arXiv:1912.01483v1 [hep-ph] 3 Dec 2019

Neutrinos, vacuum stability and triple Higgs coupling in SMASH

Timo J. Kärkkäinen^∗ Institute for Theoretical Physics, ELTE EÃűtvÃűs LorÃąnd University, PÃązmÃąny PÃľter sÃľtÃąny 1/A, 1117 Budapest, Hungary

Katri Huitu^† Department of Physics and Helsinki Institute of Physics, P. O. Box 64, FI-00014 University of Helsinki, Finland

C.R. Das^‡ Bogoliubov Laboratory of Theoretical Physics, Joint Institute for Nuclear Research, International Intergovernmental Organization, Joliot-Curie 6, 141980 Dubna, Moscow region, Russian Federation (Dated: December 7, 2019)

Abstract

We perform a phenomenological analysis of the observable consequences on the extended scalar sector of the SMASH (Standard Model - Axion - Seesaw - Higgs portal inflation) framework. We solve the vacuum metastability problem in a suitable region of SMASH scalar parameter spaces and discuss the one-loop correction to triple Higgs coupling λ_{HHH} . We also find that the correct neutrino masses and mass squared differences and baryonic asymmetry of the universe can arise from this model and consider running of the Yukawa couplings of the model. In fact, we perform a full two-loop renormalization group analysis of the SMASH model.

∗ karkkainen@caesar.elte.hu † katri.huitu@helsinki.fi ‡ das@theor.jinr.ru

I. INTRODUCTION

After the discovery of the Standard Model (SM) Higgs boson [1, 2], every elementary particle of the SM has been confirmed to exist. Even though the past forty years have been a spectacular triumph for the SM, the mass of the Higgs boson (m_H = 125.09 ± 0.32 GeV) poses a serious problem for the SM. It is well-known that the SM Higgs potential is metastable [3], as the sign of the quartic coupling, λ_H , turns negative at instability scale Λ_{IS} ∼ 10^{11} GeV. On the other hand, the SM is devoid of nonperturbativity problem, since the nonperturbativity scale Λ_{NS} ≫ M_{P l}, where M_{P l} = 1.22 × 10^{19} GeV is the Planck scale. At the post-Planckian regime effects of quantum gravity are expected to dominate, and the nonperturbativity scale is therefore well beyond the validity region of the SM, unlike the instability scale. The largest uncertainties of SM vacuum stability are driven by top quark pole mass and the mass of SM Higgs boson. The current data is in significant tension with the stability hypothesis, making it more likely that the universe is in a false vacuum state. The expected lifetime of vacuum decay to a true vacuum is extraordinarily long, and it is unlikely to affect the evolution of the universe. However, it is unclear why the vacuum state entered into a false vacuum, to begin with during the early universe. In this post-SM era, the emergence of vacuum stability problem (among many others) forces the particle theorists to expand the SM in such a way that the λ_H will stay positive during the running all the way up to the Planck scale.

It is possible that at or below the instability scale heavy degrees of freedom originating from a theory beyond the SM start to alter the running of the SM parameters of renormalization group equations (RGE). This approach aims to solve the vacuum stability problem by proving that the universe is currently in a true vacuum. One theory candidate is a complex singlet scalar extended SM. The scalar sector of such a theory may stabilise the theory with a threshold mechanism [4, 5]. The effective SM Higgs coupling gains a positive correction δ ≡ λ^2_{Hσ}/λ_σ at m_σ, where λ_{Hσ} is the Higgs doublet-singlet portal coupling an λ_σ is the quartic coupling of the new scalar.

Corrections altering λ_H would in such a model induce also corrections to triple Higgs coupling, λ^{tree}_{HHH} = 3m_H /v^2, where v = 246.22 GeV is the SM Higgs vacuum expectation value (VEV). The triple Higgs coupling is uniquely determined by the SM but unmeasured. In fact, the Run 2 data from Large Hadron Collider (LHC) have only been able to determine the upper limit of the coupling to be 15 times the SM prediction [6]. Therefore, future prospects of measuring a deviation of triple Higgs coupling by the high-luminosity upgrade of the LHC (HL-LHC) [7] or by a planned next-generation Future Circular Collider (FCC) [8–10] gives us hints of the structure of the scalar sector of a beyond-the-SM theory. Previous work has shown that large corrections to triple Higgs coupling might originate from a theory with one extra Dirac neutrino [11], inverse seesaw model [12], two Higgs doublet model [13–15], one extra scalar singlet [16–18] or in Type II seesaw model [19].

The complex singlet scalar, and consequently the corresponding threshold mechanism, is embedded in a recent SMASH [20–22] theory, which utilizes it at λ_{Hσ} ∼ −10^{−6} and λ_σ ∼ 10^{−10}. The mechanism turns out to be dominant unless the new Yukawa couplings of SMASH are O(1). In addition to its simple scalar sector extension, SMASH includes electroweak singlet quarks Q and Q and three heavy right-handed Majorana neutrinos N_1, N_2 and N_3 to generate masses to neutrinos.

The structure of this paper is as follows. In Sec. II, we summarize the SMASH model and cover the relevant details on its scalar and neutrino sectors. In Sec. III, we discuss the methods, numerical details, RGE running and our choice of benchmark points. Our results are presented of Sec. IV, where the viable parameter space is constrained by various current experimental limits. We give our short conclusions on Sec. V.

II. THEORY

SMASH framework [20–22] expands the scalar sector of the SM by introducing a complex singlet field σ = 1 √ 2 (v_σ + ρ) e^{iA/vσ} , (1) where ρ and A (the axion) are real scalar fields, and v_σ ≫ v is the VEV of the complex singlet. The scalar potential of SMASH is then

V (H, σ) = λ_H ( H^†H − v^2 2 )_2 + λ_σ ( |σ|^2 − v^2_σ 2 )_2 + 2λ_{Hσ} ( H^†H − v^2 2 ) ( |σ|^2 − v^2_σ 2 ) . (2)

Defining ϕ_1 = H and ϕ_2 = σ, the scalar mass matrix of this potential is

(M_{ij} ) =^1_2^{∂2V}_{∂ϕi∂ϕj} | | | |^{H=v/√2,} σ=v_σ / √ 2 = 2λ^H v^2 2λ^{Hσ}vv^σ 2λ_{Hσ}vv_σ 2λ_σv^2_σ , (3)

which has eigenvalues

m^2_H ≈ 2 (λ_H v^2 + λ_{Hσ}v^2_σ) , (4)

m^2_σ ≈ 2 (λ_σv^2_σ + λ_{Hσ}v^2) . (5)

The SMASH framework also includes a new quark-like field Q, which has colour but is an electroweak singlet. It gains its mass via Higgs mechanism, through complex singlet σ. It arises from Yukawa term: L^Y_Q = Y_QQσQ ⇒ m_Q ≈ Y_Qv_σ √ 2 . (6)

We will show later that Y_Q = O(1) is forbidden by vacuum stability requirement. The hypercharge of Q is chosen to be q = −1/3, even though also q = 2/3 is possible. Our analysis is almost independent of the hypercharge assignment.

A. Threshold correction

Consider an energy scale below m_σ < Λ_{IS}, where the heavy scalar σ is integrated out. The low-energy Higgs potential should match the SM Higgs potential:

V (H) = λ^{SM}_H ( H^†H − v^2 2 )_2 . (7)

It turns out that the quartic coupling we measure has an additional term:

λ^{SM}_H = λ_H − λ^2_{Hσ} λ_σ . (8)

Since the SM Higgs quartic coupling will be approximately λ_H (M_{P l}) ≈ −0.02, the threshold correction δ ≡ λ^2_{Hσ} λ_σ (9)

HρH = −iλ_{Hσ}v_σ ; Hρ = −iλ_{Hσ} v

FIG. 1. Vertex factors on trilinear vertices involving both SM Higgs boson and a real singlet ρ. They can be derived from Eq. (2). We denote ρ and its propagator by red colour.

should have a minimum value close to |λ_H (M_{P l})| or slightly larger to push the high-energy counterpart λ_H to positive value all the way up to M_{P l}. A too large correction will however increase λ_H too rapidly, exceeding the perturbativity limit √ 4π. Similar to λ_H , the SM Higgs quadratic parameter μ_H gains a threshold correction: ( μ^{SM}_H

)_2 = μ^2_H − λ_{Hσ} λ_σ μ^2_σ. (10)

In the literature [4, 5], there are two possible ways of implementing this threshold mechanism. One may start by solving the SM RGE’s up to m_σ, where the new singlet effects kick in, and the quadratic and quartic couplings gain sudden increments. Continuation of RGE analysis to even higher scales then requires utilizing the new RGE’s up to the Planck scale.

Another way is to solve the new RGE’s from the SM scale, not bothering to solve the low-energy SM RGE’s at all. We will use the former approach.

B. One-loop correction to triple Higgs coupling

The portal term of the Higgs potential contains the trilinear couplings for HHρ and Hρρ vertices. The vertex factors for HHρ and Hρρ vertices are introduced in Fig. 1. The oneloop diagrams contributing to SM triple Higgs coupling are in Fig. 2. We denote the SM tree-level triple Higgs coupling as λ_{HHH} . The correction is gained by adding all the triangle diagrams (taking into account the symmetry factors):

Δλ_{HHH} = 3 · 2 · λ_{HHH} λ^2_{Hσ}v^2_σI(m_H , m_H , m_ρ; p, q) + 3 · 2 · λ^3_{Hσ}vv^2_σI(m_H , m_ρ, m_ρ; p, q) + 6 · λ^3_{Hσ}v^3I(m_ρ, m_ρ, m_ρ; p, q). (11)

H HρHH H H HρρH H Hρρ ρH H

FIG. 2. One-loop corrections to SM triple Higgs coupling induced by the existence of an extra scalar singlet.

Here p and q are the external momenta and the loop integral is defined as

I(m_A, m_B , m_C ; p, q) = ∫ d^4k (2π)^4 1 (k^2 − m^2_A)((k − p)^2 − m^2_B )((k + q)^2 − m^2_C )

. (12)

The process H → HH is disallowed for on-shell external momenta, so at least one of them must be off-shell. The first diagram is dominant due to heaviness of the ρ scalar. Therefore, we may ignore the subleading contributions of diagrams involving two or more ρ propagators. Integrating out the heavy scalar and calculating the integral,

Δλ_{HHH} = −λ_{HHH} 3δ 16π^2 ( 2 + ln μ^2 m^2_H − z ln z + 1 z − 1 ) (13)

where z ≡ √ 1 + (4m^2_H /q^2) and μ = M_{P l} = 1.22 × 10^{19} GeV is the regularization scale (in our analysis, chosen to be the Planck scale). We have used the modified minimal subtraction scheme (MS), where the terms ln 4π and Euler-Mascheroni constant γ_E ≈ 0.57722 emerging in the calculation are absorbed to the regularization scale μ. Note that the correction is dependent on the Higgs off-shell momentum q ≡ q^∗, which we assume to be at O(1) TeV at the LHC and HL-LHC. It is especially interesting to see that at the leading order, the triple Higgs coupling correction is proportional to the threshould corrections. This intimate connection forbids a too large correction. In fact, the bound from vacuum stability turns out to constrain the triple Higgs coupling correction to ≲ 25%, as we shall see in Section IV. It should be noted that loop corrections contributing to the final to-be-observed value are included in the SM. Indeed, experiments are measuring λ^{SM}_{HHH} = λ^{SM(tree)}_{HHH} + λ^{SM(1-loop)}_{HHH} (q^∗) +

. . ., where the SM one-loop correction depends on the Higgs off-shell momentum. At the O(1) TeV scale we are considering, the SM 1-loop correction amounts to approximately −7% [11].

C. Light neutrino masses

Neutrino sector of SMASH is able to generate correct neutrino masses and observed baryon asymmetry of the universe with suitable benchmarks. The relevant Yukawa terms for neutrinos in the model are

L^Y_ν = − 1 2 Y^{ij}_n σN_iN_j − Y^{ij}_ν L_iεHN_j. (14) We take a simplified approach: Dirac and Majorana Yukawa matrices (Y_ν and Y_n, respectively) are assumed to be diagonal.

Y_ν = y_1 0 0 0 y_2 0 0 0 y_3

, Y_n =

Y_1 0 0 0 Y_2 0 0 0 Y_3

. (15)

To generate baryonic asymmetry of the universe, SMASH utilizes thermal leptogenesis scenario [23], which generates lepton asymmetry in the early universe and leads to baryon asymmetry. In the scenario, heavy neutrinos require a sufficient mass hierarchy [24, 25] and one or more Yukawa couplings must have complex CP phase factors. We assume the CP phases are O(1) radians to near-maximize the CP asymmetry [26–28]

ε_{CP} =

Γ(N_1 → H + ℓ_L) − Γ(N_1 → H^† + ℓ^†_L) Γ(N_1 → H + ℓ_L) + Γ(N_1 → H^† + ℓ^†_L) ≲ 3M_1m_3 16πv^2

. (16)

The largest value is obtained if the CP violation is maximal. Large asymmetry is needed for producing matter-antimatter asymmetry in the unverse. Following [20], we set heavy neutrino mass hierarchy M_3 = M_2 = 3M_1, corresponding to Y_3 = Y_2 = 3Y_1. These choices give the full 6 × 6 neutrino mass matrix

M_ν =

0^{3×3} m^D m^T_D M_M , , (17)

which is in block form, and contains five free parameters: v_σ, y_1, y_2, y_3 and Y_1. Here m_D = Y_ν v/ √ 2 is the Dirac mass term and M_M = Y_nv_σ/ √ 2 is the Majorana mass term. Light neutrino masses are then generated via well-known Type I seesaw mechanism [29–39], by block diagonalizing the full neutrino mass matrix M_ν .

It is possible to obtain light neutrino masses consistent with experimental constraints from atmospheric and solar mass splittings Δm^2_{32} and Δm^2_1 and cosmological constraint m_1 + m_2 + m_3 < 0.12 eV (corresponding to m_1 ≲ 0.03 (0.055) eV with normal (inverse) neutrino mass ordering), assuming the standard ΛCDM cosmological model.

The light neutrino mass matrix m_ν = −(v^2/( √ 2v_σ))Y_ν Y^{−1}_n Y^T_ν is (after removing the irrelevant sign via field redefinition)

m_ν = C y^2_1 /Y_1 0 0 0 y^2/Y_2 0 0 0 y^2_3/Y_3 = m_1 0 0 0 √ m^2_1 + Δm^2_{31} 0 0 0 √ m^2_1 + Δm^2_1 + Δm^2_{32}

, (18)

where we have denoted C = v^2/( √ 2v_σ) and assumed normal mass ordering. This gives the neutrino masses m_i = Cy^2_i /Y_i. We do not know the absolute masses, but the mass squared differences have been measured by various neutrino oscillation experiments [40]. Nevertheless, their values provide two constraints, leaving three free parameters. However, the heavy neutrino Yukawa couplings Y_i must be no larger than O(10^{−3}) to avoid vacuum instability [21].

In addition, an order-of-magnitude estimate of generated matter-antimatter asymmetry (baryon-to-photon ratio) is directly proportional to the CP asymmetry:

η ≡ n_B n_γ = O ( 10^{−2} ) ε_{CP}κ, (19)

where κ ∼ 0.01 − 0.1 is an efficiency factor. A more precise value of κ can be determined

Benchmarks BP1 BP2 BP3 BP4 Y^ν_{11} 5.073 × 10^{−5} 3.481 × 10^{−5} 1.373 × 10^{−7} 4.446 × 10^{−4} Y^ν_{22} 9.059 × 10^{−5} 2.225 × 10^{−4} 9.376 × 10^{−6} 9.080 × 10^{−4} Y^ν_{33} 1.341 × 10^{−4} 5.377 × 10^{−4} 2.266 × 10^{−5} 1.844 × 10^{−3} Y^N_{11} 4.691 × 10^{−3} 8.226 × 10^{−3} 1.461 × 10^{−3} 9.521 × 10^{−3} Y_Q 10^{−3} 10^{−3} 10^{−3} 10^{−3} v_σ (GeV) 10^9 10^{10} 10^8 10^{11} λ_σ 1.5 × 10^{−10} 10^{−9} 10^{−10} 1.6 × 10^{−9} λ_{Hσ} −1.6 × 10^{−6} −1.2 × 10^{−5} −1.5 × 10^{−6} −5 × 10^{−6} q −1/3 −1/3 −1/3 −1/3 κ 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 q^∗ (GeV) 1000 1000 1000 1000

TABLE I. Used benchmark points (BP) in our analysis. Note that we assume specific texture to right-handed neutrino Yukawa matrix Y^n. q refers to the charge of the extra quark-like electroweak singlet particle. κ is the efficiency factor used in calculation of matter-antimatter asymmetry. q^∗ is the value of off-shell momentum used in the calculation of triple Higgs coupling correction.

Parameter m^{MS}_t (m_t) m_b m_H m_τ v g_1 g_2 g_3 Value 164.0 4.18 125.18 1.777 246.22 0.357 0.652 1.221

TABLE II. Used SM inputs in our analysis, at μ = m_Z = 91.18 GeV, with the exception of top mass, which is evaluated at μ = m_t. The masses and vacuum expectation value are in GeV units.

by solving the Boltzmann equations, which is outside the scope of this study. We arrive at

η = O ( 10^{−10} ) × v_σ 10^8 GeV × Y_1 10^{−2} × κ 0.1 , (20)

which in principle can be consistent with the observed η. We will provide suitable benchmark points in the next Section.

III. METHODS

We generate the suitable benchmark points demonstrating different physics aspects of the model in the neutrino sector by fitting in the known neutrino mass squared differences Δm^2_{ij} , assuming normal mass ordering (m_1 < m_2 < m_3). This leaves three free neutrino parameters, values of which we generate by logarithmically distributed random sampling. These are the candidates for benchmark points. We then require that the candidate points are consistent with the bound for the sum of light neutrino masses. The next step is to choose the suitable values of other unknown parameters, using the stability of the vacuum as a requirement.

The authors of [20] have generated the corrections to two-loop β functions of SMASH. We solve numerically the full two-loop 14 coupled renormalization group differential equations with SMASH corrections with respect to Yukawa (Y^u, Y^d, Y^e, Y^ν , Y^N , Y^Q), gauge (g_1, g_2, g_3) and scalar couplings (μ^2_H , μ^2_S, λ_H , λ_σ, λ_{Hσ}), ignoring the light SM degrees of freedom, from M_Z to Planck scale. We assume Yukawa matrices are in diagonal basis. We use MS scheme for the running of the RGE’s. Since the top quark MS mass is different from its pole mass, the difference is taken into account via the relation [41]

m^{pole}_t ≈ m^{MS}_t ( 1 + 0.4244α_3 + 0.8345α^2_3 + 2.375α^3 + 8.615α^4_3 ) , (21)

where α_3 ≡ g^2_3 /4π ≈ 0.1085 at μ = m_Z . We define the Higgs quadratic coupling as μ_H = m_H / √ 2 and quartic coupling as λ_H = m^2_H /2v^2.

We use MATLAB R2019’s ode45-solver. See Table I for used SMASH benchmark points, and Table II for our SM input. Our scale convention is t ≡ log_{10} μ/ GeV.

In some papers, the running of SM parameters (Y^t, Y^b, Y^τ , g_1, g_2, g_3, μ^2_H , λ_H ) obeys the SM RGE’s without corrections from a more effective theory until some intermediate scale Λ_{BSM} [4], after which the SM parameters gain threshold correction (where it is relevant) and the running of all SM parameters follows the new RGE’s from that point onwards. We choose to utilize this approach while acknowledging an alternative approach, where the threshold correction is applied at the beginning (μ = m_Z ) [5], and both approaches give the almost same results. As previously stated, SM Higgs quadratic and quartic couplings will gain the threshold correction.

FIG. 3. Running of SM Higgs quartic coupling in Standard Model (dashed line) and in SMASH with benchmark points BP1-BP4 (solid line). Threshold correction is utilized at m_ρ.

Our aim is to find suitable benchmark points, which • allow the quartic and Yukawa couplings of the theory to remain positive and perturbative up to Planck scale, • utilize threshold correction mechanism to λ_H via δ ≈ 0.01 − 0.1, • produce a significant contribution matter-antimatter asymmetry via leptogenesis (requiring hierarchy between the heavy neutrinos), and • produce a large enough correction to triple Higgs coupling λ_{HHH} to be detected in the future by HL-LHC or FCC-hh.

FIG. 4. Vacuum stability of SMASH in (m_H , m^{pole}_t ) plane with benchmark points BP1-BP4. The red star corresponds to the SM best-fit value. The height and width of the star corresponds to the present uncertainties. Vacuum is stable in yellow region. The contour numbers n correspond to the vacuum instability scale 10^n GeV.

IV. RESULTS

A. Stability of vacuum

We have plotted how the running of the SM quartic coupling λ_H changes with each benchmark point in Fig. 3. Note that all the threshold corrections are utilized well before the SM instability scale Λ_{IS}.

We numerically scanned over the parameter space m^{pole}_t ∈ [164, 182] GeV and m_H ∈ [110, 140] GeV to analyze vacuum stability in four different benchmark points BP1-BP4. Our result for the chosen benchmarks is in Fig. 4, where the SM best fit is denoted by red star. Clearly the electroweak vacuum is stable with our benchmark points and it assigned to m^{pole}_t ≃ 173.0 ± 0.4 GeV and m_H ≃ 125.18 ± 0.16 GeV [6]. For every case, we investigated the running of the quartic couplings of the scalar potential. If either λ_H or λ_σ turn negative, we denote this point unstable. If any of the quartic couplings rise above √ 4π, we denote this point non-perturbative.

In BP2, we have chosen the new scalar parameters in such a way that the threshold correction is large, δ > 0.1. This changes the behaviour of the running so that after the correction the λ_H increases in energy instead of decreasing, opposite to the coupling’s running in pure SM scenario. A too-large threshold correction will have an undesired effect, lowering the nonperturbativity scale to energies lower than the Planck scale. These effects are visualized in Fig. 5, where for each benchmark point kept λ_σ at its designated value in Table I. Instead, we let the portal coupling λ_{Hσ} vary between 0 and √ 0.6λ_S. This demonstrates the small range of viable parameter space.

Our next scan was over the new quartic couplings, log_{10}(−λ_{Hσ}) ∈ [−7, 0] and log_{10} λ_σ ∈ [−10, 0]. The scalar potential is stable and the couplings remain perturbative at only a narrow band, where δ ∼ 0.01 − 0.1, see Fig. 6. We chose BP1, BP3 and BP4 with small δ, allowing the SM Higgs quartic coupling to decrease near zero at μ = M_{P l}. This reflects the placement of the benchmark points near the left side of the stability band. In contrast, we chose BP2 with large δ, placing it near the right side of the stability band, corresponding to large value of λ_H at μ = M_{P l}.

In addition, we have scanned the Dirac neutrino and new quark-like particle Yukawa couplings (Y^ν_{11} and Y_Q, respectively) over Y^ν_{11} ∈ [0, 2] and Y_Q ∈ [0, 0.04], keeping Y^ν_{22} and Y^ν_{33} small, real^1 and positive but nonzero. See Fig. 7 for details corresponding to each benchmark point. There we have pointed the area producing a stable vacuum. The Dirac neutrino Yukawa couplings may have a maximum value of O(1), but a more stringent constraint is found for Y_Q. It should be noted that even though from the vacuum instability point of view Y^{max}_Q < Y^{ν max}_{11} , this does not imply Y_Q < Y^ν_{11}, since both are in principle free parameters. See Table III for computed values for neutrino masses corresponding to each benchmark. Note that only BP4 produces a value of baryon-to-photon ratio comparable to experimental values and a mass of axion consistent with axion dark matter scenario, because it requires axion decay constant f_A ≡ v_σ to be O(10^{11}) GeV [42–44].

1 We acknowledge that neutrino Yukawa coupling matrix Y^ν should be complex in order to allow leptogenesis scenario to work. The vacuum stability analysis, however, is unaffected by this, and we safely ignore the imaginary parts of the Yukawa couplings in this part of the analysis.

FIG. 5. The rise of instability scale (left) and the fall of nonperturbativity scale (right) as a function of threshold correction δ, for BP1-BP4.

Benchmarks BP1 BP2 BP3 BP4 Experimental values m_1 (meV) 23.88 0.63 0.0055 8.90 ≲ 55 m_2 (meV) 25.39 8.60 8.60 12.37 m_3 (meV) 55.63 50.22 50.22 51.03 ≲ 60 m_1 + m_2 + m_3 (meV) 104.90 59.45 58.82 72.31 < 120 Δm^2_1 (10^{−5} eV^2) 7.41 7.36 7.39 7.39 6.79 – 8.0 |Δm^2_{32}| (10^{−3} eV^2) 2.52 2.52 2.52 2.53 2.412 – 2.625 M_1 (GeV) 3.27 × 10^6 5.82 × 10^7 1.03 × 10^5 6.73 × 10^8 Unknown M_2, M_3 (GeV) 9.80 × 10^6 1.74 × 10^8 3.10 × 10^5 2.02 × 10^9 TABLE III. The computed values of neutrino masses, sum of light neutrino masses and light neutrino mass squared differences.

B. Correction to SM triple Higgs coupling

The real singlet scalar ρ mixes with the SM Higgs, providing a one-loop correction to SM triple Higgs coupling λ_{HHH} . We scanned the parameter space with log_{10}(−λ_{Hσ}) ∈ [−7, 0] and log_{10} λ_σ ∈ [−10, 0]. In each point, we calculated the correction to λ_{HHH} . See Fig. 8 for details. We identified section of parameter space excluded by triple Higgs coupling searches from LHC run 2 and determined the area sensitive to future experiments, namely HL- LHC and FCC-hh. We assume HL-LHC uses 14 TeV center-of mass energy and integrated

FIG. 6. Above: Different regions in logarithmic (−λ_{Hσ}, λ_σ) plane. The contour numbers n above the yellow band correspond to vacuum instability scale 10^n GeV. Below the yellow band the contour numbers m correspond to nonperturbativity scale 10^m GeV. The colour coding is interpreted as in Fig. 4. For nonperturbative scale calculations, we have used BP1. Below: Zoomed-in detail of the figure above, showing in addition our chosen benchmarks.

FIG. 7. Vacuum instability scales in (Y^q, Y^ν_{11}) plane in benchmark points BP1-BP4. The red star corresponds to the chosen benchmark point value. The colour coding and the contour numbers are interpreted as in Fig. 4.

Benchmarks BP1 BP2 BP3 BP4 Experimental values

δ 0.017 0.144 0.023 0.016 None

m_A (eV) 5.7 × 10^{−3} 5.7 × 10^{−4} 5.7 × 10^{−2} 5.7 × 10^{−5} Model-dependent m_ρ (GeV) 1.22 × 10^4 3.16 × 10^5 1000 4.00 × 10^6

η ∼ 10^{−13} ∼ 10^{−12} ∼ 10^{−15} ∼ 10^{−11} (6.0 ± 0.2) × 10^{−10}

λ_H (M_{P l}) 0.0070 0.4518 0.0213 0.0048 None λ_S (M_{P l}) 4.83 × 10^{−11} 7.46 × 10^{−11} 9.89 × 10^{−11} 7.39 × 10^{−11}

Δλ_{HHH} −2% −21% −3% −2% < 1400%

TABLE IV. The computed values of threshold correction δ, scalar masses m_A and m_ρ, baryon-to-photon ratio η, quartic self-couplings at M_{P l}, correction to triple Higgs coupling Δλ_{HHH} compared to the SM prediction.

FIG. 8. Above: Different regions in logarithmic (−λ_{Hσ}, λ_σ) plane. Yellow band corresponds to stable vacuum configuration. Red area is excluded by second run of the Large Hadron Collider, since the triple Higgs coupling corrections to SMASH would be too large. Dashed line corresponds to the expected sensitivity of high-luminosity LHC and the dotted line to the expected sensitivity of Future Circular Collider on hadronic collision mode. Below: Zoomed-in detail of the figure above, showing in addition our chosen benchmarks.

FIG. 9. Running of Y_Q with different benchmark points.

FIG. 10. Running of λ_σ with different benchmark points.

luminosity L = 3 ab^{−1}, for FCC-hh we assume center-of-mass energy 100 TeV and integrated luminosity L = 3 ab^{−1}. The relative correction in Table IV is calculated with respect to SM tree-level prediction. We have chosen BP2 in a way that its correction to triple Higgs coupling will be observable at FCC-hh [45]. Other benchmark points will have such a tiny correction that they will evade the experimental sensitivity of both future experiments.

C. Running behaviour of SMASH parameters

Lastly, we have investigated the running behaviour of the remaining parameters. We found that neutrino Yukawa matrices Y^ν and Y^n, and therefore neutrino masses m_i and M_i, mass squared differences Δm^2_{ij} and PMNS mixing matrix elements are essentially constant up to the Planck scale. Also, the running of the portal coupling λ_{Hσ} is extremely weak. In contrast, we found the new quark Yukawa coupling to reduce its value in some cases more than 50%, see Fig. 9. Also, the running of the quartic coupling λ_σ is interesting: in some cases, its value is reduced by more than 90%. This can be seen from Fig. 10.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have investigated suitable benchmark scenarios on the simplest SMASH model regarding the scalars and neutrinos, constraining the new Yukawa couplings and scalar couplings via the vacuum stability and theory perturbativity requirements. The model can easily account for the neutrino sector, predicting the correct light neutrino mass spectrum while evading the experimental bounds for heavy sterile right-handed Majorana neutrinos. We found an interesting interplay between the triple Higgs coupling correction and SM Higgs quartic coupling correction. Since they are proportional to each other, a large correction to λ_{HHH} inevitably leads to large threshold correction. Detecting a λ_{HHH} correction larger than ∼ 35% is within the sensitivity of future high-luminosity upgrade of the LHC [7]. If detected, it would, therefore, rule out the simplest scalar sector of the model completely. This would force the model development to nonminimal alternatives, such as an additional scalar doublet or triplet instead of a singlet. These alternatives have been considered by the authors in their recent updated study [22].

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

CRD is thankful to Prof. D.I. Kazakov (Director, BLTP, JINR) for support.

[1] G. Aad et al. (ATLAS), Phys. Lett. B716, 1 (2012), arXiv:1207.7214 [hep-ex]. [2] S. Chatrchyan et al. (CMS), Phys. Lett. B716, 30 (2012), arXiv:1207.7235 [hep-ex]. [3] S. Alekhin, A. Djouadi, and S. Moch, Physics Letters B 716, 214 (2012). [4] J. Elias-Miró, J. R. Espinosa, G. F. Giudice, H. M. Lee, and A. Strumia, Journal of High Energy Physics 2012, 31 (2012).

[5] O. Lebedev, The European Physical Journal C 72, 2058 (2012). [6] M. Tanabashi et al. (Particle Data Group), Phys. Rev. D98, 030001 (2018). [7] M. Cepeda et al. (HL/HE WG2 group), (2019), arXiv:1902.00134 [hep-ph]. [8] N. Arkani-Hamed, T. Han, M. Mangano, and L.-T. Wang, Phys. Rept. 652, 1 (2016), arXiv:1511.06495 [hep-ph].

[9] J. Baglio, A. Djouadi, and J. Quevillon, Rept. Prog. Phys. 79, 116201 (2016), arXiv:1511.07853 [hep-ph].

[10] R. Contino et al., CERN Yellow Rep. , 255 (2017), arXiv:1606.09408 [hep-ph]. [11] J. Baglio and C. Weiland, Phys. Rev. D94, 013002 (2016), arXiv:1603.00879 [hep-ph]. [12] J. Baglio and C. Weiland, JHEP 04, 038 (2017), arXiv:1612.06403 [hep-ph]. [13] A. Arhrib, R. Benbrik, and C.-W. Chiang, Phys. Rev. D77, 115013 (2008), arXiv:0802.0319 [hep-ph].

[14] M. N. Dubinin and A. V. Semenov, (1998), arXiv:hep-ph/9812246 [hep-ph]. [15] M. N. Dubinin and A. V. Semenov, Eur. Phys. J. C28, 223 (2003), arXiv:hep-ph/0206205 [hep-ph].

[16] S. Kanemura, M. Kikuchi, and K. Yagyu, Nucl. Phys. B907, 286 (2016), arXiv:1511.06211 [hep-ph].

[17] S. Kanemura, M. Kikuchi, and K. Yagyu, Nucl. Phys. B917, 154 (2017), arXiv:1608.01582 [hep-ph].

[18] S.-P. He and S.-h. Zhu, Phys. Lett. B764, 31 (2017), arXiv:1607.04497 [hep-ph].

[19] M. Aoki, S. Kanemura, M. Kikuchi, and K. Yagyu, Phys. Rev. D87, 015012 (2013), arXiv:1211.6029 [hep-ph].

[20] G. Ballesteros, J. Redondo, A. Ringwald, and C. Tamarit, Journal of Cosmology and Astroparticle Physics 2017, 001 (2017).

[21] G. Ballesteros, J. Redondo, A. Ringwald, and C. Tamarit, Phys. Rev. Lett. 118, 071802 (2017).

[22] G. Ballesteros, J. Redondo, A. Ringwald, and C. Tamarit, (2019), 10.3389/fspas.2019.00055, arXiv:1904.05594 [hep-ph].

[23] M. Fukugita and T. Yanagida, Physics Letters B 174, 45 (1986).

[24] W. Buchmuller, P. Di Bari, and M. Plumacher, Nucl. Phys. B643, 367 (2002), [Erratum:

Nucl. Phys.B793,362(2008)], arXiv:hep-ph/0205349 [hep-ph].

[25] S. Davidson and A. Ibarra, Phys. Lett. B535, 25 (2002), arXiv:hep-ph/0202239 [hep-ph]. [26] W. BuchmÃĳller, P. D. Bari, and M. PlÃĳmacher, Annals of Physics 315, 305 (2005). [27] W. BuchmÃĳller, Nuclear Physics B - Proceedings Supplements 235-236, 329 (2013), the XXV International Conference on Neutrino Physics and Astrophysics.

[28] W. BuchmÃĳller, Scholarpedia 9, 11471 (2014), revision #144189. [29] H. Fritzsch, M. Gell-Mann, and P. Minkowski, Physics Letters B 59, 256 (1975). [30] P. Minkowski, Phys. Lett. 67B, 421 (1977).

[31] M. Gell-Mann, P. Ramond, and R. Slansky, Supergravity Workshop Stony Brook, New York, September 27-28, 1979, Conf. Proc. C790927, 315 (1979), arXiv:1306.4669 [hep-th].

[32] T. Yanagida, Proceedings: Workshop on the Unified Theories and the Baryon Number in the Universe: Tsukuba, Japan, February 13-14, 1979, Conf. Proc. C7902131, 95 (1979).

[33] R. N. Mohapatra and G. Senjanović, Phys. Rev. Lett. 44, 912 (1980). [34] R. N. Mohapatra and G. Senjanovic, Phys. Rev. D23, 165 (1981). [35] J. Schechter and J. W. F. Valle, Phys. Rev. D22, 2227 (1980). [36] M. Magg and C. Wetterich, Phys. Lett. 94B, 61 (1980).

[37] S. L. Glashow, Cargese Summer Institute: Quarks and Leptons Cargese, France, July 9-29, 1979, NATO Sci. Ser. B 61, 687 (1980).

[38] G. Lazarides and Q. Shafi, Phys. Lett. 99B, 113 (1981). [39] G. B. Gelmini and M. Roncadelli, Phys. Lett. 99B, 411 (1981).

[40] I. Esteban, M. C. Gonzalez-Garcia, A. Hernandez-Cabezudo, M. Maltoni, and T. Schwetz, JHEP 01, 106 (2019), arXiv:1811.05487 [hep-ph].

[41] F. Jegerlehner, M. Yu. Kalmykov, and B. A. Kniehl, Phys. Lett. B722, 123 (2013), arXiv:1212.4319 [hep-ph].

[42] L. F. Abbott and P. Sikivie, Phys. Lett. 120B, 133 (1983). [43] J. Preskill, M. B. Wise, and F. Wilczek, Phys. Lett. 120B, 127 (1983). [44] M. Dine and W. Fischler, Phys. Lett. 120B, 137 (1983).

[45] H.-J. He, J. Ren, and W. Yao, Phys. Rev. D93, 015003 (2016), arXiv:1506.03302 [hep-ph].