
∆ LcαL iσ2∆ LL − y44

∆ L
c
L iσ2∆ LL + h.c. (16c)

One notes that LVLL
Y,∆ describes how the VLLs interact with ∆ and is an addition over the minimal

Type-II. Finally, we describe the Yukawa interactions involving k++ below.

LY,k++ = LSM
Y,k++ + LVLL

Y,k++ , (17a)

LSM
Y,k++ = −

∑
α,β=e,µ,τ

yαβS lcαR lβRk
++ + h.c., (17b)

LVLL
Y,k++ = −2

∑
α=e,µ,τ

yα4
S lcαR E′Rk

++ − y44
S E′cR E′Rk

++ + h.c. (17c)

It is convenient to describe a framework in terms of masses and mixing angles. The following

scalar quartic couplings are solved in terms of physical scalar masses and the mixing angle θ as

under.

λ =
M2
h

v2
, (18a)

λ4 =
2(M2

H+ −M2
∆)

v2
, (18b)

λ5 =
2(M2

H −M2
H+)

v2
, (18c)

λ6 =
2
[
(M++

1 )2sin2θ + (M++
2 )2cos2θ −M2

S

]
v2

, (18d)

λ8 =
2sinθcosθ

[
(M++

2 )2 − (M++
1 )2

]
v2

. (18e)
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The independent parameters in the scalar sector are therefore

{v, v∆, µ2,Mh,MH ,M
+
H ,M

++
1 ,M++

2 ,M∆,MS , λ1, λ2, λ3, λ7}. Of these, we fix Mh = 125

GeV and v ' 246 GeV for v∆ << v.

A non-zero v∆ leads to non-zero neutrino-mass elements of the form mαβ
ν =

√
2yαβ∆ v∆. This

necessitates yαβ∆ to be complex. All other Yukawa couplings are taken real since they do not

participate in neutrino mass generation. One can also eliminate y4, y
′
4 in favour of the VLL masses

and αL, αR as

y4 =

√
2

v
(M2sinαL cosαR −M1cosαL sinαR), (19a)

y′4 =

√
2

v
(M2cosαL sinαR −M1sinαL cosαR). (19b)

The neutral member of the VLL multiplet, N , then has the mass

MN = M = M1cosαLcosαR +M2sinαLsinαR. (20)

The independent paramaters in the fermionic sector are therefore

{mαβ
ν , yα4

∆ , y44
∆ , y

αβ
S , yα4

S , y44
S ,M1,M2, αL, αR} of which mαβ

ν are determined by the neutrino-

oscillation data.

III. CONSTRAINTS

We discuss here the constraints on the model from theory and experiments.

A. Theoretical constraints

The bounds |λi| ≤ 4π, |yi| <
√

4π ensure that the theory remains perturbative, where λi (yi) de-

notes a generic quartic (Yukawa) coupling. In addition, the following conditions ensure a bounded-

from-below (BFB) scalar potential for large field values of the constituent scalar fields:

λ > 0, λ1 > 0, 2λ1 + λ2 > 0, λ3 > 0, (21a)

λ4 ± λ5 +
√
λλ1 > 0,

√
λ
(
λ1 +

λ2

2

)
> 0, λ4 ± λ5 +

√
λ
(
λ1 +

λ2

2

)
> 0, (21b)

λ6 +
√
λλ3 > 0, λ7 +

√
λ1λ3 > 0, λ7 +

√
λ3

(
λ1 +

λ2

2

)
> 0. (21c)

A given condition in the aforementioned set comes from demanding the scalar potential remains

BFB in a given direction in the field space. Unitarity leads to additional constraints on the quartic

couplings. A tree-level 2 → 2 scattering matrix can be constructed between various two particle

states consisting of charged and neutral scalars [88, 89]. Unitarity demands that the absolute value
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of each eigenvalue of the aforementioned matrix must be bounded from above at 8π. The conditions

for the present scenario are derived in [65] and are given below3

|λ1 + λ2| ≤ 8π, |λ4 − 2λ5| ≤ 8π, |λ4 ± λ5| ≤ 8π, |2λ1 + 3λ2| ≤ 16π, (22a)(
λ+ λ1 − λ2 ±

√
(λ− λ1 + λ2)2 + 16λ2

5

)
≤ 16π, (22b)(

λ+ λ7 ±
√

(λ− λ7)2 + 8λ2
8

)
≤ 16π, (22c)(

λ4 + 2λ5 + λ6 ±
√

(λ4 − 2λ5 − λ6)2 + 24λ2
8

)
≤ 16π. (22d)

Finally, these bounds obtained from demanding perturbativity and a BFB as well as unitary scalar

potential are imposed at each energy scale in the analysis using RGEs.

B. Neutrino mass

The UPMNS matrix diagonalizes the neutrino mass matrix mν , i.e.,

mν = U∗PMNS m
diag
ν UTPMNS , (23a)

with UPMNS = VPMNS × diag(1, eiα21/2, , eiα31/2) and (23b)

VPMNS =


c12c13 s12c13 s13e

−iδCP

−s12c23 − c12s23s13e
iδCP c12c23 − s12s23s13e

iδCP s23c13

s12s23 − c12c23s13e
iδCP −c12s23 − s12c23s13e

iδCP c23c13

 , (23c)

where sij = sin θij , cij = cos θij , δCP is the Dirac phase, and α21 and α31 are the Majorana phases.

The neutrino oscillation parameters are fixed to their central values [91] as

sin2θ12 = 0.307, sin2θ23 = 0.510, sin2θ13 = 0.021,

∆m2
21 = 7.45× 10−5 GeV2, ∆m2

32 = 2.53× 10−3 GeV2,

δCP = 1.41π, α21 = α31 = 0. (24)

The mass of the lightest neutrino and Majorana phases are additionally taken zero in the present

analysis.

C. Collider constraints

Limits on the VLL masses are weak for negligible mixing of the VLLs with the SM leptons,

which is the case here. A limit from colliders for a heavy charged lepton quotes M,M ′ > 102.6

GeV [92]. A weak limit ∼ O(MeV) on masses neutral leptons comes from Big Bang Nucleosynthesis

(BBN) [92]. We therefore take MN ,M1,M2 > 110 GeV in the present analysis. Next we discuss

3 The results have been checked with [90] in the appropriate limit.
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possible exclusion bounds on the doubly charged scalar masses. We find that stringent limits such

as M++
1,2 & 1 TeV apply for doubly charged scalars dominantly decaying to an l+l+ pair [93, 94].

The bounds are much weaker when the W+W+ mode dominates and this occurs for v∆ > 10−4

GeV in the minimal Type-II model [95].

The NP sector in this study is further constrained by the Higgs signal strength data from the

LHC. And the most stringent constraint for negligible φ0− δ0 mixing comes from the measurement

of the h→ γγ signal strength. The presence of additional charged scalars and leptons implies that

additional one-loop contributions to the hγγ amplitude shall arise thereby modifying the corre-

sponding decay width w.r.t. the SM. The amplitude stemming from the charged scalars H+, H++
1,2

and the VLLs E±1,2 is given by [96–98]

MNP
h→γγ =

∑
S=H+,H++

1 ,H++
2

q2
S

λhSS∗v

2M2
S

A0

(
M2
h

4M2
S

)
+
∑
i=1,2

yhEiEiA1/2

( M2
h

4M2
i

)
(25a)

Where, in addition to qH+ = 1, qH++
1,2

= 2,

λhH+H− = λ4v, (26a)

λhH++
1 H−−1

= v
{

(λ4 − λ5)c2
θ + λ6s

2
θ − 2λ8sθcθ

}
, (26b)

λhH++
1 H−−2

= v
{

(λ4 − λ5)s2
θ + λ6c

2
θ + 2λ8sθcθ

}
, (26c)

yhE1E1 =
1

2v

[
M1

(
− 1 + cos(2αL)cos(2αR)

)
+M2

(
sin(2αL)sin(2αR)

)]
, (26d)

yhE2E2 =
1

2v

[
M2

(
− 1 + cos(2αL)cos(2αR)

)
+M1

(
sin(2αL)sin(2αR)

)]
. (26e)

The total amplitude and the decay width then become

Mh→γγ = MSM
h→γγ +MNP

h→γγ , (27)

Γh→γγ =
GFα

2
emM

3
h

128
√

2π3
|Mh→γγ |2. (28)

where GF and αem denote respectively the Fermi constant and the QED fine-structure constant.

The various loop functions are expressed below [97].

A1/2(x) =
2

x2

(
(x+ (x− 1)f(x)

)
, (29a)

A0(x) = − 1

x2

(
x− f(x)

)
, (29b)

with f(x) = arcsin2(
√
x); x ≤ 1

= −1

4

[
log

1 +
√

1− x−1

1−
√

1− x−1
− iπ

]2

; x > 1. (29c)

where A0(x) and A1/2(x) are the amplitudes for the spin-0 and spin-1
2 particles in the loop respec-

tively. The signal strength for the γγ channel is defined as

µγγ =
σ(pp→ h)BR(h→ γγ)[
σ(pp→ h)BR(h→ γγ)

]
SM

(30)
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LFV channel Experimental bound

µ→ eγ < 4.2 ×10−13 [101]

τ → eγ < 1.5 ×10−8 [102]

τ → µγ < 1.5 ×10−8 [102]

µ→ eee < 1 ×10−12 [103]

τ → eee < 1.4 ×10−8 [104]

τ → µee < 8.4 ×10−9 [104]

τ → µeµ < 1.6 ×10−8 [104]

τ → eµµ < 9.8 ×10−9 [104]

τ → eµe < 1.1 ×10−8 [104]

τ → µµµ < 1.2 ×10−8 [104]

TABLE II: Latest upper limits on LFV branching ratios.

Given the new scalars and VLLs do not modify the pp→ h production rate,

µγγ =
BR(h→ γγ)[

BR(h→ γγ)
]
SM

, (31)

'
ΓSM
h→γγ

Γh→γγ
. (32)

The latest 13 TeV results on the diphoton signal strength from the LHC read µγγ = 0.99+0.14
−0.14

(ATLAS [99]) and µγγ = 1.18+0.17
−0.14 (CMS [100]). Upon using the standard combination of signal

strengths and uncertainties, we obtain µγγ = 1.06± 0.1 and impose this constraint at 2σ.

D. Charged lepton flavour violation

The presence of both singly and doubly charged scalars in this framework implies that charged

lepton flavour violating (CLFV) processes of the form lα → lβlγlδ and lα → lβγ are triggerred at

the tree- and one-loop level respectively. However, non observation of CLFV in various experiments

has led to stringent upper bounds on the corresponding branching ratios. In this work, we abide

by such bounds the latest of which are summarised in Table II below.

IV. THE W -MASS, MUON g − 2 AMPLITUDE AND CHARGED LEPTON FLAVOUR
VIOLATION

The W -mass predicted by this model can be expressed in terms of the NP contributions to the

oblique parameters ∆S, ∆T and ∆U as [? ]

M2
W = M2

W,SM

[
1 +

αem
c2
W − s2

W

(
− ∆S

2
+ c2

W∆T +
c2
W − s2

W

4s2
W

∆U

)]
(33)
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where cW and αem respectively denote the cosine of the Weinberg angle and the fine-structure

constant. A given oblique parameter X in this framework receives NP contributions from scalars

∆ and k++ sector as well as the VLLs. That is, ∆X = ∆X∆,k++ + ∆XVLL. One expresses below

∆SVLL and ∆TVLL following [105–108]:

∆SVLL =
1

2π

[∑
i

(
(|ALNi|2 + |ARNi|2)Ψ+(xN , xi) + 2ALNiA

R
NjΨ−(xN , xi)

)
+
∑
ij

(
− 1

2
(|XL

ij |2 + |XR
ij |2)χ+(xi, xj) +XL

ijX
R
ijχ−(xi, xj)

)]
, (34a)

∆TVLL =
1

16πs2
W c

2
W

[∑
i

(
(|ALNi|2 + |ARNi|2)θ+(xN , xi) + 2ALNiA

R
Njθ−(xN , xi)

)
+
∑
ij

(
− 1

2
(|XL

ij |2 + |XR
ij |2)θ+(xi, xj) +XL

ijX
R
ijθ−(xi, xj)

)]
(34b)

where xN =
M2
N

M2
Z

and x1,2 =
M2

1,2

M2
Z
. The forms of the various functions are given in the Appendix.

One further derives for the present scenario:

A
L(R)
N1 = cL(R), A

L(R)
N2 = sL(R), (35a)

X
L(R)
11 = −c2

L(R), X
L(R)
12 = X

L(R)
21 = −cL(R)sL(R), X

L(R)
22 = −s2

L(R). (35b)

Next, we come to discussing the oblique corrections coming from the scalar sector. We remind

that a (t3, Y )4 scalar couples with Z and γ with the coefficients e(t3c2
W − Y s2

W )/(cW sW ) and

e(t3 + Y ) respectively [109]. The two doubly charged scalars δ++ and k++ respectively carry

(t(1)
3 = 1, Y (1) = 1) and (t(2)

3 = 0, Y (2) = 2). The interations connecting H++
1,2 to Z and γ can be

parameterised as

Ldoubly charged
gauge = ie

(
(∂µH

++
i )H−−j − (∂µH

−−
i )H++

j

)
(zijZ

µ + aijA
µ)

+e2H++
i H−−j (mijZµZ

µ + nijZµA
µ + pijAµA

µ). (36)

We find pij = 2aij = 4δij . The other coefficients are expressed as 2× 2 matrices below.

[z] =

(
(−1 + 2c2W + c2θ)/(s2W ) s2θ/s2W

s2θ/s2W (1 + 2c2W − c2θ)/(s2W )

)
, (37)

[m] =

(
(c2

2W /s
4
W c

2
θ + 4s2

θ)t
2
W cθsθ(1/s

2
W − 3/c2

W )

cθsθ(1/s
2
W − 3/c2

W ) (c2
2W /s

4
W s

2
θ + 4c2

θ)t
2
W

)
, (38)

[n] =

(
2(−1 + 2c2W + c2θ)/(sW cW ) 2s2θ/(sW cW )

2s2θ/(sW cW ) −2(1− 2c2W + c2θ)/(cW sW )

)
. (39)

4 We use the Q = t3 + Y convention.
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We express below the gauge-boson self-energies coming from scalar loops in terms of the Passarino-

Veltman (P-V) functions [110].

Π∆,k++

ZZ (p2) = −4e2
∑
i,j=1,2

z2
ijB00

(
p2, (M++

i )2, (M++
j )2

)
− 4e2 s

2
W

c2
W

B00

(
p2,M2

H+ ,M
2
H+

)
−4e2 1

s2
W c

2
W

B00

(
p2,M2

H ,M
2
H

)
+ 2e2

∑
i=1,2

miiA0

(
(M++

i )2
)

+2e2 s
2
W

c2
W

A0

(
M2
H+

)
+ 2e2 1

c2
W s

2
W

A0

(
M2
H

)
, (40a)

Π∆,k++

γγ (p2) = −4e2
∑
i,j=1,2

a2
ijB00

(
p2, (M++

i )2, (M++
j )2

)
− 4e2B00

(
p2,M2

H+ ,M
2
H+

)
+2e2

∑
i=1,2

piiA0

(
(M++

i )2
)

+ 2e2A0

(
M2
H+

)
, (40b)

Π∆,k++

γZ (p2) = −4e2
∑
i,j=1,2

aijzijB00

(
p2, (M++

i )2, (M++
j )2

)
+ 4e2 sW

cW
B00

(
p2,M2

H+ ,M
2
H+

)
+e2

∑
i=1,2

niiA0

(
(M++

i )2
)
− 2e2 sW

cW
A0

(
M2
H+

)
. (40c)

The P-V functions are evaluated using the publicly available library LoopTools [111]. The scalar

sector contribution to the S-parameter reads

αem
4c2
W s

2
W

∆S∆,k++ =
Π∆,k++

ZZ (M2
Z)−Π∆,k++

ZZ (0)

M2
Z

− ∂Π∆,k++

γγ (p2)

∂p2

∣∣∣∣
p2=0

+
c2
W − s2

W

cW sW

∂Π∆,k++

γZ (p2)

∂p2

∣∣∣∣
p2=0

.(41)

Now ∆T∆,k++ has a counterterm at quantum level induced by the counter term of v∆, say

δv∆. And δv∆ is not unique and depends on the choice of the renormalisation scheme instead. For

example, δv∆ can always be adjusted to cancel potentially large contributions from the scalar loops.

Therefore, we set ∆T∆,k++ = 0 in this work.

For ∆U = 0, global fit studies of the EW parameters [25, 34] in light of the CDF II anomaly

reveal the following allowed ranges and correlation for ∆S and ∆T :

∆S = 0.15± 0.08, ∆T = 0.27± 0.06, ρST = 0.93. (42)

Next, we discuss the muon anomalous magnetic moment for this setup. It is reminded that while

δ++ and k++ respectively couple to only left chiral and right chiral leptons, the mass eigenstates

H++
1 and H++

2 couple to both chiralities. That is, the interactions of muons with the VLLs and

H++
1,2 can be expressed as

L = 2
∑
i=1,2

∑
j=1,2

µc(yijLPL + yijRPR)EiH
++
j + h.c., (43)

where

y11
L = yµ4

∆ cosαLcosθ, y11
R = −yµ4

S sinαRsinθ, y12
L = yµ4

∆ cosαLsinθ, y12
R = yµ4

S sinαRcosθ,

y21
L = yµ4

∆ sinαLcosθ, y21
R = yµ4

S cosαRsinθ, y22
L = yµ4

∆ sinαLsinθ, y22
R = −yµ4

S cosαRcosθ. (44)
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We assume ye4∆ , y
τ4
∆ , y44

∆ , y
αβ
S , ye4S , y

τ4
S , y

44
S to be vanishingly small5. The one-loop muon g−2 ∆aµ

has the following three distinct components in this limit:

∆aµ =
(
∆a+

µ

)
l
+
(
∆a++

µ

)
l
+
(
∆a++

µ

)
VLL. (45)

In Eq.(45),
(
∆a+

µ

)
l
(
(
∆a++

µ

)
l
) denotes the contribution from the one-loop amplitude involving

SM leptons + singly (doubly) charged scalars. The expression for
(
∆a+

µ

)
l
is given by [64]

(
∆a+

µ

)
l

= −
m2
µ

8π2

v2

v2 + 2v2
∆

∑
α=e,µ,τ

(
y†∆U

∗
PMNS

)
µα

(
UTPMNSy∆

)
αµ∫ 1

0
dx

x2(1− x)

m2
µx

2 + (M2
H+ −m2

µ −m2
α)x+m2

α

, (46a)

' −

(
m2
ν

)
µµ

96π2

m2
µ

v2
∆M

2
H+

. (46b)

The contribution from H+ is thus negative and identical to the minimal Type-II seesaw. Also,

(
∆a++

µ

)
l

= −
m2
µ

8π2

∑
i

∑
α

bi
(
y†∆
)
µα

(
y∆

)
αµ∫ 1

0
dx

[
4x2(1− x)

m2
µx

2 + ((M++
i )2 −m2

µ −m2
α)x+m2

α

+
2x2(1− x)

m2
µx

2 + (m2
α −m2

µ − (M++
i )2)x+ (M++

i )2

]
, (47a)

where b1 = c2
θ, b2 = s2

θ

' −

(
m2
ν

)
µµ

12π2

m2
µ

v2
∆

(
c2
θ

(M++
1 )2

+
s2
θ

(M++
2 )2

)
. (47b)

The contribution involving the SM leptons and the doubly charged scalars is also found negative.

The completely left-chiral couplings between the charged scalars and the SM leptons entails no

chirality-flip must occur thereby predicting a negative contribution to the g − 2 amplitude.

The contribution from the VLLs is6

(
∆a++

µ

)
VLL =

∑
i=1,2

∑
j=1,2

[
−
m2
µ

4π2

(
{(yijL )2 + (yijL )2}I1(Mi,M

++
j ) +

2Mi

mµ
yijL y

ij
RI2(Mi,M

++
j )

)

−
m2
µ

2π2

(
{(yijL )2 + (yijR )2}I3(Mi,M

++
j ) +

2Mi

mµ
yijL y

ij
RI4(Mi,M

++
j )

)]
. (48)

5 Demanding ∆, k++ and the VLLs to be odd under some Z2 symmetry while keeping the SM fields even under the
same necessitates y44

∆ , yαβS , y44
S = 0. We refer to the last paragraph of section II for a discussion.

6 An excellent review containing analytical formulae for ∆aµ for generic classes of models is [112]
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The integrals Ia(m1,m2), a = 1, 2, 3, 4 for mµ << M1,2, M
++
1,2 are

I1(m1,m2) =

∫ 1

0
dx

x2(1− x)

m2
1x+m2

2(1− x)
, (49a)

I2(m1,m2) =

∫ 1

0
dx

x2

m2
1x+m2

2(1− x)
, (49b)

I3(m1,m2) =

∫ 1

0
dx

x2(1− x)

m2
1(1− x) +m2

2x
, (49c)

I4(m1,m2) =

∫ 1

0
dx

x(1− x)

m2
1(1− x) +m2

2x
. (49d)

Given the integrals Ia(m1,m2), a = 1, 2, 3, 4 are all positive, the contribution to
(
∆a++

µ

)
VLL from

the first and third terms in Eq.(48) are negative. On the other hand, a chirality flip is identified

in the second and fourth terms. In fact, the chirality-flipping component of
(
∆a++

µ

)
VLL can be

extracted upon defining ∆M ≡ M2 −M1 << M1 and ∆M++ ≡ M++
2 −M++

1 << M++
1 . We

additionally take αL = αR for simplicity. The chirality-flipping component in its lowest order of

∆M and ∆M++ then becomes(
∆a++

µ

)cf
VLL '

mµ

4π2
yµ4

∆ yµ4
S sin(2αR)sin(2θ)

∆M∆M++

(M++
1 )3

f
( M2

1

(M++
1 )2

)
, (50a)

f(r) =
(−35r3 + 15r2 + 27r − 7) + (12r3 + 40r2 − 2r − 1)log(r)

2(r − 1)5
. (50b)

Two important observations that emerge are that (i) the chirality flipping component is enhanced

w.r.t. the chirality preserving part of
(
∆a++

µ

)
VLL and the Type-II like terms by an O

(
Mi
mµ

)
factor,

and (ii) the chirality flip can be of either sign. It is therefore possible to generate a positive

contribution to ∆aµ of the observed magnitude by choosing the relevant parameters appropriately.

We also inspect that the magnitude of
(
∆a++

µ

)cf
VLL is maximised for θ = π

4 and αL = π
4 when

αL = αR. We shall adhere to these values in this section while quantifying MW and ∆aµ. While

showing the variation of ∆aµ and MW w.r.t. M2 in Fig.1, we additionally fix M++
1 = 500 GeV,

∆M++ = 50 GeV,
(
yµ4

∆ , yµ4
S

)
= (0.5,0.5) and v∆ = 10−3 GeV. We mention here that the choice of v∆

and the particle masses is consistent with the LHC excusion bounds and signal strength constraints.

The following are the takeaways from FIG.1. Increasing M2 while holding M1 and the other

parameters fixed accordingly increases ∆aµ and potentially puts it in the sought range. For M1 =

800 GeV, it is seen that ∆aµ is in the 2σ range for 850 GeV .M2 . 940 GeV. On the other hand, the

larger the mass splitting between the VLLs E1 and E2, the larger the corresponding T -parameter

∆TVLL and hence, the larger is the predicted value of MW . This explains the monotonically

increasing curve on the right panel. In fact, MW lies in the 2σ corresponding to the CDF II

observation for 920 GeV . M2 . 955 GeV. For the said choice of the other parameters, one thus

identifies 920 GeV . M2 . 940 GeV as the band that simultaneously resolves both the muon

g − 2 and CDF II anomalies in this model. It is important to remind here that while MW is not

sensitive to yµ4
∆ and yµ4

S ,
(
∆a++

µ

)cf
VLL simply scales with the product of two Yukawas. We chose here
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FIG. 1: The variation of ∆aµ and MW with M2 for M++
1 = 500 GeV and ∆M++ = 50 GeV. The values

for the other parameters are given in the panels.

(
yµ4

∆ , yµ4
S

)
= (0.5,0.5) as a reference and the behaviour for other values can be predicted easily. We

show in FIG. 2 the parameter regions in the M1−M2 plane compatible with the two anomalies for

specific choices for the other relevant parameters (as given in the plots). One reads from eqn.(50a)

that yµ4
∆ and yµ4

S ,
(
∆a++

µ

)cf
VLL ∝ ∆M∆M++. Increasing ∆M from 50 GeV to 100 GeV keeping

the yµ4
∆ , yµ4

S ,M
++
1 fixed would accordingly demand a larger ∆M so as to maintain

(
∆a++

µ

)cf
VLL at

the same value. This is why the band compatible with the observed ∆aµ in the M1 −M2 plane

gets thinner while moving from the top left to the top right panel of FIG. 2. On the other hand,

while M++
1 is increased from 500 GeV to 800 GeV with ∆M++ fixed at 100 GeV, the chirality-flip

contribution tends to decrease thereby entailing an increase in ∆M so as to predict the same ∆aµ

as before.

The assumption that ye4∆ , y
τ4
∆ , yβ4

S are suppressed7 forbids a similar O(Mi/mµ) chirality-flipped

enhancement in lα → lβγ. Analogously to
(
∆a+

µ

)
l
and

(
∆a++

µ

)
l
, a non-zero la → lβγ amplitude

is therefore induced only by the triplet ∆. And since ∆ only couples to the left-chiral leptons,

the corresponding amolitude is qualitatively similar to as in the minimal Type-II model. The only

difference comes from the fact that here we have two doubly charged scalars as opposed to the one

in Type-II. One then finds the corresponding branching ratio in the present model to be

BR(lα → lβγ) =
αem|(m2

ν)αβ|2

12πG2
F v

4
∆

(
1

8M2
H+

+
c2
θ

(M++
1 )2

+
s2
θ

(M++
2 )2

)2

BR(lα → lβνανβ). (51)

7 Even if no such approximation is a priori made, an estimation of the LFV chirality-flipping amplitude using [112]
leads to |yα4

∆ |, |yα4
S | ∼ O(10−4) for α = e, τ here.
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FIG. 2: Parameter regions in the M1 −M2 compliant with all the constraints as well as the 2σ ranges of
muon g − 2 (magenta) and MW (blue). The values taken by the other parameters are shown in the plots.

Also, the branching ratios of the 3-body CLFV decays are given by 8

BR(µ→ eee) =
|meµ

ν |2|mee
ν |2

16G2
F v

4
∆

(
c2
θ

(M++
1 )2

+
s2
θ

(M++
2 )2

)2

BR(µ→ eνeνµ), (52a)

BR(τ → lαlβlγ) = S
|mτα

ν |2|m
βγ
ν |2

16G2
F v

4
∆

(
c2
θ

(M++
1 )2

+
s2
θ

(M++
2 )2

)2

BR(τ → µνµντ ). (52b)

In the above, S = 1(2) for β = γ (β 6= γ), BR(µ → eνeνµ) = 100% and BR(τ → µνµντ ) = 17%.

We reckon that the branching ratios for all α, β = e, µ, τ is controlled by v∆ for fixed scalar masses.

8 The corresponding formula for the Higgs triplet model is seen in [113, 114]
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It is easy to check that the choice v∆ = 10−3 GeV predicts branching ratios that are well below the

CLFV bounds.

V. ELECTROWEAK VACUUM STABILITY

We search here for a stable EW vacuum till the Planck scale that is compliant with observed

∆aµ and MW . The scalar potential along the direction of the scalar doublet is approximated as

V (φ) = 1
4λ(φ)φ4 for φ >> v. All running couplings are to be evaluated at a scale µ = φ. The

condition λ(µ) > 0 ensures a stable EW vacuum. We choose Mt = 172.76 GeV as the input

scale from which the couplings start evolving and demand vacuum stability up to the Planck

scale. A complete set of the one-loop beta functions is given in the Appendix. One notes that

ye4∆ = yτ4
∆ = y44

∆ = yαβS = ye4S = yτ4
S = y44

S = 0 is a fixed point of this model. It is therefore justified

to neglect the effect of these parameters in the RGE since assigning tiny values to these at the EW

scale ensures that they remain tiny at all scales. We now come to choosing the input scale values

for the relevant couplings. First, for a given set of masses and mixing angles, the EW scale values

for λ, λ4, λ5, λ6, λ8 and y4, y
′
4 get fixed from Eqs.(18a)-(18e) and Eqs.(19a)-(19b) respectively. For

the rest, we take λ1 = λ2 = λ7 = 0.01, λ3 = 0.3. We further fix yµ4
∆ = yµ4

S = 0.5 at the input

scale, in compliance with the previous section. We interate here that we intend to be demonstrative

of a stable vacuum in simultaneity with the observed ∆aµ and MW , and therefore, refrain from

performing an exhaustive scan of the model parameter space. For example, the EW scale value

of 0.5 ensures that yµ4
∆ = yµ4

S gently increase with µ and remain well below the perturbative limit

at the Planck scale. And this behaviour is not sensitive to the choice of the input scale quartic

couplings since β
yµ4
∆

and β
yµ4
S

at one-loop are independent of the same. We equateM∆ = MS = M+
H

to M++
1 , the latter being a common mass scale here. As for the SM t-Yukawa and gauge couplings,

we use MW = 80.384 and αs(MZ) = 0.1184 in which case the t-Yukawa and the gauge couplings

at µ = Mt become yt = 0.93690, g1(µ = Mt) = 0.3583, g2 = 0.6478, g3 = 1.1666 [4]. The

requirements of a perturbative theory and a stable EW vacuum till the Planck scale are henceforth

dubbed as ’high-scale validity’. Similar to the previous section, we take v∆ = 10−3 GeV and run

the following scan

200 GeV < M1,M2 < 2 TeV, (53a)

200 GeV < M++
1 ,M++

2 < 2 TeV, (53b)

0 < θ <
π

2
, 0 < αL = αR <

π

2
. (53c)

The lower limit of M++
1,2 > 200 GeV is consistent with the LHC exclusion bounds for the v∆ taken.

We look for parameter points that now predict a stable vacuum till MPl = 1.22 × 1019 GeV, in

addition to accounting for ∆aµ and MW in their respective 2σ bands. We remind that criteria of

BFB-ness and unitarity defined by Eqs.(21a)-(21c) and Eqs.(22a)-(22d) respectively are also to be

met at each intermediate scale in course of the RG evolution. In Fig.3, we present the parameter
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FIG. 3: Parameter points allowed by the various criteria in the M1−M2 (top left), M++
1 −M++

2 (top right)
and θ − αL (bottom) planes. The colour-coding is explained in the legends.

regions by the aforementioned criteria. We discover that a subset of parameter points predicting

the sought values of ∆aµ and MW is also consistent of a stable vacuum till the Planck scale. We

discuss the salient features thereby identified in the following.

• Seeking an explanation of the muon g− 2 anomaly does not majorly constrain the M1 −M2

plane. Only a narrow strip around the M1 = M2 line is excluded on grounds of requiring

∆M 6= 0 which is necessary to obtain a ∆aµ in the required ballpark, as explained before.

However, demanding an MW in the sought range widens the disallowed band around the

M1 = M2 line. This can be traced back to the oblique parameter values of the VLL sector.
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The most stringent constraint is derived from demanding a perturbative theory and a stable

vacuum up toMPl. This can be understood as follows. Since the Yukawa couplings y4, y
′
4 enter

the β-functions of the theory, their EW scale values get tightly constrained. For instance, the

magnitudes of these Yukawas get bounded from above from the λ > 0 condition since large

Yukawas tend to destabilise the vacuum. Such bounds on y4, y
′
4 translate to the observed

constraint in the M1 −M2 plane. In fact, the 0.35 . αL . 1.2 bound also has the same

origin.

• The muon and CDF anomalies do not put bounds on the scalar masses themselves and instead

constrain the mass-splitting at most. However, high-scale validity restrictsM++
1 ,M++

2 . 320

GeV. These bounds can be traced back to the bounds on the boundary scale values of the

quartic couplings λ6 and λ8 that get tightly restricted from high-scale validity. We note that

there is no separate restriction on θ coming from high-scale validity.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

The recently reported discrepancy in the measured value of MW has garnered significant atten-

tion in the particle physics community. In addition, the longstanding muon g−2 anomaly that was

first reported by BNL, has also aroused a fresh interest in NP constructs after being corroborated

by FNAL. In this work, we have proposed an explanation to both these anomalies in a common

framework by extending the minimal Type-II seesaw model by by a doubly charged scalar singlet,

an SU(2)L doublet of vector-like leptons and a charged SU(2)L singlet vector-like lepton. We have

demonstrated that an appropriate mass splitting between the charged VLLs can predict the ob-

served muon anomalous magnetic moment through a chirality-flip. Simultaneouly, by virtue of the

S- and T -parameters, the framework also leads to an MW consistent with the recent observation.

In addition, we have also shown that the parameter region accommodating the two anomalies is

consistent with the correct pattern of neutrino masses and mixings, lepton flavour violation and a

stable EW vacuum up to the Planck scale.
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VII. APPENDIX

A. Oblique parameter functions

ψ+(x, y) =
1

3
− 1

9
log
(x
y

)
, (54a)

ψ−(x, y) = −x+ y

6
√
xy
, (54b)

χ+(x, y) =
5(x2 + y2)− 22xy

9(x− y)2
+

3xy(x+ y)− x3 − y3

3(x− y)3
log
(x
y

)
, (54c)

χ−(x, y) = −√xy
[
x+ y

6xy
− x+ y

(x− y)2
+

2xy

(x− y)2
log
(x
y

)]
, (54d)

θ+(x, y) = x+ y − 2xy

x+ y
log
(x
y

)
(54e)

θ−(x, y) = 2
√
xy
[x+ y

x− y
log
(x
y

)
− 2
]
. (54f)

B. One-loop beta functions

The one-loop beta function for a quartic coupling λi is split into scalar, gauge and fermionic

terms as βλi = βSλi + βgλi + βFλi . Thus,

16π2βSλ = 12λ2 + 6λ2
4 + 4λ2

5 + 2λ2
6 + 4λ2

8, (55a)

16π2βSλ1
= 14λ2

1 + 4λ1λ2 + 2λ2
2 + 4λ2

4 + 4λ2
5 + 2λ2

7, (55b)

16π2βSλ2
= 12λ1λ2 + 3λ2

2 − 8λ2
5, (55c)

16π2βSλ3
= 10λ2

3 + 4λ2
6 + 6λ2

7, (55d)

16π2βSλ4
= 6λλ4 + 8λ1λ4 + 2λ2λ4 + 4λ2

4 + 8λ2
5 + 2λ6λ7 + 4λ2

8, (55e)

16π2βSλ5
= 2λλ5 + 2λ1λ5 − 2λ2λ5 + 8λ4λ5 − 4λ2

8, (55f)

16π2βSλ6
= 6λλ6 + 4λ3λ6 + 4λ2

6 + 6λ4λ7 + 12λ2
8, (55g)

16π2βSλ7
= 4λ4λ6 + 8λ1λ7 + 2λ2λ7 + 4λ3λ7 + 4λ2

7 + 4λ2
8, (55h)

16π2βSλ8
= 2λλ8 + 4λ4λ8 − 8λ5λ8 + 4λ6λ8 + 2λ7λ8. (55i)
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16π2βgλ = −3λ(g2
1 + 3g2

2) +
3

4
g4

1 +
3

4
g2

1g
2
2 +

9

4
g4

2, (56a)

16π2βgλ1
= −12λ1(g2

1 + 2g2
2) + 12g4
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1g

2
2 + 18g4

2, (56b)

16π2βgλ2
= −12λ2(g2

1 + 2g2
2)− 48g2

1g
2
2 + 12g4

2, (56c)

16π2βgλ3
= −48λ3g

2
1 + 192g4

1, (56d)

16π2βgλ4
= −λ4

(15

2
g2

1 +
33

2
g2

2

)
+ 3g4

1 + 6g4
2, (56e)

16π2βgλ5
= −λ5

(15

2
g2

1 +
33

2
g2

2

)
− 6g2

1g
2
2, (56f)

16π2βgλ6
= −λ6

(51

2
g2

1 + 9g2
2

)
+ 12g4

1, (56g)

16π2βgλ7
= −λ7

(
20g2

1 + 8g2
2

)
+ 48g4

1, (56h)

16π2βgλ7
= −λ8

(
11g2

1 + 7g2
2

)
+ 48g4

1. (56i)

16π2βFλ = 4λ
(

3y2
t + 3y2

b + y2
τ + y2

4 + (y′4)2
)
− 4
(

3y4
t + 3y4

b + y4
τ + y4

4 + (y′4)4
)
, (57a)

16π2βFλ1
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yµ4

∆
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− 64
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yµ4
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, (57b)
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S

)2
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)4
, (57d)

16π2βFλ4
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)2
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, (57e)

16π2βFλ5
= λ5

[(
8yµ4
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t + 6y2
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4 + 2(y′4)2

]
, (57f)

16π2βFλ6
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8yµ4

∆

)2
+ 6y2

t + 6y2
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, (57g)
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∆

)2
+
(

8yµ4
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We next list the β-functions for the relevant Yukawa couplings below.

16π2βyt =
9

2
y3
t + yt
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3y2
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12
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, (58a)

16π2βyb =
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16π2βyτ =
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(
3y2
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b + y2
4 + (y′4)2 − 15

4
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1 −
9

4
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)
, (58c)

16π2βy4 =
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4 + y4

(
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4
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4
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)
, (58d)

16π2βy′4 =
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4
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4
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)
, (58e)

16π2β
yµ4
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= 8(yµ4
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∆

(y2
4
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)
, (58f)

16π2β
yµ4
S

= 8(yµ4
S )3 + yµ4

S

(
y2

4 − 6g2
1

)
. (58g)

Finally, the β-functions for the gauge couplings read

16π2βg1 =
67

6
g3

1, (59a)

16π2βg2 = −13

6
g3

2, (59b)

16π2βg3 = −7g3
3. (59c)
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