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Abstract

The questions of the origin of electroweak symmetry breaking and neutrino mass are two major puz-
zles in particle physics. Neutrino mass generation requires new physics beyond the Standard Model
and also suggests reconsideration of physics of symmetry breaking. The aim of this paper is to
study radiative symmetry breaking in the singlet scalar extension of type II seesaw neutrino mass
model. We derive bounded-from-below conditions for the scalar potential of the model in full gen-
erality for the first time. The Gildener-Weinberg approach is utilised in minimising the multiscalar
potential. Upon imposing the bounded-from-below and perturbativity conditions, as well as experi-
mental constraints from colliders, we find the parameter space of scalar quartic couplings that can
radiatively realise electroweak symmetry breaking at one-loop level. To satisfy all the constraints,
the masses of the heavy triplet-like Higgs bosons must be nearly degenerate. The evolution of the
Higgs doublet quartic coupling λH can be prevented from being negative up to the Planck scale.
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1 Introduction

The Standard Model (SM) has achieved astound-
ing success in describing fundamental interactions
of particles, and its predictions have been per-
sistently tested to high precision. The discovery
of a Higgs boson with mass mh ' 125 GeV at
the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) [1, 2] seems to
provide the last missing piece of the SM. Never-
theless, unanswered puzzles such as the origin of
electroweak symmetry breaking (EWSB), the sta-
bility of the Higgs mass scale, the existence of dark

matter, and nonzero neutrino masses motivate us
to seek new physics beyond the SM (BSM).

In the SM, the electroweak symmetry is spon-
taneously broken due to the presence of a negative
mass term in the Higgs potential. This is the only
dimensionful parameter in the theory. New phys-
ical states that couple to the Higgs boson can
occur anywhere between the electroweak and the
Planck scale. Their tree-level and loop-level con-
tributions to the Higgs mass would have to cancel
to tremendous accuracy to uphold the hierarchy.
Various extensions of the SM aiming to unravel
this hierarchy problem involve extra dimensions
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[3–6], a new symmetry such as supersymmetry [7]
or cosmological naturalness, e.g. Ref. [8].

An attractive class of models addressing the
hierarchy problem stems from inspiring guidance
proposed by Bardeen [9]. If the Higgs mass param-
eter in the SM is forbidden by classical scale invari-
ance, which is broken only by quantum anomalies,
the hierarchy problem can be alleviated. (Besides
that, if we assume that physics at the Planck
scale – quantum gravity – behaves differently from
usual quantum field theory, there should be no
intermediate scale between the electroweak scale
and the Planck scale, and no instability or Lan-
dau pole before the Planck scale [10].) In this
way, a mass scale can be dynamically gener-
ated in model with classical scale symmetry via
dimensional transmutation as first demonstrated
in a seminal paper by S. Coleman and E. Wein-
berg [11]. Unfortunately, the radiative EWSB via
the Coleman-Weinberg (CW) mechanism can not
be realized in classically scale-invariant SM since
the top quark renders the one-loop Higgs poten-
tial unbounded from below [12]. Nevertheless, a
plethora of proposals have been putting forward a
scale invariance with extended scalar sector as a
possible solution to the hierarchy problem [13–22].
In the case of multi-field potentials, the minimum
direction can be found by the Gildener-Weinberg
(GW) method [23].

On the other hand, the discovery of neutrino
oscillations have provided us the solid evidence
of massive neutrino [24–27]. One of the appeal-
ing BSM extensions that can naturally induce the
tiny neutrino masses is the type II seesaw model
[28–32], in which the Higgs sector is extended
by an SU(2)L Higgs triplet. A trilinear interac-
tion between the doublet and triplet Higgs plays
an important role in generating Majorana neu-
trino masses and is the source of lepton number
violation in the model. However if classical scale
invariance is imposed, this trilinear term is for-
bidden and a global lepton number symmetry will
be spontaneously broken after the triplet develops
nonzero vacuum expectation value (VEV). This
results in the emergence of a massless Goldstone
boson, a majoron [33]. Since a triplet majoron has
SU(2)L and UY (1) gauge interactions, it affects
the invisible decay width of the Z boson and has
already been ruled out [34]. A majoron that arises
predominantly from a singlet [35], however, is still
allowed.

In this work, we consider a scalar singlet exten-
sion of the type II seesaw model with a classical
scale-invariant scalar potential. This model was
originally proposed in Ref. [36] without classical
scale symmetry, and its collider phenomenology
was studied in [37, 38]. With the aid of the orbit
space of scalar quartic gauge invariants – in par-
ticular the P -matrix method [39–41] – we derive
vacuum stability constraints and study the radia-
tive EWSB along the flat direction of the tree-level
scalar potential. We find a range of VEVs and
particle masses that realises the EWSB and is
compatible with all theoretical and experimental
constraints.

This paper is organised as follows. In Sec. 2
we briefly review the type II seesaw model and
introduce its scale-invariant singlet extension. In
Sec. 3, we determine the orbit space of the model.
In Sec. 4 we study the sufficient and necessary
conditions for the scalar potential to be bounded
from below with details given in Appendix A. In
Sec. 5, the effective potential is minimised via GW
method. We show the available parameter space
in Sec. 6 and present our conclusions in Sec. 7.

2 Scale-Invariant Extension of
the Type II Seesaw Model

Considering the SM as an effective field theory,
one can add higher-dimensional operators which
encode the effect of heavy degrees of freedom in
UV-complete theory to low energy physics. The
Weinberg operator LLHH is a unique dimension-
5 operator that can generate neutrino mass after
spontaneous symmetry breaking. The tree-level
realisations of this operator are classified into
three types of canonical seesaw models [42].
Among the seesaw model variants, the type II see-
saw model offers a rich phenomenology to study.
However, it fails to be a scale-invariant model that
could address the hierarchy problem. In addition
to the SM-Higgs doublet mass term, there are
two additional dimensionful parameters entering
scalar potential of type II seesaw: the triplet mass
term and the trilinear coupling between doublet
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and triplet fields:

V = µ2
HH

†H + µ2
∆ Tr

(
∆†∆

)
+ λH(H†H)2

+ λ∆ Tr
(
∆†∆

)2
+ λ′∆ Tr

(
∆†∆∆†∆

)
+ λH∆H

†H Tr
(
∆†∆

)
+ λ′H∆H

†∆∆†H

+
1

2
(µHT ε∆†H + h.c.),

(1)

where H is the SM Higgs doublet with hyper-
charge Y = 1 and lepton number L = 0 and ∆
is an SU(2) triplet with hypercharge Y = 2 and
L = −2. Notice that the presence of the trilin-
ear coupling µ explicitly breaks the lepton number
invariance.

In order to construct a classically scale-
invariant model of type II seesaw, we consider,
besides H and ∆, a complex singlet S with L =
−2. Then, the dimensionful terms in the poten-
tial can be generated when a scalar singlet S gets
a VEV. This model was originally proposed in
Ref. [36] without classical scale symmetry, its col-
lider phenomenology was studied in Refs. [37, 38]
and a recent review is given by Ref. [43].

We parametrise the Higgs fields around the
neutral electroweak minimum as

S =
1√
2

(vs + SR + iSI), (2)

H =

(
h+

vh+φh+iχh√
2

)
, (3)

∆ ≡ ~σ√
2
· ~∆ =

(
δ+/
√

2 δ++

vδ+φδ+iχδ√
2

−δ+/
√

2

)
, (4)

where vs, vh and vδ are the VEVs of the singlet,
doublet and triplet, respectively, and ~σ are the
Pauli matrices.

With classical scale invariance, the most gen-
eral renormalisable scalar potential takes the form

V = λH(H†H)2 + λS(S†S)2

+ λ∆ Tr
(
∆†∆

)2
+ λ′∆ Tr

(
∆†∆∆†∆

)
+ λH∆H

†H Tr
(
∆†∆

)
+ λ′H∆H

†∆∆†H

+ λHSH
†HS†S + λS∆S

†S Tr
(
∆†∆

)
+

1

2
(λSH∆SH

T ε∆†H + h.c.),

(5)

where all the couplings are real except λSH∆,
which we make real as well by a phase rota-
tion without loss of generality. The scale-invariant
potential (5) also respects lepton number. (See
ref. [44] for the scale-invariant type II seesaw
model with the extended gauge group U(1)B−L).
After S and ∆ develop VEVs, the global lepton
number symmetry will be spontaneously broken,
resulting in an emergence of massless Goldstone
boson – the majoron. In this case, a majoron is
mainly singlet under the SM gauge interactions.
All in all, the physical mass eigenstates comprise
the charged scalars H±± ≡ δ±± and H±, the
neutral CP-even scalars ϕ, h, H and the CP-odd
scalars J and A. The mass spectrum and mixing
matrices are given in Sec. 5.2.

3 Orbit Space

We now turn our attention to the constraints on
scalar quartic couplings required by the vacuum
stability of the scalar potential. To ensure a finite
minimum, the potential must be bounded from
below (BfB) in all possible directions of the field
space as the fields become large. In multi-scalar
theories, finding vacuum stability conditions or
potential minima is a non-trivial task.

A powerful method to deal with this is to write
the scalar potential in terms of gauge invariant
variables: the norms of fields (or their ratios) and
angular variables known as orbit space parameters
[40, 41, 45, 46]. The physical region of orbit param-
eters is called the orbit space. An elegance of
this method is that it contains all the information
needed to determine the minimum of potential.
More interestingly, when potential is monotonous
function of orbit space parameters, its minimum
is located on the boundary of the orbit space.

3.1 Orbit Space and Its Boundary

The components of a constant scalar field config-
uration φ (such as a VEV) will rotate amongst
themselves under a gauge transformation T (θ)
through a gauge orbit: φ→ φθ = T (θ)φ. The value
of the scalar potential V (φ) or any other gauge-
invariant function, on the other hand, remains the
same. In particular, for a unitary group all the
states φθ have the same norm φ∗iφi.

For a compact group, all gauge-invariant poly-
nomials constructed of scalar fields can be given
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as combinations of elements of a finite polyno-
mial basis (minimal integrity basis) of the orbit
space: pa with a = 1, . . . , q. In particular, we can
write the scalar potential in terms of this basis,
whose elements comprise a finite number of gauge
invariants including the norms of fields. Because
the basis does not change under gauge transforma-
tions, a gauge orbit corresponds to a single point
in the orbit space.

The orbit space of a compact group is a
closed connected subset of Rq with q the num-
ber of the polynomials in the minimal basis. It
can be described by a finite number of polyno-
mial equations or inequalities. It is useful to reduce
the orbit space to unit norms of fields by defining
dimensionless ratios of the or orbit space variables
such as

α =
fijklφ

∗
iφjφ

∗
kφl

(φ∗mφm)2
, (6)

where faijkl denotes a gauge contraction [47–49].
In this way, we can write the scalar potential in
terms of field norms φ∗mφm and the orbit space
variables. Below, it will be clear from the context
whether we mean by the orbit space the space of
the basis polynomials or the reduced space of the
dimensionless orbit variables.

Each subgroup of the full gauge group G is
the isotropy subgroup Gφ of some field configu-
ration φ. Moreover, all the transformed states φθ
have the same isotropy subgroup Gφ. The set of
orbits that respects the same isotropy subgroup is
called the stratum of the isotropy subgroup. The
VEV φ of the potential that breaks the full gauge
group G to Gφ therefore lies in the stratum of Gφ.
In the main stratum – corresponding to a general
field configuration – the gauge symmetry is com-
pletely broken, while the lower-dimensional strata
that form the orbit space boundary correspond
to more symmetrical field configurations invari-
ant under larger isotropy subgroups Gφ. The orbit
space thus consists of strata of different dimen-
sions: vertices, edges, . . . , up to the main stratum
whose dimension is given by the number of orbit
space variables. For three orbit space variables, as
in our case, the main stratum is three-dimensional
and the boundary of the orbit space has two-
dimensional faces bordered by edges which end at
the vertices of the orbit space.

We derive the boundary of the orbit space
using two methods. First of all, in a conventional
approach, the set of equations describing the
boundary of orbit space can be obtained by trial
and error by taking particular field components to
zero.

A more powerful approach is the so-called P -
matrix method [39–41]. The P -matrix is a q ×
q symmetric and positive semi-definite matrix
with elements constructed from gradients of basis
invariants pa, given by

Pab =
∂pa

∂φ†i

∂pb
∂φi

, (7)

where φi run over the field components. Essen-
tially it is the Hermitian square of the Jacobian
matrix. It can be shown that elements of the
P -matrix can be given in terms of the minimal
integrity basis pa.

The P -matrix is positive-definite only inside
the orbit space. For that reason, the boundary of
the orbit space is obtained by solving detP = 0,
which is a polynomial equation in the basis ele-
ments pa. In particular, the orbit space vertices are
found by requiring that all the one-by-one prin-
cipal minors of the P -matrix vanish; the edges,
by requiring that the two-by-two principal minors
vanish (with the one-by-one principal minors pos-
itive); etc. When the orbit space has more than
three dimensions, then the P -matrix approach is
much more efficient.

We hope that this necessarily very cursory
overview of the orbit space may be enough for
an intuitive understanding of the next subsections
and refer the interested reader for details to the
original references [39–41].

3.2 Orbit Space Parameters

Through the gauge invariants present in the
potential (5), we define the orbit space parameters
s, h, δ, ζ, ξ, η, α as follows1

H†H ≡ h2, (8)

S†S ≡ s2, (9)

Tr
(
∆†∆

)2 ≡ δ2, (10)

1In Sec. 5, we denote by h the usual physical Higgs boson,
as will be clear from the context.
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(Tr ∆†∆)2 ≡ ζ Tr
(
∆†∆

)2
, (11)

H†∆∆†H ≡ ξ (H†H) Tr
(
∆†∆

)
, (12)

SHT ε∆†H ≡ ηeiαH†H
√
S†S

√
Tr(∆†∆). (13)

By considering simplest field configurations, with
most of the field components set to zero, the
ranges of these orbit parameters are found to be

0 ≤ h, 0 ≤ s, 0 ≤ δ,
1/2 ≤ ζ ≤ 1, 0 ≤ ξ ≤ 1, 0 ≤ η ≤ 1,

0 ≤ α < 2π.

(14)

In terms of orbit space parameters, the poten-
tial (5) reads

V = λHh
4 + λSs

4 + (λ∆ + λ′∆ζ)δ4

+ (λH∆ + λ′H∆ξ)h
2δ2 + λHSh

2s2

+ λS∆s
2δ2 + |λSH∆|ηsδh2 cosα.

(15)

Because the potential (15) is linear in ξ, ζ
and η, the potential minimum is on the bound-
ary of the orbit space – more precisely, on the
intersection of the orbit space with its convex hull
[45, 50, 51]. Note that one does not have to sep-
arately minimise the potential over any flat or
concave regions of the orbit space, since such a
region is already accounted for in the convex hull
by its edges. For shortness, we will denote a vector
of the three orbit space parameters as ~ρ = (ξ, ζ, η).
The last term of the potential (15) satisfies

min |λSH∆|ηsδh2 cosα = −|λSH∆|ηsδh2 (16)

in the potential minimum, so the three parameters
in ~ρ suffice.

In the conventional approach, we obtain four
non-trivial boundary solutions by taking all possi-
ble pairs of fields to be zero. As an example, if one
consider the direction where δ+ and h+ vanish,
one gets

lim
δ+,h+→0

η =
√
ξ, (17)

lim
δ+,h+→0

ζ = 2η4 − 2η2 + 1. (18)

The first boundary solution is then expressed in
parametric form as

~ρI = (ξ, 2ξ2 − 2ξ + 1,
√
ξ), 0 ≤ ξ ≤ 1. (19)

The curve ~ρI is an edge of the orbit space. The
remaining three edges can be obtained in similar
fashion:

~ρII = (ξ, 1− 2ξ2, 0), 0 ≤ ξ ≤ 1/2, (20)

~ρIII = (ξ, 1, ξ), 0 ≤ ξ ≤ 1, (21)

~ρIV = (1/2, 1/2, η), 0 ≤ η ≤ 1/
√

2. (22)

3.3 P -matrix Approach

We will now determine the whole orbit space via
the P -matrix approach. We define gauge invariant
polynomials p1 to p6 that enter the scalar potential
as

p1 = S†S ≡ s2, (23)

p2 = H†H ≡ h2, (24)

p3 = tr
(
∆†∆

)
≡ δ2, (25)

p4 = H†∆∆†H ≡ ξh2δ2, (26)

p5 = tr
(
∆†∆∆†∆

)
≡ ζδ4, (27)

p6R + ip6I = SHT ε∆†H ≡ ηeiαsδh2, (28)

where the parameters ξ, ζ, η and α are the same
as in Eqs. (11)-(13). Thanks to Eq. (16), we can
consider the absolute value of p6

|p6|2 = p2
6R + p2

6I =
∣∣SHT ε∆†H

∣∣2
= η2s2δ2h4

(29)

instead of separate p6R and p6I . We calculate
the elements of the P -matrix defined in Eq. (7)
where pa are given by p1 to p5 and |p6|2. In gen-
eral, the P -matrix elements are gauge-invariant
quantities, and can be expressed in terms of
the gauge invariant polynomials. For the present
model, unfortunately, our polynomial basis is not
complete. To complete the basis would necessi-
tate introducing higher-order (d > 4) invariants
which would complicate things considerably. How-
ever, we can find an equation for the boundary
of the orbit space directly in terms of field com-
ponents. In this approach, we express the SU(2)
triplet as a complex traceless matrix of the form
∆ = ~σ√

2
· ~∆. We can use an SU(2) gauge rotation

to get rid of three real components of the triplet,
and parametrise the remaining components as

∆1 = x, ∆2 = iy, ∆3 = z, (30)
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so that the norm of ∆ is given by δ2 = x2+y2+z2.
It is easy to show that the orbit space parame-

ters can in principle only depend on the difference
of the phases of the two components h1 and h2

of the Higgs doublet. Real solutions for real com-
ponents of the fields, however, are only obtained
when the phase difference is zero. For that reason,
we take h1 and h2 to be real on the orbit space
boundary without loss of generality. The orbit
space parameters on the orbit space boundary are
given by

ξ =
1

2
+
y(h2

1x− h2
2x− 2h1h2z)

(h2
1 + h2

2)(x2 + y2 + z2)
, (31)

ζ =
1

2
+

2y2(x2 + z2)

(x2 + y2 + z2)2
, (32)

η =

∣∣h2
2(y − x) + h2

1(x+ y)− 2h1h2z
∣∣

√
2
√
x2 + y2 + z2(h2

1 + h2
2)

. (33)

The equation detP = 0 for the boundary of
the orbit space is then given by

y(x2 − y2 + z2) (4x2 + 4z2 + h2
1 + h2

2)

× [2xh1h2 + z(h2
1 − h2

2)]

× [(x+ y)h2
1 − 2zh1h2 + (y − x)h2

2] = 0.

(34)

The boundary equation (34) has 8 real solutions.
Some of them are different parametrisations of the
same strata; in the end, four distinct edges are
obtained, coinciding with the results (19), (20),
(21), and (22) obtained from conventional method.

The orbit space has three vertices at the ends
of the edges:

~ρA = (1, 1, 1), ~ρB = ( 1
2 ,

1
2 , 0), ~ρC = (0, 1, 0). (35)

The h1 = h2 → 0 limit solution gives the two-
dimensional surface of the orbit space. If we take
a section of this surface at constant ζ, we obtain a
triangle on the ξη-plane whose vertices are given
by the intersection points of the ζ = const plane
with the edge I (in two places) and edge II. The
two straight edges III and IV are the degenerate
limiting cases of this triangle at extremal values
of ζ. The vertices of the triangle at a given ζ are
given by

~ρ0 =

(
1√
2

√
1− ζ, ζ, 0

)
, (36)

~ρ± =

(
1±√2ζ − 1

2
, ζ,

√
1±√2ζ − 1

2

)
, (37)

of which the triangle vertex (36) is the intersection
point of edge II, and the triangle vertices (37) are
the two crossings of edge I with the constant ζ
plane. Two-dimensional projections of the orbit
space on the ξζ-, ξη- and ζη-planes are shown in
Fig. 1.

The minimum of the potential occurs on the
convex hull of the orbit space [45, 50, 51]. Because
the cross section of the orbit space is given by a
triangle (the surface of the orbit space is a ruled
surface), the convex hull is determined by the
vertices and curved edges of the orbit space.

Only the neutral components of the Higgs
doublet and triplet should obtain VEVs. Insert-
ing these VEVs into the orbit space parameters,
we find we must require that the global mini-
mum be in the vertex ~ρA = (1, 1, 1) of the orbit
space. Electromagnetism is broken in the rest of
the orbit space. For example, the charge-breaking
extremum with vh/

√
2 = vh+ , vδ++ = −vδ, and

vδ+ = 0 considered in Ref. [48] is given by ~ρ =
(1/2, 1/2, 1/

√
2) which lies on the end of edge

IV where it meets edge I (but is not a vertex).
Any extrema on other vertices and edges must
have greater potential energy than that in vertex
A. Moreover, because the edges III and IV are
straight line segments, it is not necessary to con-
sider them separately in the minimisation of the
potential. They are automatically included in the
convex hull of the orbit space by their end points.

4 Bounded-from-Below
Conditions

It is known that if quartic terms in the scalar
potential have a biquadratic λijφ

2
iφ

2
j form of real

fields or gauge orbit variables, the potential is
bounded from below if the λij matrix is copos-
itive (positive on non-negative vectors) [52–54].
However, for our potential in (5), a complica-
tion arises due to the last term which is not
biquadratic. Note, though, that the constraints
obtained neglecting the λSH∆ are necessary con-
ditions for the potential to be BfB.

In this work, we derive the BfB conditions in a
scale-invariant singlet extention of type II seesaw
model for the first time. They cannot be given in
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Fig. 1 Two-dimensional projections of the orbit space on the ξζ-, ξη- and ζη-planes, respectively. Boundary solutions I,
II, III, and IV are shown in blue, green, yellow and red, respectively. The middle panel also shows the constant ζ = 2

3
triangular slice of the orbit space in gray. The projection on the ξη-plane is the union of such slices. The vertex A that
yields physical EWSB is projected to the upper-right corner of each plot.

a fully analytical form, but can be found semi-
numerically by solving the minimisation equations
for the fields on a sphere, the Lagrange multiplier
λ enforcing that condition, and the orbit space
variables. The details of the derivation and the
necessary and sufficient conditions on the Higgs
quartic couplings are given by in Appendix A.

5 Radiative Symmetry
Breaking

In multi-scalar theories, the treatment of radia-
tive symmetry breaking requires a special care and
general minimisation of the effective potential is a
difficult task. A method of analysing the minimum
of multi-scalar potential is devised by E. Gildener
and S. Weinberg [23]. Since scalar couplings evolve
with energy scale governed by their corresponding
renormalisation group equations (RGEs), the cen-
tral idea of Gildener-Weinberg (GW) method is
to choose a renormalisation scale µGW such that
the tree-level potential develops a continuous line
of degenerate non-trivial minima. Along this flat
direction, even small loop corrections can change
the shape of potential by developing a small cur-
vature in the radial direction. In this sense, the
GW method ensures a successful application of the
Coleman-Weinberg radiative symmetry breaking
mechanism in multi-scalar models.

5.1 Gildener-Weinberg Approach

We now apply the Gildener-Weinberg method to
our model. In the symmetry breaking vertex ~ρA =
(1, 1, 1) of the orbit space, the tree-level potential

(15) reads

V = λHh
4 + (λH∆ + λ′H∆)δ2h2

+ λHSs
2h2 + λSs

4 + λS∆s
2δ2

+ (λ∆ + λ′∆)δ4 − λSH∆sδh
2.

(38)

We now set all but the components that will get
VEVs to zero, so the field norms are given by

h2 =
φ2
h

2
, s2 =

S2
R

2
, δ2 =

φ2
δ

2
, (39)

and parametrise the fields as

φh = ϕNh, SR = ϕNs, φδ = ϕNδ. (40)

where ϕ is the radial coordinate and Ni has unit
norm. At the scale µGW, the tree-level potential
admits a flat direction defined by Ni = ni. The
condition for the flat direction being a station-
ary line is given by considering the minimum with
V = 0 on the unit sphere of fields, given by the
stationary point equations

0 = λHn
3
h +

1

2

[
(λH∆ + λ′H∆)n2

δ + λHSn
2
s

]
nh

− λSH∆

2
nsnδnh, (41)

0 = (λ∆ + λ′∆)n3
δ +

1

2

[
(λH∆ + λ′H∆)n2

h

+λS∆n
2
s

]
nδ −

λSH∆

4
nsn

2
h, (42)

0 = λSn
3
s +

1

2

[
λS∆n

2
δ + λHSn

2
h

]
ns
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− λSH∆

4
nδn

2
h, (43)

1 = n2
h + n2

δ + n2
s. (44)

Along the flat direction, a non-trivial mini-
mum can be obtained by minimising the one-loop
effective potential

Veff(ϕ) = A(~n)ϕ4 +B(~n)ϕ4 log
ϕ2

µ2
GW

. (45)

In the MS scheme, the dimensionless parameters
A(~n) and B(~n) read

A(~n) =
1

64π2v4
ϕ

[
6M4

W

(
log

M2
W

v2
ϕ

− 5

6

)
+3M4

Z

(
log

M2
Z

v2
ϕ

− 5

6

)
+
∑
i

niM
4
Hi

(
log

M2
Hi

v2
ϕ

− 3

2

)
−12M4

t

(
log

M2
t

v2
ϕ

− 3

2

)]
, (46)

B(~n) =
1

64π2v4
ϕ

[
6M4

W + 3M4
Z

+
∑
i

niM
4
Hi − 12M4

t

]
, (47)

where the sum runs over the number of scalar mass
eigenstates with ni = 2 for charged scalar and
ni = 1 for neutral scalar. The scalar Higgs mass
spectrum after EWSB is provided in Section 5.2.

5.2 Mass Spectrum

We calculate the scalar mass matrices and their
mixing matrices. Note that in the end the mix-
ing angles are completely determined by the flat
direction components ns, nh and nδ.

5.2.1 Mass of the neutral CP-even
Higgs

The mass-squared matrix M2
R of the neutral CP-

even Higgs in the weak basis (SR, φh, φδ) is given
by

(M2
R)11 =

[
2λSn

2
s +

λSH∆

4
n2
h

nδ
ns

]
v2
ϕ, (48)

(M2
R)12 =

[
λHSnhns −

λSH∆

2
nhnδ

]
v2
ϕ, (49)

(M2
R)13 =

[
λS∆nsnδ −

λSH∆

4
n2
h

]
v2
ϕ, (50)

(M2
R)22 = 2λHn

2
hv

2
ϕ, (51)

(M2
R)23 =

[
(λH∆ + λ′H∆)nhnδ

− λSH∆

2
nhnδ

]
v2
ϕ, (52)

(M2
R)33 =

[
2(λ∆ + λ′∆)n2

δ

+
λSH∆

4
n2
h

ns
nδ

]
v2
ϕ. (53)

The matrix M2
R can be diagonalised by

ORM2
R OT

R = diag
(
m2
ϕ,m

2
h,m

2
H

)
. (54)

The mixing matrix OR is quite complicated,
except for its first row that is given by the flat
direction:

(OR)1 = (ns, nh, nδ). (55)

The mass and weak eigenstates are related byϕh
H

 = OR

SRφh
φδ

 . (56)

5.2.2 Mass of the neutral CP-odd
Higgs

The mass-squared matrix of the neutral CP-odd
Higgs in the weak basis (SI , χh, χδ) is, after the
minimum conditions are applied, given by

M2
I =

λSH∆

2
v2
ϕ


n2
h

2
nδ
ns

nhnδ −n
2
h

2

nhnδ 2nsnδ −nhns

−n
2
h

2 −nhns n2
h

2
ns
nδ

 . (57)

The matrix rank of M2
I is one and the null space

of this matrix is two-dimensional. Hence, there
are two massless fields: the unphysical Goldstone
boson G which will become the longitudinal com-
ponent of the Z boson, and the physical majoron
J . The matrix M2

I can be diagonalised by

OIM2
I OT

I = diag
(
0, 0,m2

A

)
, (58)
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where

OI =

−CI1ns(n2
h + 4n2

δ) CI1 2nhn
2
δ −CI1n2

hnδ
0 CI2 nh CI2 2nδ

−CI3 nδ
ns

−CI3 2nδ
nh

CI3


(59)

with

C−1
I1 =

√
(n2
h + 4n2

δ)

×
√

(4n2
sn

2
δ + n2

h(n2
s + n2

δ)), (60)

C−1
I2 =

√
n2
h + 4n2

δ , (61)

C−1
I3 =

√
1 +

(
4

n2
h

+
1

n2
s

)
n2
δ . (62)

The mass and weak eigenstates are related by J
G
A

 = OI

 SI
χh
χδ

 . (63)

5.2.3 Mass of the singly-charged Higgs

The mass-squared matrix of the singly-charged
Higgs is

M2
± =

v2
ϕ

4
(λSH∆nsnh − λ′H∆nδnh)

×

 2 nδnh −
√

2

−
√

2 nh
nδ

 (64)

in the weak basis (h±, δ±). The zero eigenvalue of
M2
± corresponds to the charged Goldstone boson

absorbed by W±. This mass matrix can be diag-
onalised by the orthogonal matrix O± such that
O±M2

±OT
± = diag(mH± , 0), where

O± =
1√

n2
h + 2n2

δ

(√
2nδ −nh
nh

√
2nδ

)
, (65)

and the physical charged Higgs mass is

m2
H± =

v2
ϕ

4
(λSH∆nsnh − λ′H∆nhnδ)

n2
h + 2n2

δ

nhnδ
.

(66)

5.2.4 Mass of doubly charged Higgs

Applying the tadpole condition, the mass squared
of the doubly-charged Higgs takes the form

m2
H±± = v2

ϕ

(
λSH∆

4

ns
nδ
n2
h − λ′∆n2

δ −
λ′H∆

2
n2
h

)
.

(67)

5.3 Parametrisation via VEVs and
Masses

We now parametrise the quartic couplings via the
VEVs of fields and the masses of particles. The
scalar potential (5) has nine free parameters; in
addition, the flat direction component ns can be
given via other ones. On the other hand, we have
eight nonzero independent VEVs and masses: vϕ,
nh, nδ, mA, mh, mH , mH± and mH±± .

We consider the tree-level mass hierarchy
mϕ < mh < mH of the CP-even mass eigen-
states. We identify h with the SM-like Higgs with
mh = 125.25 GeV. The mass of the dilaton ϕ
is zero at tree level (note that at one-loop level,
the dilaton can become heavier than the SM-like
Higgs).

We solve the Eqs. (41), (42), (43) and (44)
together with

m2
h +m2

H = trM2
R, (68)

m2
hm

2
H =

1

2

[
(trM2

R)2

− tr
(
M2

R

)2]
, (69)

m2
A = trM2

I , (70)

m2
H± = trM2

±, (71)

m2
H±± =M2

±±, (72)

where we take into account that the dilaton mass
is zero at tree level and that M2

I and M2
± also

contain zero eigenvalues – Goldstone masses.2

Note that the equations detM2
R = detM2

I =
detM2

± = 0 do not provide further constraints on
quartic couplings.

Considering, without loss of generality, only
ns > 0, the system of equations has two solutions,

2We use the three invariants of a 3 × 3 matrix M2 in
terms of its eigenvalues m2

i , i.e. trM2 = m2
1 + m2

2 + m2
3,

tr
(
adjM2

)
= 1

2 [(trM2)2 − tr
(
M2

)2
] = m2

1m
2
2 + m2

1m
2
3 +

m2
2m

2
3 and detM2 = m2

1m
2
2m

2
3.
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of which we pick the one that tends to give per-
turbative values to quartic couplings. Because we
have nine free parameters in the potential, but
eight VEVs and masses, we have to specify the
value of one of the quartic couplings. For this we
choose λ∆, because it is more convenient to remain
within perturbativity bounds in this way. Unfor-
tunately the solutions to the above equations are
too lengthy to present explicitly. The solutions for
λ′∆ and λH∆ are sensitive to the value of the triplet
VEV and their expansion in Taylor series results
in inaccurate expressions.

The dilaton mass mϕ arises at one-loop level
via

mϕ = 8B(~n) (73)

with B(~n) given by Eq. (47). All the mixing angles
of the mass matrices are also determined by the
VEVs and masses. In particular, since ϕ is the
scalon, the first row of the CP-even scalar mixing
matrix is given by the flat direction unit vector ~n.

6 Numerical Study

In this section, we show representative examples
of the parameter space with radiative symmetry
breaking that results in the electroweak vacuum
together with various theoretical and experimen-
tal constraints.

We fix the doublet and triplet Higgs VEVs to
the combination v ≡

√
v2
h + 2v2

δ = 246.22 GeV
and the SM-like Higgs mass mh = 125.25 GeV.
For the triplet self-coupling λ∆, we use the value
λ∆ = 0.1 which is sufficient to ensure vacuum
stability but not too large so as not to run
non-perturbative at a high scale.

We consider the following experimental and
theoretical constraints on the parameter space:

• The ρ parameter;
• Electroweak precision parameters;
• Collider bounds on H++;
• Energy loss from red giants via Majorons;
• Mixing of the Higgs boson with other scalars;
• Higgs-to-Majoron decay h→ JJ ;
• Higgs-to-dilaton decay h→ ϕϕ;
• Bounded-from-below conditions;
• Perturbativity of the quartic couplings in the

minimum;
• Perturbativity of couplings at the Planck scale.

As usual with a mostly singlet majoron, the Z →
ϕJ decay is negligible and does not constrain the
parameter space.

Because in the type II seesaw model the triplet
component masses commonly lie near a common
mass scale, we define as usual

δm1 = mH±−mH , δm2 = mH±±−mH± . (74)

The triplet VEV contributes to the ρ parame-
ter ρ ≡ m2

W /(m
2
Zc

2
W ), where cW is the cosine

of the Weinberg angle. Comparing the value ρ =
1.00038 ± 0.00020 from a global fit [55] with ρ ≈
1 − v2

δ/v
2 from the type II seesaw, one obtains

the bound vδ ≤ 2.6 GeV at the 3σ C.L. [43]. The
mass differences of the triplet components cannot
be arbitrarily large due to constraints from the
electroweak precision parameters [56, 57]. From a
global fit on the S and T parameter (with U = 0)
[55], one obtains |δm1| ≈ |δm2| ≤ 45.5 GeV at
90% C.L. [43]. In our examples, we take δm1 =
δm2 = δm and mA = mH .

The doubly-charged scalar decays predomi-
nantly into gauge bosons for vδ > 10−4 GeV,
giving the bound on its mass mH++ ≥ 220 GeV,
while for vδ < 10−4 GeV, one has mH++ ≥
870 GeV since then it will decay predominantly
into leptons [58].

A strong constraint on the pseudoscalar mixing
comes from the energy loss from red giant stars via
the process γ+e− → e−+J , since the Majoron can
escape the star [59–62]. This restricts the coupling

gēeJ =
ye√

2
(OI)12 ≈

2me

v2
h

v2
δ

vs
(75)

to be within gēeJ ≤ 10−10 to 10−12. Since the gēeJ
coupling is suppressed by v2

δ , this constraint only
requires vδ ≤ 10−1 GeV in order to be satisfied.

The mixing of the Higgs boson with other CP-
even fields, given by the |(OR)22| element of the
CP-even mixing matrix, is constrained by global
fits of the Higgs couplings and by the LEP data
[63].

If the dilaton mass is less than mh/2, then the
SM-like Higgs boson can decay into dilatons with
the decay width

Γh→ϕϕ =
g2
hϕϕ

32πmh

√
1− 4m2

ϕ

m2
h

. (76)
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Fig. 2 The parameter space on the |δm| vs. mH plane with vδ = 0.1 GeV and λ∆ = 0.1. In the left panel, vϕ = 1000 GeV;
in the right panel, vϕ = 5000 GeV. The black lines are contours of the dilaton mass mϕ/GeV. The couplings are non-
perturbative in the red region (not perturbative up to the Planck scale in the red dotted region) and the potential is not
bounded from below in the yellow region. The blue region is forbidden by the mixing of the Higgs boson with the other fields.

If the branching ratio BRh→ϕϕ is large enough,
this significantly constrains the Higgs mixing [64].

The h→ JJ decay will contribute to the Higgs
invisible width. The decay width is given by

Γh→JJ =
1

32π

g2
hJJ

mh
, (77)

while the SM Higgs width is Γh→SM = 4.07 ×
10−3 GeV. The Higgs invisible branching ratio is
given by

BRh→inv =
Γh→JJ + Γh→ϕϕBR2

ϕ→JJ

Γh→SM + Γh→ϕϕ + Γh→JJ
, (78)

where

BRϕ→JJ =
Γϕ→JJ

Γh→SM(mϕ)(OR)2
12 + Γϕ→JJ

. (79)

We have (OR)12 = nh and Γh→SM(mϕ) is obtained
from [65].3 Latest measurements by the CMS
experiment at the LHC find BRh→inv < 0.18 [66],

3Numerically, the second term in the numerator of Eq. (78)
is negligible. We also neglect the contribution of the triplet
component of the dilaton to the decay with into the SM, since
it is proportional to n2

δ.

while the ATLAS experiment finds BRh→inv <
0.145 [67]; we require the latter constraint.

We have also identified the parameter space in
which the couplings remain perturbative up to the
Planck scale, by calculating the RG running with
the RGEs given in Appendix B. As initial values of
gauge couplings and top Yukawa coupling, we use
gY (Mt) = 0.35745, g2(Mt) = 0.64779, g3(Mt) =
1.1666, yt(Mt) = 0.93690 [68].

We also comment on the fate of the Higgs dou-
blet quartic coupling from weak scale to Planck
scale. As is well known that RGE running of quar-
tic coupling in SM crosses zero around 1010 GeV
due to the strong negative contribution from the
top Yukawa term [68, 69]. The situation can be
dramatically changed with positive contributions
from additional bosons. In the case of singlet
extension of type II seesaw, there are new contri-
butions to the the Higgs quartic β-function from
the portal couplings λH∆, λ′H∆, and λHS . It can
be seen that in this model, the λH can remain
positive up to the Planck scale signaling that the
vacuum will be stable.
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The parameter space in the |δm| vs. mH plane
is shown in Figure 2.4 The couplings are non-
perturbative at the weak scale in the red region
and not perturbative up to the Planck scale in the
dotted red region (in this region, a Landau pole
arises at the scale 108 GeV at the highest). The
potential is not bounded from below in the yel-
low region. Both the BfB and non-perturbativity
bounds arise from λ′∆ that becomes large and neg-
ative with larger |δm|. The BfB bound is mostly
due to violation of the λ∆ + λ′∆ > 0 condition
in Eq. (A2). The blue region is forbidden by the
mixing of Higgs and other scalars which alters
the Higgs signal strengths [63]. The left panel of
Figure 2 shows the parameter space for vϕ =
1000 GeV; in the right panel, vϕ = 5000 GeV,
while vδ = 0.1 GeV in both cases. For vϕ =
1000 GeV, only the lower-left corner of the plot
presents parameter space that satisfies all the
constraints. For the larger vϕ = 5000 GeV, the
CP-even scalar mixing is not constraining and the
couplings remain perturbative up to the Planck
scale in a larger region.

Because in most cases, as we see, the mass
difference δm has to be very small, it is interest-
ing to study separately the parameter space with
δm = 0. This is shown in Fig. 3 in the vϕ vs. mH

plane with contours of the dilaton mass mϕ (black
lines). This plot is valid for any small value of vδ.
The quartic couplings are non-perturbative in the
solid red region and have a Landau pole Λ < mP

in the dotted red region. The blue region is forbid-
den by the mixing of other scalars with the Higgs
boson which alters the Higgs signal strengths and
the violet region by the Higgs invisible branching
ratio Eq. (78). The branching ratio BRh→ϕϕ prac-
tically vanishes for the shown parameter space.
Satisfying other constraints (except perturbativ-
ity up to the Planck scale), with vϕ = 600 GeV,
the Higgs quartic can be down to 83% of its SM
value. When perturbativity up to the Planck scale
is required, the value differs from the SM value
up to 5%. The Higgs quartic remains positive up
to the Planck scale in the same region in which
couplings remain perturbative up to the Planck
scale.

4The parameter space is practically symmetric in δm for the
range of parameters we show, so we only show positive |δm|;
in larger regions this may not hold.
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Fig. 3 The parameter space on the vϕ vs. mH plane with
δm = 0 GeV. The black lines are contours of the dilaton
mass mϕ/GeV. The couplings are non-perturbative in the
red region (not perturbative up to the Planck scale in the
red dotted region). The blue region is forbidden by the
mixing of other scalars with the Higgs boson and the violet
region by the Higgs invisible width from Higgs decay into
majorons.

As an example, the values of quartic couplings
for three benchmark points that satisfy all con-
straints are listed in Table 1. Point A is chosen
with a small mH = 225 GeV in the region where a
vϕ = 1.5 TeV is allowed: in this point, λH = 0.126
is smaller than its SM value. In points B and C, we
choose a larger vϕ = 5 TeV and the Higgs quartic
coupling is practically the same as in the SM.

RGE running of scalar quartic couplings for
the benchmark point A in Table 1 is demonstrated
in Figure 4. The couplings λS and λHS∆ that are
tiny and run very little are not shown. The RGE
running for the other two benchmark points is
rather similar.
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Table 1 A few benchmark points with δm = 0 GeV, vδ = 0.1 GeV and λδ = 0.1 that satisfy all constraints.

BP mH/GeV vϕ/GeV vδ λH λ′∆ λS λHS λH∆ λ′H∆ λS∆ λSH∆

A 225 1500 0.1 0.126 0.023 9.7× 10−4 −0.00697 0.330 −1.11× 10−6 0.037 2.3× 10−4

B 225 5000 0.1 0.129 0.0020 7.6× 10−7 −6.28× 10−4 0.325 −1.10× 10−8 0.0033 6.6× 10−5

C 1000 5000 0.1 0.129 0.040 7.6× 10−7 −6.28× 10−4 0.329 −2.18× 10−7 0.0079 1.3× 10−3

λS∆
λHS

λ′
H∆

λH∆

λ′
∆

λ∆

λH

103 105 107 109 1011 1013 1015 1017 1019

µ/GeV
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0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9
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Fig. 4 RGE running of scalar quartic couplings for the benchmark point A in Table 1. The tiny couplings λS and λHS∆

that run very little are not shown.

7 Conclusions

In this paper, we have considered the singlet
extension of type II seesaw possessing classical
scale invariance. A new scalar singlet has been
introduced, whose VEV spontaneously breaks the
global lepton number symmetry. Consequently,
the majoron – the Goldstone boson of lepton
number breaking – is mostly singlet-like. This
framework is interesting in three aspects. First,
the triplet Yukawa coupling of type II seesaw,
together with spontaneous breaking of the lep-
ton number, addresses the neutrino mass problem.
Second, a classical scale-invariant theory paves
the way to the origin of the electroweak potential
which also allows us to cure the hierarchy problem.
Last, the incorporation of a new bosonic degree of

freedom can save the vacuum of the theory from
being unstable.

In order to minimise a complicated scalar
potential, we determine and use the gauge orbit
space of the model. A full set of sufficient and
necessary conditions for the scalar potential to be
bounded from below is derived in Appendix A.
The multi-scalar potential is minimised with the
Gildener-Weinberg method. The quartic couplings
are parametrised in terms of VEVs and masses.

We showed that the perturbativity of quartic
couplings and the stability of electroweak vac-
uum can be maintained all the way up to the
Planck scale with the new contributions coming
from the singlet and triplet scalars. In particu-
lar, the evolution of λH with the energy scale
can be prevented from crossing zero value at high
energy due to sizeable contributions from λH∆
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and λ′H∆. In the allowed parameter space, demon-
strated in Figures 2 and 3, the mass splittings
between triplet-like states have to be almost zero.

In conclusion, we have shown in this work that
radiative symmetry breaking can be realised in the
scale-invariant singlet extension of type II seesaw
model, taking into account restrictions from col-
lider experiments and astrophysics. Due to new
scalar fields, the model has rich phenomenology.
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Appendix A Derivation of
Bounded-from-
Below
Conditions

We derive the necessary and sufficient bounded-
from-below conditions for the scalar potential.
Because the potential (15) is linear in the orbit
space variables, its minimum with respect to them
lies on the boundary of the orbit space, more pre-
cisely on the intersection of the boundary and its
convex hull. As discussed at the end of Sec. (3), it
is enough to give the conditions at the vertices A,
B and C (35) and at the edges I (19) and II (20) of
the orbit space. Notice that the end points of edge
I are vertices A and C, and the end points of edge
II are vertices B and C. If there are no physical
solution inside an edge, then the edge minimum is
at an end point.

The vertex A is already accounted for, because
we require the flat direction of the potential to lie
there. At vertices B and C and edge II, the orbit
space parameter η = 0 which makes the potential
biquadratic there. Therefore at B and C we can
derive BfB conditions by requiring copositivity of

the quartic coupling matrix [70]:

Λ =

 λH
1
2 (λH∆ + ξλ′H∆) 1

2λHS
1
2 (λH∆ + ξλ′H∆) λ∆ + ζλ′∆

1
2λS∆

1
2λHS

1
2λS∆ λS

 .

(A1)
The copositivity conditions for the matrix (A1)
read

λH > 0, λ∆ + ζλ′∆ > 0, λS > 0,

λ̄H∆ ≡
1

2
(λH∆ + ξλ′H∆)

+
√
λH(λ∆ + ζλ′∆) > 0,

λ̄HS ≡
1

2
λHS +

√
λHλS > 0,

λ̄S∆ ≡
1

2
λS∆ +

√
λS(λ∆ + ζλ′∆),√

λH(λ∆ + ζλ′∆)λS +
1

2
λS∆

√
λH

+
1

2
λHS

√
λ∆ + ζλ′∆

+
1

2
(λH∆ + ξλ′H∆)

√
λS

+
√

2λ̄H∆λ̄HS λ̄S∆ > 0.

(A2)

These conditions must hold true for the values of
orbit space variables ξ and ζ at both vertices B
and C (35).

On edge II, we can minimise the potential
(15) on a unit sphere of fields together with the
orbit variable ξ parametrising the edge and the
Lagrange multiplier λ by solving

2λs = s (2λHSh
2 + 4λSs

2 + 2λS∆δ
2),

2λh = h [2λHSs
2 + 4λHh

2

+ 2(λH∆ + ξλ′H∆)δ2],

2λδ = δ[2λS∆s
2 + 2(λH∆ + ξλ′H∆)h2

+ 4(λ∆ + (1− 2ξ2)λ′∆)δ2],

0 = λ′H∆h
2δ2 − 4ξλ′∆δ

4,

1 = h2 + s2 + δ2.

(A3)

These equations can be solved analytically. For
each solution, one has to check whether the vari-
ables are in the physically allowed range and if
they are, check that the Lagrange parameter λ,
proportional to the potential V for this solution,
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is greater than zero:

0 < h2 < 1 ∧ 0 ≤ s2 < 1 ∧ 0 < δ2 < 1

∧ 0 < ξ <
1

2
=⇒ V > 0.

(A4)

Notice that p =⇒ q is equivalent to ¬p ∨ q and
also that λ ∝ V for each solution.

On edge I, the minimisation equations for the
fields on a unit sphere, ξ and λ are given by

2λs = s (2λHSh
2 + 4λSs

2 + 2λS∆δ
2)

−
√
ξ|λSH∆|h2δ,

2λh = h [2λHSs
2 + 4λHh

2

+ 2(λH∆ + ξλ′H∆)δ2 − 2
√
ξ|λSH∆|sδ],

2λδ = δ[2λS∆s
2 + 2(λH∆ + ξλ′H∆)h2

+ 4(λ∆ + (1− 2ξ + 2ξ2)λ′∆)δ2]

−
√
ξ|λSH∆|h2s,

0 = h2

(
λ′H∆δ

2 − |λSH∆|sδ
2
√
ξ

)
+ 2(2ξ − 1)λ′∆δ

4,

1 = h2 + s2 + δ2.

(A5)

These equations can only be solved numerically.5

Similarly to the case of Eq. (A4) for edge II, one
has to check that the solutions are in the physi-
cal range before checking that V > 0 with these
arguments:

0 ≤ h < 1 ∧ 0 ≤ s < 1 ∧ 0 ≤ δ < 1

∧ 0 < ξ < 1 =⇒ V > 0.
(A6)

Altogether, since vertex A is accounted for by the
requirement of a flat direction, the BfB conditions
can be written as

V |B > 0 ∧ V |C > 0 ∧ V |II > 0 ∧ V |I > 0, (A7)

where the first two conditions are given by Eq.
(A2) with, respectively, the values of the orbit
variables at vertices B and C inserted, and the last
two conditions are given by Eq. (A4) which has to
be satisfied for each solution of Eq. (A3) and (A6)
which has to be satisfied for each solution of Eq.
(A5).

5Because usually λSH∆ is very small, good necessary condi-
tions are obtained by setting it to zero in Eq. (A5).

Appendix B RGEs of quartic
couplings

We use the PyR@TE package [71] to calculate
the beta-functions of all scalar quartic couplings,
gauge couplings and the top Yukawa coupling at
two-loop level (we have ignored all other Yukawa
couplings). For conciseness, we only provide the
one-loop results here, while in our numerical study
we use the two-loop beta-functions. The beta-
functions are given by

dλH
dt

=
1

16π2

[
24λ2

H +
1

2
λ2
SH∆ + 3λ2

H∆

+ λ2
HS + 3λH∆λ

′
H∆ +

5

4
λ′2H∆

+
3

8
g4

1 +
9

8
g4

2 +
3

4
g2

1g
2
2 − (3g2

1 + 9g2
2)λH

− 6y4
t + 12λHy

2
t

]
, (B8)

dλ∆

dt
=

1

16π2

[
28λ2

∆ + 24λ∆λ
′
∆ + 6λ′2∆ + 2λ2

H∆

+ 2λH∆λ
′
H∆ + λ2

S∆ + 6g4
1 + 15g4

2

−12g2
1g

2
2 −

(
12g2

1 + 24g2
2

)
λ∆

]
, (B9)

dλ′∆
dt

=
1

16π2

[
18λ′2∆ + 24λ∆λ

′
∆ + λ′2H∆ − 6g4

2

+ 24g2
1g

2
2 −

(
12g2

1 + 24g2
2

)
λ′∆

]
, (B10)

dλS
dt

=
1

16π2

[
20λ2

S + 2λ2
HS + 3λ2

S∆

]
, (B11)

dλH∆

dt
=

1

16π2

[
3g4

1 + 6g4
2 − 6g2

1g
2
2 + 6λH∆y

2
t

−
(

15

2
g2

1 +
33

2
g2

2

)
λH∆ + 12λHλH∆

+ 4λHλ
′
H∆ + 4λ2

H∆ + 16λ∆λH∆

+ 12λ′∆λH∆ + λ′2H∆ + 6λ∆λ
′
H∆

+2λ′∆λ
′
H∆ + 2λHSλS∆

]
, (B12)

dλ′H∆

dt
=

1

16π2

[
12g2

1g
2
2 −

(
15

2
g2

1 +
33

2
g2

2

)
λ′H∆

+ 4λHλ
′
H∆ + 8λH∆λ

′
H∆ + 4λ′2H∆

+ 4λ∆λ
′
H∆ + 8λ′∆λ

′
H∆ + 2λ2

SH∆

+ 6λ′H∆y
2
t

]
, (B13)

dλHS
dt

=
1

16π2

[
4λ2

HS + 8λHSλS + 12λHλHS
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+ 6λS∆λH∆ + 3λS∆λ
′
H∆ + 3λ2

SH∆

−
(

3

2
g2

1 +
9

2
g2

2

)
λHS + 6λHSy

2
t

]
, (B14)

dλS∆

dt
=

1

16π2

[
4λ2

S∆ + λHS(4λH∆ + 2λ′H∆)

+ λS∆(16λ∆ + 12λ′∆ + 8λS) + λ2
SH∆

−(6g2
1 + 12g2

2)λS∆

]
, (B15)

dλSH∆

dt
=

1

16π2

[
4λH + 4λH∆ + 6λ′H∆

+ 4λHS + 2λS∆ + 6y2
t −

9

2
g2

1

− 21

2
g2

2

]
λSH∆, (B16)

where g1, g2, g3 are the gauge coupling of U(1)Y ,
SU(2)L, and SU(3)c, respectively.
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