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Abstract

The so-called metastability bound on the Higgs mass suggests that the small-
ness of the Higgs mass may be a byproduct of the metastability of the electroweak
vacuum. A significantly strong bound requires new physics capable of lowering the
scale where the Higgs quartic coupling turns negative through renormalization group
effects, without destabilizing the electroweak vacuum entirely. We analyze in this
context the low-scale Majoron model of neutrino masses, which automatically con-
tains two key elements for a viable scenario: heavy fermions to lower the instability
scale and a extended scalar sector to stabilize the potential and achieve realistic
lifetimes for the electroweak vacuum. We show how the metastability bound can
be generalized to theories with multiple scalars and present an efficient way of cal-
culating the tunneling rate in such potentials. We also demonstrate that FCC will
probe regions of the parameter space relevant for metastability: large regions of the
fermionic sector at FCC-ee and some reach to the scalar sector at FCC-hh.
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1 Introduction
The present Higgs quest is largely motivated by the so-called naturalness problem: the
fact that the value of the Higgs mass is comparable to the electroweak (EW) scale while
quantum effects generically try to push it to high values, if there are new physics scales be-
yond the EW one to which the Higgs mass is sensitive. Within the naturalness paradigm,
small and/or apparently fine-tuned parameters would be explained away as being required
by underlying symmetries. A plethora of beyond-the-Standard-Model (BSM) scenarios
trying to justify the smallness of the Higgs mass through new symmetries has been in-
tensely studied since decades, with no real breakthrough by now and no experimental
evidence for the associated scales of new physics. A similar puzzle can be found when
analyzing the stability of the Higgs field. Its relevant parameters can be interpreted
as fine-tuned to allow this field to decay into an energetically more favorable state, de-
stroying the Universe as we know it in the process, but only with an exceedingly small
probability. Altogether, the paradigm of naturalness together with the properties of the
Higgs boson would suggest that the LHC should have already found signs of new physics
beyond the Standard Model (BSM), to justify those values through symmetry arguments.

The situation is so perplexing that it has been questioned whether the principle of
naturalness should be applied to the Higgs system at all. An alternative paradigm is that
of self-organized criticality [1] and related developments, which would drive the param-
eters of the scalar potential of Nature towards near-criticality, i.e., towards apparently
fine-tuned values. Indeed, the apparent fine-tuned values of the two independent param-
eters of the SM Higgs potential can be understood as close to critical values, i.e., the
Higgs mass is very small (the limit mh → 0 separates the phases with and without spon-
taneous symmetry breaking) and the value of the Higgs self-coupling λ, i.e., the strength
with which the Higgs field scatters off itself, is tantalizingly close to the transition from
a stable to an unstable one, as mentioned above. To require those two parameters to be
close to critical amounts to a drastically unusual perspective on the hierarchy problem:
rather than directly trying to explain the relative lightness of the Higgs, one might instead
try to focus on the mechanism responsible for favoring metastability, and find a small
Higgs mass as a byproduct. For concrete examples of physical underlying mechanisms
see Refs. [2–6], which speculate that the near-criticality of the Higgs potential parameters
could be the result of a dynamical mechanism in the early Universe.1

This work will remain agnostic and it will not rely on any particular mechanism favor-
ing near-criticality, but it will rather build upon the interdependence of the parameters of
the scalar potential required by near-criticality. Amongst the previous efforts in this di-
rection are the metastability bounds for the Higgs system developed in Refs. [7–9], and this
is the path adopted in this work. The metastability bounds represent a significant devia-
tion from usual model-building efforts: rather than trying to construct an explicit model
capable of explaining the apparent fine-tunings of the potential, these bounds establish
an interdependence between them. More concretely, they state that the metastability of
the EW arising from the renormalisation group (RG) flow of the quartic coupling λ to
negative values at high energies imposes an upper limit on the Higgs mass. This suggests
that finding an explanation for the apparent metastability could also offer a solution to
the EW hierarchy problem.

1Beyond the vacuum selection mechanism developed in these references, it was recently argued in
Ref. [7] that a metastability bound also emerges naturally in any theory whose vacuum manifold (or
landscape) satisfies certain generic conditions.
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Crucially, the metastability bounds do not depend on the details of the mechanism
responsible for the vacuum’s metastability. This insensitivity establishes the universality
of the bounds and makes transparent their most important dependencies.

The precise value of the metastability bound on the Higgs mass is roughly set by the
instability scale µI , defined as the scale at which λ vanishes and then becomes negative
when loop corrections are taken into account. In the SM – see; for instance, Refs. [8–11],

m2
h < |βλ|e−3/2 · µ2

I , (1)

where βλ is the beta function for λ. Intuitively, Eq. (1) suggests that the upper limit
on mh is about one order of magnitude smaller than µI . In the SM µI ∼ 1011 GeV,
which translates into a SM bound m2

h ≤ 1010 GeV, which is a very weak and in practice
irrelevant constraint.

Nevertheless, the bound may be very sensitive to BSM matter contents, which can
strongly lower the value of µI down to values O(1) TeV, allowed by current colliders.
Indeed, it has been shown that strict bounds on mh can emerge in the presence of heavy
exotic fermions, which strongly affect the renormalization group (RG) running of λ and
lower the instability scale. However, a byproduct of this mechanism to lower the insta-
bility scale is a further destabilization of the vacuum: for couplings strong enough to get
the bound close to the observed value of the Higgs mass, the effect is also strong enough
to lower the vacuum’s lifetime τ below the current age of the Universe, contradicting
our ongoing existence. This establishes another necessary condition for the metastabil-
ity bound’s ability to explain the Higgs mass, namely the need for some additional new
physics capable of partially stabilizing the vacuum at energies above the instability scale.
In summary, viable scenarios that achieve a strict metastability limit on the Higgs mass
can be achieved with the combination of:

• Heavy fermions to lower the instability scale µI so that the limit on mh is close to
the observed value.

• At least one BSM scalar to stabilize the vacuum at a scale µS > µI , so as to raise
the vacuum’s lifetime above the current age of the Universe.

Note that this very specific combination and ordering of new physics scales is, as of now,
only favored by the metastability bound. Thus, the discovery of such a pattern would
provide circumstantial evidence for its importance in explaining the observed value of the
Higgs mass.

An excellent example of suitable fermions are heavy right-handed neutrinos, nowadays
often dubbed as heavy neutral leptons (HNLs), such as those present in seesaw models
of neutrino masses [12–21]. 2 The destabilizing effect of exotic heavy fermions via their
lowering of µI has been first pointed out in Ref. [22]. The stabilizing counter-effect of
scalars was first studied in Ref. [23]. Many other works have studied both effects (see
for instance [24–27]), including in the Majoron model [28] setup (see, e.g., Refs. [29–31]),
although with the aim of stabilizing the SM framework and without connection to a
possible Higgs mass limit.

In the context of the Higgs mass metastability bound, type-I seesaw fermions were
considered in Refs. [7, 9, 11], while the effect of scalar physics has been explored via a
mass-dimension six (d = 6) scalar operator [11], in the spirit of an Effective Field Theory

2Non-singlet exotic fermions have also been considered, for instance in Ref. [11].
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(EFT). At leading order, the impact of BSM physics appears then via two parameters:
the value of µI and the scale – larger than the EW one – suppressing the d = 6 correction
to the Higgs’ potential (although, in practice, Eq. (1) still provides then the dominant
contribution to the bound, see below). This EFT approach has the advantage of model-
independence at the expense of predictability. It renders difficult the interpretation of
the results in terms of multiple scalars, and it also fails to incorporate the effect of other
d = 6 operators such as momentum-dependent corrections. More importantly, the leading
scalar effective operators may not suffice in the regime where the mh bound is strongest, as
the lifetime calculation becomes then very dependent on the tower of higher-dimensional
operators, thus making the tunneling rate calculation sensitive to the full structure of the
scalar potential. To address this point we explore here the metastability bound on mh in
an ultraviolet complete model: the Majoron completion of the type-I seesaw mechanism.

The Majoron completion [28] is particularly suited for our study, as it naturally con-
tains both ingredients in the bullet points above: HNLs plus a scalar field whose vacuum
expectation value (vev) sets the overall scale of the heavy Majorana neutrino masses mN

and also of the scalar mass Ms. This fact automatically addresses the subtle question of
the proximity of µI and the new physics scale to obtain a tight bound. To be precise, it
encompasses the condition

mN < µI < Ms , (2)

with all these scales naturally close within a few orders of magnitude because of their
common origin. We will also show that in this model metastability genuinely requires the
quartic coupling to be negative at the RG scale corresponding to the scalar mass, and
then run towards a positive value at lower energies.

In order to obtain strict limits on mh, a Majoron model with a scale comparable to or
only a few orders of magnitude above mh is thus pertinent. This immediately raises the
question of how to obtain realistically light neutrino masses. The solution lies within the
large class of so-called “low-scale” Majoron models, which exhibit an approximate U(1)
lepton-number symmetry: the symmetry suppresses the size of light neutrino masses even
with BSM scales near the EW one [32–40]. In other words, it decouples the size of the
light neutrino masses from the rest of the analysis.

Finally, an important question on any serious alternative to the naturalness paradigm
is its testability at proposed future accelerators. This requires to tackle the global shape
of the Higgs potential, i.e., to go beyond its second derivative (the Higgs mass), which only
determines the local curvature and is already known with better than percent accuracy.
Indeed, future colliders aim to measure the third derivative of the potential (i.e., the
Higgs self-coupling) with percent level accuracy, so as to start to resolve and probe the
quantum structure of the potential. We will analyze the signals at the FCC-ee and the
FCC-hh expected from the Majoron model, in the parameter range that leads to strict
metastability bounds on mh and viable Universe lifetimes.

The data from future colliders offers an excellent window of opportunity, as the ref-
erence scale µI in Eq. (2) close to mh suggests the need to consider dynamical heavy
neutrinos at reach of the FCC-ee, for whose energy range the exotic scalar sector can
be integrated out and treated via effective field theory (EFT). When facing the FCC-ee
prospects we will thus profit from previous studies on: i) limits on the mixing of heavy
and light neutrinos; ii) one-loop analyses of the Majoron model and its impact on the
values of SMEFT operator coefficients once the exotic scalar sector is integrated out [41];
iii) very precise sensitivity studies of the FCC-ee to the SMEFT operator coefficients [42].
For the laboratory data on the energy range of interest for the scalar sector, we will also
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use EFT techniques, relying on previous numerical studies of the FCC-hh sensitivity to
λ [43].

For the RG analyses above the exotic scalar mass range, the complete Majoron model
structure must be considered instead. The same applies to the vacuum lifetime analyses.

2 The low scale Majoron model
In the Majoron model [28], light neutrino masses result from a Type-I seesaw scenario
in which lepton number L is spontaneously violated via the vacuum expectation value
(VEV) of an additional complex scalar field S = |S|ei ϕ/Λ, where S denotes the radial
component and ϕ the (pseudo-)Goldstone boson – the Majoron. Given Eq. (2), two
distinct regimes of energies E are of particular interest:

• E > Ms, for which the completed ultraviolet model needs to be considered.

• MN < E < Ms, in which the heavy neutrinos N are dynamical, while the S field can
be integrated out. This regime can be appropriately described by the combination
of the SMEFT Lagrangian (i.e., SM Lagrangian plus effective operators made out
of SM fields), the type-I seesaw Lagrangian and additional operators made out of N
and the SM fields. The total Lagrangian is sometimes referred to as the νSMEFT
Lagragian.

We detail next the Lagrangians for these two regimes.

2.1 Scalar sector

For energies E > Ms, the relevant scalar Lagrangian reads

L = (DµH)†DµH + (DµS)
†DµS − V (H,S) , (3)

with

V (H,S) = −µ2
H |H|2 − µ2

S|S|2 + λH |H|4 + λS|S|4 + κ |H|2|S|2 + V/L , (4)

where H and S denote respectively the SM Higgs doublet and the complex scalar singlet,
with |H|2 ≡ H†H and |S|2 ≡ S∗S, and V/L denotes some small and explicitly L-breaking
term to render the pseudo-Goldstone Majoron massive (we will disregard this term from
now on, as its specific form is irrelevant for our study). Upon spontaneous breaking of
the electroweak symmetry (EWSB) and of lepton number symmetry, S and H take VEVs
to be denoted respectively by w and v,

|S| → w + s√
2

, |H| → v + h√
2

, (5)

where the Higgs doublet has been expressed in unitary gauge and s and h denote the
physical scalar excitations.

We will study below the conditions required for this potential to lead to a metastability
bound for the Higgs mass. To this aim, its quantum phases will be classified by the number
of vacua and their properties, as the emergence/disappearance of a minimum is key to
that bound. Indeed, a necessary condition for metastability is the development of at least
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two minima: a metastable vacuum at the electroweak scale and a true vacuum at some
higher energy. We will thus first analyze the tree-level stationary points of the potential,
paying attention to its saddle points: they can seed the metastable EW vacuum once
radiative corrections will be taken into account in a second step.

For the potential in Eq. (4) and at tree-level, the stationary points P k ≡ (Hk, Sk) are
solutions of

0 =
∂V

∂|H|
= 2 |H| ·

(
−µ2

H + κ|S|2 + 2λH |H|2
)
, (6)

0 =
∂V

∂|S|
= 2 |S| ·

(
−µ2

S + κ|H|2 + 2λS|S|2
)
. (7)

The possible minima thus correspond to combinations of the two following sets of solu-
tions:

∂|H|V = 0 :

{
|H| = 0 , 2λH

|H|2

µ2
H

+ κ
|S|2

µ2
H

= 1

}
, (8)

∂|S|V = 0 :

{
|S| = 0 , 2λS

|S|2

µ2
S

+ κ
|H|2

µ2
S

= 1

}
, (9)

where in these solutions |H| and |S| stand for their respective VEVs. These equations
lead to a set of four stationary points P k,

P 0 ≡ (0, 0) , P 1 ≡
(
µH/(2λH)

1/2, 0
)
, P 2 ≡

(
0, µS/(2λS)

1/2
)
, (10)

P 3 =

√2µ2
H λS − µ2

S κ

4λH λS − κ2
,

√
2µ2

S λH − µ2
H κ

4λH λS − κ2

 . (11)

Whenever they correspond to minima, their locations correspond to the VEVs v and
w in Eq. (5). A simple geometric interpretation of their location has been given in
Ref. [44]: in addition to the origin of coordinates in the {|H|, |S|} plane, the P k’s lie at
the intersections of the two ellipses described by the non-trivial solutions in Eqs. (8) and
(9), and by their intersection with the |S| and |H| axes, respectively. It is interesting to
recast their expressions in terms of normalized stationary points:

P k =
√
2 (|H|k/v0, |S|k/w0) with v20 ≡ |µ2

H |/λH , w2
0 ≡ |µ2

S|/λS , (12)

where, in the limit κ → 0, v0 and w0 would respectively be the only non-trivial VEVs
of the two scalar fields H and S, and where the normalization in Eq. (5) has been used.
The tree-level stationary points of the complete theory then read

P 0 = (0, 0) , P 1 =

(√
sign[µ2

H ], 0

)
, P 2 =

(
0,
√

sign[µ2
S]

)
, (13)

P 3 =

√sign[µ2
H ]

ΩH (ΩS − 1)

ΩH ΩS − 1
,

√
sign[µ2

S]
ΩS (ΩH − 1)

ΩH ΩS − 1

 , (14)
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where

ΩH ≡ 2
µ2
S

µ2
H

· λH

κ
, and ΩS ≡ 2

µ2
H

µ2
S

· λS

κ
. (15)

It follows that the nature of the extrema (whether minima, maxima or saddle points) is
only controlled by ΩH , ΩS and the signs of µ2

H and µ2
S. Demanding the potential to be

bounded from below further requires

λH , λS > 0 , for κ ≥ 0 , (16)

λH , λS > 0 and λS λH >
κ2

4
, for κ < 0 . (17)

All possible contours in the {|H|, |S|}-plane are depicted in Fig. 1 for any combination
of signs of the parameters: phases I-V, II’-IV’ and II” constitute all possible bounded-
from-below configurations of the potential, defined through qualitatively different physical
behaviors. Extrema in each of the phases are classified in Table 1 according to their nature
as maxima, minima or saddle points – see Appendix A for further details – while the
corresponding potentials are depicted in Fig. 2. The “primed” notation points to phases
which can be seen as “variations” of unprimed ones, as they share the same minima
while one of the saddle points changes. The boundness conditions in Eqs. (Eq. (16))-
(17) eliminate a part of the phase space: the first one implies that ΩH and ΩS have the
same sign so that the (+,−) and (−,+) quadrants – depicted in grey in Fig. 1 – are not
accessible. Some quadrants can only be accessed by setting κ < 0 and the black and white
hatched regions represent the sector within those regions that is forbidden by Eq. (17).
Phase V is of no interest to us as it exhibits no spontaneous symmetry breaking.

The parameters |ΩH | and |ΩS| also have a geometric interpretation in terms of the
ellipses in Eqs. (8) and (9) as the ratio of the square of the distance to the origin of their
intersection points with the |H| and |S| axis, respectively. Assume for illustration any case
in which all parameters in the potential are positive. If then, for example, ΩH ,ΩS > 1 or
ΩH ,ΩS < 1, the contours representing solutions to Eqs. (8)-(9) must intersect in the bulk
of the (|H|, |S|)-plane (i.e., away from the axes), leading to the formation of a non-trivial
local extremum in this plane, as in contours I and II in Fig. 2. If, on the other hand,
only ΩH > 1 or ΩS > 1, these contours only intersect with the axes, e.g. III and IV in
that figure. An analogous analysis applies to other signs of the potential parameters.

Such a tree-level picture of the landscape of possible configurations in a two-scalar
potential may change when considering one-loop effects, i.e., under RG evolution (RGE).
In particular, a potential barrier may develop around some of the saddle points shown
above, transforming them into extra local minima. This possibility is exploited in the
next section to realize an interesting scenario showcasing EW vacuum metastability.

2.2 Neutrino masses

It has been shown that heavy right-handed neutrinos νRi
can be crucial to lower the

instability scale µI towards the electroweak one, through the RG impact of their Yukawa
coupling, provided their mass is low enough and their Yukawa couplings large enough.
The question of whether the Majoron model can encompass these requirements is thus
pertinent. The relevant fermionic Lagrangian in the Majoron model reads

LνR =
∑
i

νRi
/∂νRi

−
∑
a,i

Y ai
ν ℓ̄

a
LH̃νRi

− 1

2

∑
i,j

Y ij
R S νc

Ri
νRj

+ h.c. , (18)
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µ2
H, µ2

S > 0 µ2
H < 0 < µ2

S

µ2
H > 0 > µ2

S µ2
H, µ2

S < 0

Figure 1: Phase space (ΩH ,ΩS). The Phases I-V, II’-IV’ and II” correspond to all
possible configurations of the stationary points of the potential in Eq. (4) under the assumption
of stability. Grey regions are not accessible under that assumption. Hatched regions are unstable,

see text.

I II II’ II” III III’ IV IV’ V
maxima P0 P0 − − P0 − P0 − −
minima P1,P2 P3 P3 P3 P2 P2 P1 P1 P0

saddles P3 P1,P2 P0,P2 P0,P1 P1 P0 P2 P0 −

Table 1: Configuration on the extrema in all the possible phases under the assumption of
boundedness from below.
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(a) Phase I

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

(b) Phase II

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

(c) Phase II’

0. 0.4 0.8 1.2 1.6
0.

0.4

0.8

1.2

1.6

(d) Phase II”

0. 0.4 0.8 1.2 1.6
0.

0.4

0.8

1.2

1.6

(e) Phase III

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

(f) Phase III’

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

(g) Phase IV

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

(h) Phase IV’

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

(i) Phase V

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Figure 2: Examples of configurations belonging to phases I-V and II’-IV’ and II” . The black
solid and dashed lines correspond respectively to the paths defined by the two ellipses in Eqs. (8)

and (9) as well as the axes H = 0 and S = 0.
Parameters used:

(ΩH ,ΩS) µ2
H (GeV2) µ2

S (GeV2) λH λS κ
I: (1/2, 1/2) 1 1 1/4 1/4 1

II: (3/2, 3/2) 1 1 3/4 3/4 1
II’: (2, 3/4) −1 1 1 3/8 −1
II”: (3/4, 2) 1 −1 3/8 1 −1
III: (3/2, 1/2) 1 1 3/4 1/4 1

(ΩH ,ΩS) µ2
H (GeV2) µ2

S (GeV2) λH λS κ
III’: (−1/2,−1/2) −1 1 1/4 1/4 1
IV: (1/2, 3/2) 1 1 1/4 3/4 1
IV’: (−1/2,−1/2) 1 −1 1/4 1/4 1
V: (1/2, 1/2) −1 −1 1/4 1/4 1
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where Y ν and Y R are Yukawa matrices and Latin indices run over the number of lepton
doublets and right-handed neutrino species. Upon spontaneous symmetry breaking of L,
see Eq. (5), a Majorana mass matrix for the νRi

fields is induced,

MN ≡ YR

2

w√
2
, (19)

while the light neutrino mass matrix would take the form

Mν ≡ v2√
2
Y ν

1

MN

Y T
ν . (20)

Given the tiny mass values of the observed neutrinos, this last equation could seem a
priori incompatible with low BSM scales and sizeable neutrino Yukawa couplings (as
welcome for a stringent bound on mh [9]). A straightforward remedy is to consider low-
scale Majoron models based on an approximate U(1)L symmetry [32–35], as described in
the Introduction. Popular realizations include the “linear seesaw” mechanism [36, 37], the
“inverse seesaw” scenario [38, 39], or the “symmetry protected seesaw scenario” (SPSS) in
Ref. [40]. In the latter, the approximate symmetry enforces a vanishingly small value for
the combination of matrices in Eq. (20), while the individual entries in the Y ν matrix
can be O(1). The main results of our paper will hold irrespective of the specific choice
of low-scale Majoron model. In practice, for the numerical analyses we will use a version
of the SPSS where the approximate U(1)L symmetry is displayed by the choice:

Y R =

 0 0 0
0 0 YR

0 YR 0

 , Y ν =

 0 Y12 0
0 Y22 0
0 Y32 0

 , (21)

in which only νR2,3 couple to the SM and receive heavy degenerate masses,

MN ≡ YR w

2
√
2
, (22)

while νR1 remains secluded as well as massless. This choice leads to very simple analytical
expressions, because the RG analysis is only sensitive to the combinations [10]

Tr(Y †
ν Y ν Y

†
ν Y ν) = Tr(Y †

ν Y ν)
2 = |Yν |4 , (23)

where

|Yν |2 ≡ |Y12|2 + |Y22|2 + |Y32|2 . (24)

In turn, the νRi
− νLi

’s mixing is then characterized by the following mixing angles:

Θa
ν =

Y ∗a2
ν√
2

v

MN

and |Θν |2 ≡
∑
a

|Θa|2 , (25)

where the index a runs over the three lepton-doublet species.
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2.3 Input parameters: the Majoron scheme

We will work in this article in the so-called “Z-scheme” for the SM electroweak bosonic
sector. In this scheme, the four Lagrangian parameters g, g′, µH and λH are traded for
four measurable input parameters: αem denoting the fine-structure constant as measured
from Thompson scattering, the Fermi constant GF as extracted from muon decay, and
mZ and mh denoting the pole values of the Z and Higgs mass, respectively.

The Majoron model discussed above adds five relevant free parameters: µS, YR, λS, κ
and Yν , see Eqs. (4) and (19). When considering measurable quantities further below we
will trade the first two for MN and Ms. In summary, we will work in a scheme in which
the physical independent quantities will be expressed in terms of the set

{αem, GF ,mZ ,mh︸ ︷︷ ︸
Z-scheme

,MN ,Ms, κ, Yν , λS︸ ︷︷ ︸
Majoron model

} . (26)

We will refer to this ensemble as Majoron scheme. Nevertheless, in some illustrations we
will replace Yν by the light-heavy neutrino mixing Θν , see Eq. (25), as this parameter
is often used to explore experimental constraints. Precise relations between the input
parameters above and the Lagrangian parameters can be found in Appendix B.

2.4 Effective field theory

For energies MN < E < Ms, the effective Lagrangian appropriate to confront collider
data reads

LνSMEFT = LSM + Lseesaw + Leff , (27)

where Lseesaw describes the type I seesaw Lagrangian for heavy neutrinos which results
after integrating out the radial scalar field S in Eq. (18) ,

Lseesaw =
∑
i

νRi
/∂νRi

−
∑
a,i

Y ai
ν ℓ̄

a
LH̃νRi

−
∑
i,j

MN
i,j νc

Ri
νRj

+ h.c. . (28)

The effective Lagrangian Leff contains mass dimension d = 5 and d = 6 couplings. Its
d = 5 operators violate lepton number, while the d = 6 set includes SMEFT operators
as well as others containing the N fields,

Leff =
1

Λ

∑
i

Ck Od=5
k +

1

Λ2

∑
i

Ck Od=6
k , (29)

where Λ is the high-energy physics scale, here identified with the heavy scalar mass
Λ = Ms, and Ci denote arbitrary Wilson coefficients. A convenient basis for the SMEFT
couplings is the Warsaw basis [45], in which three of its d = 6 operators contribute to the
Higgs potential,

Leff ⊃ CH

Λ2
OH +

CH□

Λ2
OH□ +

CHD

Λ2
OHD , (30)

where

OH ≡ (H†H)3 , OH□ ≡ (H†H)□(H†H) and OH D ≡ (H†DµH)∗(H†DµH) .
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OH = (H†H)3 OHW = (H†H)W a
µνW

aµν

OH□ = (H†H)□(H†H) OHB = (H†H)BµνB
µν

OHD = (H†DµH)∗(H†DµH) OHWB = (H†σaH)W a
µνB

µν

OuH = (H†H)(q̄uH̃) OHe = (H†i
↔
D µH)(ēγµe)

OdH = (H†H)(q̄dH) O(1)
Hq = (H†i

↔
Dµ H)(q̄γµq)

OeH = (H†H)(ℓ̄eH) O(3)
Hq = (H†i

↔
Da

µ H)(q̄γµσaq)

OHu = (H†i
↔
Dµ H)(ūγµu) O(1)

Hℓ = (H†i
↔
Dµ H)(ℓ̄γµℓ)

OHd = (H†i
↔
D µH)(d̄γµd) O(3)

Hℓ = (H†i
↔
Da

µ H)(ℓ̄γµσaℓ)

Table 2: SMEFT operators of d = 6 in the Warsaw basis generated by integrating out the
heavy singlet scalar at one loop. The σa are the Pauli matrices, and

↔
D a

µ ≡
↔
Dµ σa.

The relevance of OH for the Higgs potential is straightforward once H develops a VEV.
The other two operators include derivatives, but nevertheless they modify the scalar
potential upon canonical normalization of the Higgs field, whose kinetic energy they
modify – see Appendix B. For the Majoron model and at tree-level, OH□ is generated
from Eq. (4) after integrating out S,

C
(0)
H = 0 , C

(0)
H□ = − κ2

4λS

, C
(0)
H D = 0 , (31)

where the superscript (0) signals tree-level quantities. In addition, the term quadratic
term |H| and the Higgs self-coupling in Eq. (4) also receive tree-level corrections:

µ2
H → µ2

H − κ

2λS

, λH → λ ≡ λH − κ2

4λS

. (32)

After canonical normalization of the Higgs kinetic energy to include the impact of C(0)
H□,

the tree-level Higgs potential reads

V (h) = h2 λ v2
(
1 + 2

v2

M2
s

C
(0)
H□

)
+ h3 λ v

(
1 + 5

v2

M2
s

C
(0)
H□

)
+

+ h4 λ

4

(
1 +

56

3

v2

M2
s

C
(0)
H□

)
, (33)

where v is as defined in Eq. (5), with either v2/2 = (2λSµ
2
H − κµ2

S)/(4λHλS − κ2) for a
non-trivial Higgs minimum, or v = 0 as an extremum. In the Z-scheme – Eq. (26) – this
tree-level potential takes the form:

V (h) =
m2

h

2
h2 +

m2
hG

1/2
F

23/4
ghhh h

3 +
m2

h GF

4
√
2

ghhhh h
4 , (34)

where
m2

h = 2λ v2
(
1 + 2

v2

M2
s

C
(0)
H□

)
, GF =

1√
2 v2

, (35)
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and

ghhh = 1 +
3√
2

1

GF M2
s

C
(0)
H□ , ghhhh = 1 +

50

3
√
2

1

GF M2
s

C
(0)
H□ . (36)

These CH□ corrections will dominate the impact on the cubic and quartic Higgs self-
coupling to be explored in (present and future) accelerator data, as discussed in the next
subsection. Note that the dominance of OH□ differs from previous analyses of Higgs
near-criticality using pure EFT, which focused instead on OH .

The one-loop impact of the Majoron model on the SMEFT coefficients has been
computed in the literature [41]: then, the operators OH and OHD start to play a role
in the scalar potential and contributions to the coefficients of other d = 6 operators
involving the Higgs field and SM field strengths or fermions become relevant as well.
The SMEFT operators involved are displayed in Table 2 while their one-loop expressions
for the Wilson coefficients can be found in Appendix C, for the particular case of the
Majoron model. The future sensitivity of the HL-LHC and the FCC-ee [42] project to
those SMEFT coefficients has been recently assessed, enabling bounds on most coefficients
of the operators in Table 2, and in particular on CDH , although not on CH . Sensitivity to
the latter will be better achieved at the FCC-hh [43] through the Higgs trilinear coupling
ghhh, which may be constrained at the percent level. The quantitative analysis will be
developed in Sec. 2.5.

Besides the SMEFT operators discussed, the effective Lagrangian in Eq. (29) contains
couplings involving one or more neutrino fields Ni

3: the ensemble is often denominated
νSMEFT [46–48]. In the model under discussion and at tree level, a d = 5 coupling is
generated:

ONH = N̄iN
c
jH

†H + h.c. , with
C

(0)
NH

Λ
= −2

√
2κ

MN

M2
s

, (37)

as well as a d = 6 operator:

ONN = (N̄N c)(N̄N c) , with
C

(0)
NN

Λ2
= 24λS

M 2
N

M4
s

, (38)

where four flavour indices in the last equation have been left implicit, and the bold
typography indicates that these are matrices in flavour space. The coefficients of these
two operators are strongly suppressed by powers of MN/Ms, but this could be a priori
comparable to one-loop radiative corrections. Nevertheless, these operators have been
analyzed in the literature [49, 50] and turn out to have subleading effects in our case. For
instance Ref. [50] showed that ONH will impose significant limits on the parameter space
for heavy neutrinos only in the mass range MN < MZ , and in consequence not for our
region of interest which spans MN ≥ 1 TeV. The impact of ONN is even further beyond
any foreseable collider prospect.

2.5 Experimental limits and prospects at future colliders for the
Majoron model

The metastability bound on mh is of about the same order of magnitude as the instability
scale µI , see Eq. (1), and in consequence the requirement of a tight bound on mh brings

3We are indebted to P. P. Giardino for pointing this out.
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down all scales of the problem towards the #TeV range, see Eq. (2). This implies that
present and future electroweak and collider data become relevant to test that metasta-
bility paradigm. In particular, the FCC energy range may allow to directly sweep over a
good fraction of the parameter space of the low-scale Majoron model. This compounds
the imperious need to analyse the metastability predictions for the Higgs mass in the
light of present and future collider data.

The RGE of the Higgs self-coupling plays a fundamental role in the present study. In
the Standard Model of Particle Physics (SM), λ corresponds to the third derivative of the
Higgs potential, which at tree-level is given by λSM = m2

h/(2v
2), where v is independently

determined from electroweak measurements. This results in a SM tree-level prediction
λSM ≃ 0.129 [51], which is crucial to test. HL-LHC will tackle it with about O(50%)
accuracy at 68% C. L., while an O(20%) accuracy will be needed for a 5σ discovery of
λ (assuming a Gaussian likelihood function). A future accelerator such as the FCC-ee
could improve the accuracy to O(24%) (with 4 interaction points [52]), while the FCC-hh
could reach O(5%), entering the quantum regime. Furthermore, the FCC-ee will already
provide percent-level accuracy for other interactions, e.g. for many SMEFT effective
couplings. Overall, to achieve percent-level accuracy – as the FCC project could enable
– it is tantamount to enter the quantum regime, essential to understand the nature of
the Higgs potential and in particular naturalness issues. For the case under consideration
in this work, this is precisely the appropriate level of accuracy to confront the loop-level
impact of the Majoron model in the low-mass range relevant for a stringent metastability
bound on the Higgs mass.

Given the energy scales at play for the low-scale Majoron model, the heavy Majorana
neutrinos will be dynamical down to the FCC-ee energies, while the exotic scalar sector
will be outside direct FCC reach. The exotic scalar sector can thus be integrated out for
the purpose of analyzing collider data, and EFT methods will be appropriate to explore
its impact on the FCC-hh data, see Eqs. (27)-(29) and the detailed analysis in Sec. 2.4.

Neutrino sector
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Figure 3: Current and prospected collider limits on the HNL parameter space in terms of the
mass of the neutrinos MN vs. the Yukawa coupling Yν (left) and the mixing angle |Θ| (right).
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Experimental limits and prospects on the parameter space of the heavy neutrino sector
are displayed in Fig. 3 in terms of the mass of the heavy neutrino MN vs. the total mixing
angle |Θ|2 (left) and the Yukawa coupling Yν (right). The latter two parameters are related
by Eq. (25). Excluded regions are displayed in yellow. For MN < MZ , direct searches
at collider experiments [53–62] provide the strongest constraints; we display some of the
most stringent results from the Z-pole search by DELPHI at Lep-I [53]. Direct searches
are not effective for larger HNL masses. However, their presence will produce deviations
from unitarity of the PMNS leptonic mixing matrix. The searches of non-unitary mixing
are dominated by the non-detection of charged lepton flavor violating (cLFV) processes
such as µ → eγ, τ → ℓ γ or µ → eee, but include as well limits on electroweak precision
observables (EWPO) and universality ratios. Plenty of analyses of these deviations exist
in the literature – e.g. Refs. [63–65] and references therein. In our figure, we display the
up-to-date results from the global analysis in Ref. [65] and label that region as “Excluded
(Unitarity)”.

Theoretical limits on the heavy neutrino parameter space also exist [66], stemming
from the preservation of perturbative unitarity, depicted in black in Fig. 3. The latter
become relevant for larger heavy neutrino masses, the strongest being established by
J = 1 amplitudes, setting |Yν |2 < 8 π/φ, where φ = (1 +

√
5)/2 ≃ 1.618 . . . is the golden

ratio.
The predictions at future colliders (in green, blue and mauve) for a type-I seesaw

compatible with the SPSS low-scale Majoron are taken from Ref. [67]. Other useful
sources including similar prospects can be found in Ref. [68]. Some of the limits reported
in those references are flavor-sensitive – they constrain the partial mixing angles |Θa| –
while we are interested in the flavor-insensitive “total” mixing angle |Θ|. In those cases
we consider the weakest limit on the |Θa|, which is typically |Θτ |. This approach is
optimistic in that it maximizes the available parameter space, but conservative for the
detection potential at future colliders, since it underestimates their detection capability
for heavy neutrinos with larger |Θe| and |Θµ| mixings.

Scalar sector

Given the hierarchy of scales in Eq. (2) with MN < Ms, and that the neutrino sector
must dominate the RG evolution long enough to sizably lower the instability scale µI , the
heavy scalar field S will not appear as an active degree of freedom in any of the colliders
considered in this work. This permits an EFT approach to the scalar sector impact on
collider data. For LHC, HL-LHC and FCC-ee, we combine the SMEFT and νSMEFT
analysis in Sec. 2.4 with the global fit recently presented in Ref. [42]. While we consider
the whole set of SMEFT operators generated by integrating out S at the tree and one-loop
levels – given in Table 2 – the limits are dominated by far by the contribution of the OH□

operator, which is the only one arising at tree-level. For the FCC-hh prospects, the results
in Ref. [43] are used instead, indicating a prospective measurement of κλ ≡ λ/λSM with up
to 2.8% accuracy. The resulting limits and prospects are displayed in Fig. 4. The regions
above the “|Ck| > 4π” lines are to be considered excluded as some of the parameters lie
outside the perturbative regime.
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Figure 4: Current and prospected collider limits on the exotic heavy scalar sector of the
Majoron model for λS = 0.1 (left) and λS = 0.5 (right). Above the black dashed line, one or

more of the effective couplings in the SMEFT may become non-perturbative.

3 Metastability bound on the Higgs mass
The metastability bound on the Higgs mass (1) was first found in Ref. [8], and completed
in Refs. [7, 9]. The general conditions for the existence of such a bound are that:

1. The EW vacuum does not correspond to a stable minimum but to a metastable
one.

2. The EW vacuum allows for the EWSB pattern of the SM.4

3. The vacuum into which the Higgs field tunnels with the highest probability requires
the Higgs self-coupling λ to become negative due to its RG running.

The ability of the metastability bound to explain the smallness of the observed Higgs
mass hinges on a lowering of the instability scale, which a series of previous works [2, 6, 7]
suggested to achieve through the addition of BSM fermions.5 Doing so would destabilize
the vacuum, though, to the point where its expected lifetime would be smaller than its
current age. This led to consider in addition the stabilizing effects stemming from BSM
scalar physics. The latter have been included in those previous works in a rather model-
independent way through the addition of a dimension-six scalar SMEFT effective operator
(i.e., built out of the Higgs field). While this picture is indeed sufficient to explore many
important aspects of the metastability bounds, it is linked to three conceptual problems:
i) the bound requires a very specific hierarchy of scales to be assumed, mfermion ≲ µI ≲ Λ,
where mfermion denotes the mass of the BSM fermions and Λ is the EFT generic scale
of new physics; ii) in the regimes in which the bound is the most successful, i.e., most

4A metastability bound has recently been found in Ref. [7] for the case of a positive Higgs mass
parameter in the low-energy theory (although EWSB does not take place in this case). This bound can
be even more stringent than the one for a negative mass parameter. This implies that a negative mass
term in the Higgs potential is not essential for the existence of a metastability bound.

5For an alternative approach using axion-like particles (ALPs) instead, see Ref. [69].
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stringent and close to the observed value for mh, a reliable calculation of the lifetime
would require to include higher-dimensional EFT operators; iii) the condition 3 above
had to be explicitly imposed.

3.1 Metastability bound and quantum phases: the Majoron model

To address those three open questions at once, we consider the realization of the Higgs
mass metastability bound in a concrete model – the low-scale Majoron model reviewed
in Sec. 2.

The new physics scale can then be identified with the heavy singlet scalar mass Λ =
Ms, and condition 2 above implies that in the false vacuum both scalar fields develop a
non-vanishing VEV due to a negative Higgs mass term, |⟨H⟩| = v/

√
2 and ⟨S⟩ = w/

√
2,

with v ≪ w. In turn, condition 1 singles out as viable scenarios from the landscape in
Fig. 2 the configurations in which our universe is associated – at tree level – to the P 2

saddle point, and a separate minimum is also present. That is, phases II, II’ and IV.
Furthermore, condition 3 is an automatic consequence of this Majoron model setup.

The effective theory of the Higgs in the vicinity of the saddle point (where the Higgs
VEV is negligible compared to that for S) can be linked to the full theory through the
standard matching procedure, see the tree-level matching condition in Eq. (32). This
equation shows that the requirements of a small Higgs mass and a negative quartic
coupling in the intermediate energy region imply

µ2
H ≳

κ

2λS

µ2
S and κ2 > 4λHλS. (39)

In terms of the parameters ΩH and ΩS, this corresponds to

ΩH ≲ 4
λSλH

κ2
< 1 , ΩS ≳ 1 and κ > 0 , (40)

see Eqs. (15)-(17). The conditions in Eq. (40) eliminate two of the three vacuum con-
figurations identified as a priori suitable in Sec. 2: the first and third condition are not
simultaneously satisfied by phase II, while the last one is not satisfied by phase II’, see
Fig. 2. This leaves IV as the optimal tree-level configuration.

The picture changes if RG effects on the potential are taken into account. We will
show in the next subsection that, for a small enough mass parameter, radiative corrections
can lead to the formation of an additional – metastable – vacuum in the vicinity of a
saddle point of the tree-level potential. Conversely, demanding the formation of such a
vacuum generally requires a small Higgs mass.

3.2 Radiatively generated vacua and metastability bound

The metastability bound in the Majoron model

Having identified the part of parameter space where the generation of an additional
vacuum is in principle feasible, we can now proceed to analyze this mechanism in full
detail. In order to do so, let us consider the vicinity of one of the saddle points in the
tree-level potential. Without the potential barrier, the field would simply roll down the
potential along the steepest descent contour

γ(η) ≡ (|H|γ(η), |S|γ(η)) (41)
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connecting the saddle point to the adjacent lower-lying vacuum, where γ(η) describes
the trajectory in the two-dimensional field space {|H|, |S|} as a function of the location
parameter η. This contour only agrees with the usual effective theory corresponding to
simply integrating out the heavy field S for very small values of |H|. An example is
depicted in blue in Fig. 5, which illustrates a transition from the saddle point P2 to the
minimum P1, while the naive EFT line corresponding to an expansion around P2 would
have resulted in the solid black trajectory (an analogous argument applies to the dotted
black line stemming from P1 and corresponding to negligible S VEVs - w - and large H
VEVs - v).

It is possible to parameterize γ in such a way that η can be interpreted as a canonically
normalized field itself, with Lagrangian

Lγ =
1

2
∂µη∂

µη − Vγ(η), where Vγ(η) = V (Hγ(η), Sγ(η)) , (42)

where in this equation and what follows we simplify the notation identifying Hγ(η) ≡
|H|γ(η) , Sγ(η) ≡ |S|γ(η). This parametrization can be implemented through the field
redefinition

d

dη

(
Hγ(η)
Sγ(η)

)
=

−∇{H,S}V (Hγ(η), Sγ(η))√
2|∇{H,S}V (Hγ(η), Sγ(η))|

. (43)

The formation of the radiatively generated vacuum thus requires the formation of a barrier
in the effective potential obtained by evaluating the full potential Eq. (4) along the contour
η. It is straightforward to solve Eq. (43) numerically.

Figure 5: Left: example of configuration in Phase IV. The steepest-descent contour γ(η) –
along which Vγ(η) is defined – is shown in blue. Meanwhile, the black solid line represents the
EFT described in Sec. 2, obtained by substituting |S| by its H-dependent VEV as defined in
Eq. (9). In the neighborhood of P2, highlighted as a reddish oval area, both theories coincide.
Right: tree-level profile of Vγ(η), depicting only its quartic term. The quartic term in Vγ(η),

with λ < 0, is stabilized by the extra terms in F2n(η/Ms) as defined in Eq. (45).

Nevertheless, in order to gain physical insights and to relate the parameters in Vγ to
those in the SM potential we can analyze the contour γ for small values of η, i.e., near
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the saddle point P2 in Eq. (45), which later on will correspond to the EW vacuum. For
small η, this contour is of the general form

(
Hγ(η)
Sγ(η)

)
=

1√
2

η
[
1−H2

η2

M2
s
+ ...

]
w
[
1− S2

η2

M2
s
...
]  , (44)

where H2, S2, ... are functions of the potential’s parameters. Due to this scaling, we find
that the potential in terms of η takes the familiar form

Vγ(η) = −
µ2
η

2
η2 +

λη

4
η4 + η4F

(
η

Ms

)
, (45)

with F

(
η

Ms

)
=

∞∑
n=1

F2n

(
η

Ms

)2n

. (46)

The parameter µ2
η is related to the tree-level Higgs mass m2

h after spontaneous symmetry
breaking through m2

h = 2µ2
η at tree level, as in Eq. (35). For simplicity, we will report

our bound directly in terms of m2
h. In the limit m2

h ≪ M2
s the parameter λη can be

identified with the effective quartic coupling of the tree-level low-energy Higgs theory at
the matching scale µ = Ms.

We will move forward using consistently λ instead of λη, as that strong hierarchy
between the Higgs and S masses will ultimately be mandated by the the metastability
bound. The function F is an infinite polynomial series of even powers of η reflecting
the initial Z2 symmetry, and F2n are polynomial coefficients. These have an explicit
dependence on the parameters of the scalar sector in the tree-level potential, i.e., λH , λS

and κ. While in our Majoron scheme λS and κ are indeed independent parameters – see
Eq.(26), we can treat λH as set by Eq. (32). The value of λ in this equation depends not
only on MS and the SM input for the relevant couplings, but also on MN and Yν when
one-loop effects are considered in addition, as they generically have a significant impact
on the running of λ. This also establishes a correlation between the parameters in F and
the instability scale µI , whose value is also set by MN and Yν .

In order to obtain Eqs. (44) and (45), we have expanded γ for small η, making these
expressions only appropriate in the vicinity of the saddle point P2. Throughout our
analysis, however, we use the full expression obtained by numerically integrating Eq. (43).
Notably, this equation treats H and S on an equal footing, in principle allowing for the
construction of a similar effective description around P1. Denoting by η1 the value of η
for which γ(η1) = P1, we find that in this regime s ∼ η1 − η, as suggested by Fig. 5.
Moreover, as an additional cross-check of our steepest-descent code used to solve Eq. (43),
we explicitly check that γ indeed reaches P1.

Following Sec. 3.1, the potential in Eq. (45) does not give rise to a metastable vacuum
at tree level. To incorporate the quantum corrections necessary to allow for the formation
of such a vacuum, we therefore include loop corrections to the coupling λ. For η < MS,
we therefore replace the tree-level coupling λ in Eq. (45) by its full one-loop expression,

λ → λ(µ, η) ≡ λ(µ) + δλ(η, µ), (47)
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where δλ(µ, η) is given in Refs. [10, 70],

(4π)2δλ(µ, η) =− 15g4

32
− 5g2(g′)2

16
− 5(g′)4

32
+

9y4t
2

+
3

8
g4 log

(
g2

4

η2

µ2

)
+

3

16

(
g2 + (g′)2

)2
log

(
g2 + (g′)2

4

η2

µ2

)
− 3y4t log

(
y2t
2

η2

µ2

)
+

3|Yν |4

2
− |Yν |4 log

(
|Yν |2

2

η2

µ2

)
. (48)

The first two lines collect the contributions arising from the Higgs’ couplings to the SM
particle content, which we take into account for all scales µ < MS. The terms in the
third line arise from loops involving neutrinos, making them relevant for MN < µ < MS.
We discuss their effect in great detail at the end of this section.6

Furthermore, anticipating that the potential barrier protecting the EW vacuum is
linked to RG effects changing the sign of λ, we choose as RG scale µ the instability scale
µI , defined by λ(µI , η = µI) = 0. This allows us to bring Eqs. (47)-(48) to the more
compact form

λ(µ, η) ≃ −|βλ(µI)| ln
(

η

µI

)
. (49)

Whether or not a barrier forms within this potential can be investigated by counting the
local extrema of the potential, corresponding to solutions of the equation

0 = ∂ηVγ(η) = η

[
−m2

h

2
+ η2

(
−|βλ|

(
1

4
+ ln

(
η

µI

))
+ 4F

(
η

Ms

)
+ F ′

(
η

Ms

)
· η

Ms

)]
.

The number of its solutions for a given value of m2
h can be obtained by solving for m2

h,

m2
h =2η2

[
−|βλ|

(
1

4
+ ln

(
η

µI

))
+ 4F

(
η

Ms

)
+ F ′

(
η

Ms

)
· η

Ms

]
(50)

= e−1/2µ2
Ix

2 [−2|βλ| ln(x) + 8F (z · x) + 2F ′ (z · x) z · x] (51)

≡ e−1/2µ2
IRz(x), (52)

with

x ≡ e1/4
η

µI

, z ≡ e−1/4 µI

Ms

< 1 , (53)

and where the last inequality holds by construction, see Eq. (2); note that only the first
term in Eq. (50) depends explicitly on µI at the order we work in.

In the limit in which the impact of the higher-dimensional polynomial terms in Rz(x)
can be disregarded, i.e., in the limit F → 0 which holds for η/MS → 0, only the first
term in Eq. (50) remains, which is the well-known result in the literature (e.g. for the
SM) [8, 9]. This case has been illustrated by the line labeled z = 0 in Fig. 6. It was

6For the SM couplings, we will use as initial conditions their values at the top mass scale as given in
Ref. [71] and integrate their beta functions at three-loop accuracy, including the most important four-
loop term for the strong gauge coupling gs. At µ = MN , we additionally take into account the threshold
corrections given in Ref. [72].
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analyzed in detail in Ref. [11], showing that the curve Rz(x) with z = 0 allows for a
maximum value of the parameter mh,

m2
h < m2

crit ≡ µ2
I e−1/2 locmax

x
{Rz(x)} , (54)

where locmax{} stands for the unique local maximum of the function in brackets, in this
case R (which is unbounded from above).

For Higgs mass values above mcrit no non-trivial solution exists, while the solution
η = 0 describes a global maximum. Note that mcrit is not a prediction for the Higgs mass
parameter, but indeed an upper bound. Saturation of this bound would correspond to a
potential with no barrier protecting the EW vacuum.
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Figure 6: The function R(x), with x ≡ e1/4η/µI , controlling the number of extrema in the
effective potential Vγ for generic scalar parameters. Different curves represent different values
of the instability scale relative to MS , described through the parameter z = e−1/4µI/MS . If
this parameter becomes too large, the structure of the effective potential changes, presenting
the formation of a second minimum. Within the range of suitable parameters, the value of R(x)
agrees to leading order with the value obtained by considering only the dimension-four terms in

the potential.

Let us now consider the complete equation, that is, including the impact of the terms
collected in F . Fig. 6 illustrates how its polynomial terms become increasingly relevant
with larger z values. It also illustrates how, whatever the value of Ms, for sufficiently low
values of η (i.e., x → 0) all Rz(x) curves must converge towards that for z = 0. For large
enough values of x instead, the higher-order polynomial terms in F do become relevant,
causing the function Rz to turn back positive. For a large range of intermediate z values,
this implies the existence of another solution to the equation independent of m2

h, which
can be identified with the true vacuum. A metastability bound appears then obeying
Eq. (54) above, for the given z value. Following our analysis in Sec. 3.2, we can expect
this behavior to be universal for the potential Vγ, implying that the contribution of the
higher-dimensional operators to Eq. (52) is generically positive and grows with x. As z
grows farther towards one, the F terms become large enough to dominate before the local
maximum can form, in contradiction with our assumptions. As it can be seen in Fig. 8,
this can happen even if z < 1.
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Overall, a plausible rough estimate of the requirement for the existence of a second
minimum is µ2

I ≲ O(1)|βλ|M2
S, which was obtained from the analysis of a toy model [11],

and which sustains our initial assumption about the hierarchy of scales in Eq. (2). The
transition to the existence of a second minimum can itself be understood as a quantum
phase transition of the potential.

On a practical level, the discussion above enables us to separate the discussion of
the fermionic and bosonic sectors of our model, thereby drastically simplifying the anal-
ysis: instead of performing a complete scan over the five parameters of our model –
Mν , Yν ,MS, λS and κ – we can first consider the neutrino sector on its own to identify
regions of parameter space giving rise to a reasonably strong metastability bound. Next,
and for selected benchmark points within those regions, we can perform a lifetime calcu-
lation to identify in which range of the scalar parameters the destabilizing effects of the
RHNs are compensated enough so as to be in compliance with the observed age of the
Universe.

Figure 7: Metastability bound mh ≤ 10k GeV The metastability bound as given in Eq. (1)
as a function of the neutrino mass MN and the Yukawa coupling Yν in Eq. (18). As long as Ms

is large enough to allow the running of λ(µ) until µ = µI , the bound does not depend on the
scalar sector.

In summary, the metastability bound’s ability to explain the observed value of the
Higgs mass requires the very specific ordering of scales mN ≲ µI ≲ Ms, and the contribu-
tion of the heavy scalar S to the bound can be expected to be subdominant. Altogether,
this means that the lowering of the metastability bound depends mainly on the details
of the heavy fermionic sector, whose impact we analyse next.

The role of fermions

The requirement of lowering the maximum possible value for the Higgs mass via the
metastability bound – Eq. (54) – towards O(TeV) (so as to justify the observed value of
the Higgs mass), demands from seesaw scenarios very large values for the combinations
Tr(Y †

ν Yν) and Tr(Y †
ν YνY

†
ν Yν), as well as a relatively low HNL mass MN . While this

low-scale scenario would contradict the canonical Type-I seesaw reasoning, there exist
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multiple ways to reconcile such low HNL mass values with the lightness of the observed
neutrinos, such as exploiting an additional approximate U(1)L symmetry [32]-[40]. In
these scenarios, and for the particular SPSS realization [40] used as a concrete example
below, it is well-understood that the impact of the HNLs on the running of the quartic
coupling λ can effectively be described through a single parameter |Yν | [10], see Eq. (24).
At the level of the relevant beta functions, this manifests as a replacement of the SM
beta function βλ by

βλ →βλ +
1

(4π)2
(
4λ|Yν |2 − 2|Yν |4

)
+ ... (55)

which indeed drives λ faster towards negative values if Yν ≳ 1. For all beta functions at
the level of accuracy used in our analysis, as well as for the threshold corrections needed
for the matching, see Ref. [10].

Our results for the metastability bound as a function of the two most relevant param-
eters of the full theory, Yν and MN , are shown in the left panel of Fig. 7. In the right
panel of Fig. 7, those same results have been projected on the parameter space {MN , θν},
where θν is the experimentally relevant mixing angle in Eq. (25). For simplicity, we chose
to neglect in these plots the (subdominant) dependence of the bound on the contribu-
tions from higher-dimensional polynomial terms in Vγ, i.e., to neglect the F -dependent
terms on the right-hand side of Eq. (50). Besides allowing for a cleaner analysis of the
leading-order dependence on Yν and MN , this also makes it straightforward to relate and
compare our bounds to those obtainable in models relying on different particles to lower
µI , which might rely on a different ultra violet (UV) completion to avoid insufficiently
short lifetimes [7, 69].

The contour lines separating colored regions indicate the corresponding limit on the
Higgs mass. The vertical shape of these contours reflects the need for the HNLs to be
lighter than the metastability bound itself, so as to be dynamical at those energies, while
the horizontal shape reflects the need of large enough LHN Yukawa couplings as these
constitute the portal between the LHN and the SM sector. Indeed, a stringent Higgs mass
bound close to the observed mh value requires large Yukawa couplings and relatively low
HNL masses, as intuitively needed for a strong impact on the RG evolution of λ. Present
experimental constraints on HNL masses and mixings exclude part of the parameter space
depicted, see Fig. (4); this will be discussed further below, see Fig. (9).

In conclusion, the BSM heavy fermion sector was shown to be the key to a stringent
metastability bound on the Higgs mass. In turn, we will show next that the heavy BSM
scalar sector is the key to ensure a viable lifetime for the Universe.

3.3 Tunneling computation

In the absence of any other additional BSM physics, introducing new fermions capable
of lowering the instability scale has the collateral effect of destabilizing the vacuum. The
tunneling rate per unit volume can be expressed in the usual imaginary-time picture
as [73]

Γ

V
= A · e−SE ≃ µ4

S · e−SE , (56)

where µS is an energy scale which roughly coincides with the typical field values of the
so-called instanton, while SE is the Euclidean action of this configuration [73, 74]. The
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instanton is a solution of the Euclidean equations of motion in imaginary time with
appropriate boundary conditions. For the SM potential, the Euclidean action takes the
simple form [8, 75, 76]

SE =
8π2

3|λ(µS)|
, (57)

while the instanton scale µS can be identified with the RG scale where λ(µ) reaches its
minimum [77]. In cases where no such minimum exists below the Planck scale, the scale
µS becomes sensitive to gravitational effects, resulting in a value relatively close but below
MPl [9, 10].

Introducing additional fermions to lower the instability scale µI also leads to signif-
icantly lower vales of λ(µS). Combining Eqs. (56) and (57), this implies a larger decay
rate, and hence, shorter lifetime of the vacuum than in the SM. Lowering the instability
scale to O(TeV), this effect is sufficiently strong to lower the lifetime of the EW vacuum
below the current age of the Universe. This scenario is therefore only in agreement with
our ongoing existence in models also containing additional new physics capable of stabi-
lizing the vacuum. In the Majoron completion, this new physics can be identified with
the additional scalar S responsible for the mass of the HNLs. It is then well-understood
that in the regime of interest for us a reliable calculation of the tunneling rate has to take
into account the complete two-field potential in Eq. (4).

Hence, it is necessary to compute the Euclidean action of the two-field instanton
(HI , SI) connecting the metastable vacuum near P2 with the basin surrounding the true
vacuum P1. Using the standard Ansatz of an O(4)-symmetric solution, i.e., HI(ρ) and
SI(ρ) with ρ2 = t2 + x2, the Euclidean equations of motion can be interpreted as the
motion of a point particle in the inverted two-dimensional potential while subject to a
time-dependent friction,

d2

dρ2
(HI , SI) +

3

ρ

d
dρ

(HI , SI) = ∇H,SV (HI , SI). (58)

We can now simplify this system of equations by recalling that the true and false vac-
uum are connected through a steep valley γ, which translates to a narrow ridge in
the imaginary-time picture. It is now easy to see that the only path along which the
“particle” can roll towards the true vacuum needs to be close to γ, as it would oth-
erwise develop some runaway behavior away from the false vacuum, see Fig. 8. This
suggests that, to leading order, we can approximate the shape of the instanton by
(HI(ρ), SI(ρ) = Hγ(ηI(ρ)), Sγ(ηI(ρ))), where ηI(ρ) is the instanton in the effective poten-
tial Vγ [8],

d2

dρ2
ηI +

3

ρ

d
dρ

ηI =
d
dη

Vγ(ηI). (59)

The Euclidean action along this contour is then defined through

SE =

∫
d4x

1

2
η̇2I +

1

2
|∇ηI |2 + Vγ(ηI) . (60)

On a practical level, this observation will allow us to replace the two-parameter shooting
that would be necessary to solve Eq. (58) by a single-parameter shooting using Eq. (59).
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Figure 8: The potential −V (H,S) determining the shape of the instanton. The white lines
illustrate the steepest descend contours away from the blue trajectory γ. Eq. (58) can be
understood as a point particle rolling down this potential after starting from rest, subject to a
time-dependent friction. If this motion leads too far away from the center of the ridge formed
by γ, the corresponding particle would “fall off”, motivating our ansatz leading to Eq. (59). This
motion can be expected to start close to, but not exactly in P1. We visualize this through the

solid blue line, with the dashed blue line representing the part of γ not covered by it.

We obtain the instanton in the potential Vγ through the usual shooting procedure, as
described, e.g., in Ref. [7]. When doing so, we will incorporate important loop correc-
tions by using the RG-improved effective potential: for MN ≲ η ≲ Ms, the large Yukawa
couplings of the HNLs give rise to large quantum corrections, while the tree-level contri-
bution is small in the vicinity of the instability scale: we thus replace in that regime the
tree-level quartic coupling with its RG-improved effective coupling. Note that, since in
that regime the Higgs mass becomes loop-suppressed relative to the remaining particles
in the spectrum, this procedure allows for a consistent perturbative expansion [74, 78, 79].
Above Ms the couplings are again dominated by their tree-level contributions, while the
effects on the running due to the HNL Yukawa couplings is partially compensated for by
the portal coupling κ. Moreover, we consistently find that all relevant field values exceed
Ms only by factors of O(1). Similarly, below the scale MN the effects of the HNL be-
come inactive, allowing for a tree-level treatment. Besides capturing important physical
effects, this procedure also accelerates our shooting mechanism. Relying exclusively on
the tree-level potential would instead imply the absence of a potential barrier protecting
the EW vacuum, thus preventing an undershooting.

For a given vacuum decay rate per unit volume, the lifetime of the vacuum is defined
as the time after which the probability that a vacuum bubble has nucleated within the
past lightcone P of any observer becomes of order one [8],

1 ∼
∫
P

d4x
Γ

V
. (61)

It therefore does not only depend on the rate itself, but also on the evolution of spacetime,
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and in particular, the spacetime volume of the past lightcone.7 Current cosmological data
suggests that for the past roughly 14 billion years, the Universe has been matter domi-
nated. Together with the observed value of the cosmological constant, H0 ≈ 67.4 km

s·Mpc
,

this implies that the volume of any observer’s past lightcone is given by

VP =
0.15

H4
0

= 2.2 · 10163(GeV)−4. (62)

This then translates to a lower bound on the Euclidean action,

SE > 367.104 + 4 ln
( µS

GeV

)
, (63)

where in our case SE is given by Eq. (60). Throughout this article, we will use this
condition to distinguish between feasible vacua and vacua which can be ruled out due to
our ongoing existence.

For significantly longer lifetimes, the volume of the past lightcone is dominated by
the contribution from the dark energy-dominated era. To leading order, this implies that
the lifetime of the vacuum takes the simple form [8]

τEW =
3H3

Λ

4π

(
Γ

V

)−1

, (64)

where HΛ ≈ 67.4 km
s·Mpc

is the Hubble constant during the energy-dominated era.

4 Metastability searches at colliders
It was argued above that the low-scale Majoron model automatically incorporates both
the fermionic and the scalar ingredients that may induce a stringent metastability bound
on the Higgs mass while ensuring a viable lifetime for the Universe. We present next the
existing experimental bounds on both sectors and discuss the prospects to test metasta-
bility at future colliders.

4.1 Neutrino sector

The result of superimposing the present limits and future experimental prospects for the
HNL sector of the Majoron model (Fig. 3) over the theoretical results for the metastability
bound on the Higgs mass (Fig. 7) is depicted in Fig. 9, in the {MN , Yν} parameter space
and zooming into the region of Yν ∼ 1.

The shape of the contours of the metastability bounds has been discussed at the
end of Sec. (3.2). In turn, the shape of the experimentally excluded area as well as the
region at experimental reach at future accelerators, included FCC-ee, is dominated by
their sensitivity to unitarity constraints on the leptonic mixing matrix: the larger the
HNL mass the higher the Yν required to induce unitarity deviations, see the discussion in
Sec (2.5). The limit of the excluded region corresponds to a metastability bound of a few
TeV. The figure shows the solid prospects of FCC-ee to scan the entire region of strong

7A priori, the tunneling rate also depends on the temperature [75, 79–81]. These effects are, how-
ever, only relevant for a negligible fraction of the past lightcone, making their contribution to the total
probability in Eq. (61) negligible.
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Figure 9: HNL parameter space, showing the overlap of future collider sensitivity regions with
areas where the metastability bound on the Higgs mass is stringent. The two first benchmark
points in Table 3 are respectively depicted as purple and red dots, both within the region
mH ≲ 6TeV. The third point in the table is depicted in green and corresponds to a looser

bound although within the mH ≲ 10TeV contour.

metastability constraints above this limit, up to Higgs mass bounds of a few tens of TeV.
FCC-hh exhibits instead a modest reach to the fermionic sector of interest, limited to a
small region in Yν values and for very stringent metastability bounds. The prospects of
HL-LHC are even more restricted.

# MN |Yν | µI m2
crit

1 5.1 TeV 1.8 25.5 TeV (5.2 TeV)2

2 6.15 TeV 2.2 19 TeV (5.6 TeV)2

3 8.0 TeV 1.8 39.8 TeV (7.8 TeV)2

Table 3: The benchmark points in HNL parameter space considered in our analysis of the
scalar sector.

We will focus the discussion of the final results on three benchmark points within the
{MN , Yν} region of stringent metastability bounds at reach of FCC-ee, see Table 3. Two
points are within the metastability bound region mh ≤ 6 TeV and depicted respectively
in purple and red in Fig. 9. A third point – in green – corresponds to a somewhat higher
MN value but within the metastability bound region mh ≤ 10 TeV.

4.2 Scalar sector

For the selected {MN , Yν} benchmark points in Table 3, we have performed a lifetime
calculation to explore the scalar parameter space capable of compensating the destabi-
lization effects of the HNLs. The destabilization manifests predominantly through the
HNLs effect on the running of λ. In the full theory, it is thus entirely captured by λH ,
which in turn is entirely determined by λ and the remaining free parameters through the
matching condition in Eq. (32), with the HNLs parameters entering when considering
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Figure 10: Parameter space of the scalar sector in the {κ,Ms} plane, for λS = 0.5, and for
neutrino parameters MN = 5.1TeV, Yν = 1.8. The latter determine the µI vertical line, with the
Ms region on its right corresponding to a metastability bound on the Higgs mass of 5.2 TeV in
the yellow region. The desired metastability region available to the FCC-hh is the triangular-like

area delimitated by a thick blue line, see text.
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one-loop effects, e.g. λ → λ(µ). We then scan the relevant regions of parameter space
by varying Ms, κ and λS for each benchmark point, calculating the lifetime following the
procedure described in Sec. (3.3).

In order to illustrate the analysis method, let us first focus on benchmark point #1, in
purple in Fig. 9, corresponding to MN = 5.1 TeV and Yν = 1.8. The corresponding results
for the scalar sector are depicted in Fig. 10 in the {Ms, κ} parameter space, for λS = 0.5.
The metastable region of interest is depicted in yellow and labeled “Metastable”, while
the FCC-hh reach is depicted in light purple. The red region is excluded by the EW
vacuum having a lifetime shorter than the age of the Universe. In the grey region the
ultraviolet potential is unbounded by below.

The allowed region of interest which meets all requirements is the triangular-like area
in Fig. 10 delimitated by a thick continuous blue line. Per our initial assumptions, we
only consider the scenario Ms ≥ µI , explaining the left vertical boundary of the allowed
region. Similarly, we exclude cases with too large values of κ to ensure perturbativity,
which explains the roughly horizontal upper boundary. The non-trivial boundary to
the right of the metastable area arises through the interplay of two effects: first, larger
values of κ generically stabilize the EW vacuum, since κ is the portal through which
the stabilizing effects of the heavy scalar S are conveyed to the Higgs sector; second,
increasing the scale Ms weakens the impact of the heavy scalar on the instanton, also
counteracting its stabilizing effect.

The effect of lowering or raising λS is illustrated in Fig. 11, together with the results
for the scalar parameter space corresponding to all three benchmark points in Table 3.
All panels in that figure exhibit a similar pattern to that for benchmark point #1. For
each point, three values of λS are plotted for illustration. For given Ms and κ, we find
that increasing λS destabilizes the EW vacuum. This effect, which is invisible in the
Higgs low-energy effective theory, can also be understood in terms of the ridge potential
Vγ. Recall that in our picture, the EW vacuum emerges near the saddle point P 2 at
(HEW, SEW) = (0,Ms/(

√
2λS)) – see Eq.(10) – while the lower-lying vacuum P 1 is located

at (HUV, SUV) = (
√
κMs/(2

√
λSλH), 0)

8. Thus, larger values of λS correspond to a
smaller distance (in units of Ms) between these vacua in field space. In particular, in
the (unphysical) limit λS → ∞ they would become degenerate, implying a vanishing
Euclidean action for the instanton.

Independently of the choice of λS, we find that the viable region of the scalar sector
of the Majoron parameter space has a significant overlap with the projected range of the
FCC-hh in the region corresponding to lifetimes of the EW vacuum significantly larger
than the current age of the Universe, τ ∼ 1010 years. This is indeed consistent with the
observation that the region where the scalar sector signal is stronger at the FCC-hh is
also the region where the EW vacuum is stabilized effectively.

In summary, FCC-ee and the FCC-hh appear to be complementarity as to their ability
to test Higgs criticality, with FCC-ee tackling large regions of the fermion parameter space
of interest and FCC-hh part of the corresponding scalar domain. For the most stringent
bounds on the Higgs mass analyzed here, there is a good chance that BSM signals appear
both at the FCC-ee and the FCC-hh.

8Here, the first equality in Eq. (39) has been applied, ensuring m2
h ∼ 0.
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Figure 11: Parameter space of the scalar sector in the {κ,Ms} plane, for three different values
of λS (rows with λS = 0.1, 0.5, 1) and the three neutrino benchmark points in Table 3 (columns).
Description as for Fig. 10. The desired metastability regions available to the FCC-hh are the

triangular-like areas delimitated by a thick blue line, see text.
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5 Conclusions
We have presented the first realization of the metastability bound on the Higgs mass in
a concrete and complete model – the low-scale Majoron model for neutrino masses. The
Majoron model contains by construction heavy singlet neutrinos alike to those in type-I
seesaw, HNLs here, and a heavy scalar, with all new scales proportional to the vev of
the latter. Obtaining a strong bound requires that the new physics scale(s) lie close to
the observed Higgs mass, i.e., O(TeV). This in turns points to low-scale Majoron model
realizations, and brings the scenario into the realm of present and foreseen colliders.

We have first studied how the impact of the HNLs on the RG evolution of the Higgs’
quartic coupling lowers the instability scale µI at which the latter becomes negative, while
the presence of the heavy scalar is essential to stabilize the vacuum so that the lifetime
of the EW vacuum is comparable or larger than the observed age of the Universe. The
Majoron-model structure naturally explains a hierarchy of scales such that MN ≲ µI ≲
Ms, with all scales relatively close to one another.

While previous analyses of the lifetime of the EW vacuum for metastability scenarios
considered single-scalar potentials, the potential under study here is a two-scalar system.
We have thus developed a novel approximation for the calculation of the tunneling rate
in generic multi-field potentials, allowing us to take into account radiative corrections at
scales where they are relevant. Our analysis shows the importance of considering ultravi-
olet complete models in the regime in which the metastability bound is most successful,
so as to achieve a reliable calculation of the lifetime, showing that it differs substantially
from leading-order EFT approaches.

In order to assess the ability of realistic colliders to test the paradigm of Higgs criti-
cality, we have performed an extensive analysis of the discovery prospects at the HL-LHC
and at the FCC for the low-scale Majoron model. We found that an upper bound on the
Higgs mass relatively close to the observed value can be achieved through large Yukawa
couplings and relatively low HNL masses, placing the interesting regions of fermionic
parameter space firmly in range of existing and future colliders, in particular the FCC-ee.

The collider impact of the additional heavy scalar has also been explored. We provide
a comprehensive analysis of its testability at the FCC, and compare it to existing bounds.
In order for the heavy scalar to sufficiently stabilize the vacuum, a relatively large portal
coupling is needed. This translates into putative strong signals in future detectors, leading
to a significant overlap of the parameter space of interest with the projected range of the
FCC-hh.

Overall, a nice complementarity appears between the FCC-ee and the FCC-hh as to
their ability to test Higgs criticality, with FCC-ee tackling large regions of the fermion
parameter space of interest and FCC-hh part of the corresponding scalar domain. For
the most stringent bounds analyzed here (i.e., mh < 6 TeV, and even for mh < 10 TeV),
there is a good chance that BSM signals appear both at the FCC-ee and the FCC-hh.

Two final comments are pertinent. First, the precise form used above for the low-
scale Majoron model is not essential: the generic results should hold in other seesaw
realizations which account for the observed light neutrino masses with low BSM scales.
Second, to our knowledge this work is the first attempt to explore the sensitivity reach
of future colliders to Higgs criticality using a complete BSM model. In this sense, it is
a proof of concept. It remains to be seen whether the collider impact may be larger for
other BSM theories leading to stricter metastability bounds on the Higgs mass.
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A Phase space of a 2-field potential
In Sec. 3 the 2-field potential in the Majoron model – see Sec. 2 – was analyzed in
detail, with the aim to study its near-critical configurations. A complete classification of
the possible phases in that potential according to its parametric degrees of freedom was
presented, which we elaborate on in this Appendix.

The complete set of stationary points in the potential, i.e., the solutions P k of Eqs. (8)
and (9), were presented in Eqs. (10) and (11) and their normalized versions P k in Eqs. (13)
and (14). Clearly, the existence condition for each stationary point P k is that P k has
two real components. Are these stationary points minima, maxima or saddles? That can
be determined by the Hessian H test. Let us denote

Hk ≡ H(Hk, Sk) ≡

 ∂2V

∂H2

∂2V

∂H∂S
∂2V

∂S∂H

∂2V

∂S2


∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
Hk,Sk

. (65)

The test establishes that a stationary point is a local minimum if |Hk| ≡ det(Hk) >
0 ∧ H11

k > 0, a local maximum if |Hk| > 0 ∧ H11
k < 0, a saddle if |Hk| < 0 and is

inconclusive if |Hk| = 0. Explicitly we have that

P 0 : |H0| = 2µ2
Hµ

2
S , H11

0 = −µ2
H ,

P 1 : |H1| = 4µ2
Hµ

2
S

[
1−ΩH

ΩH

]
, H11

1 = 2µ2
H ,

P 2 : |H2| = 4µ2
Hµ

2
S

[
1−ΩS

ΩS

]
, H11

2 = µ2
H

[
1−ΩS

ΩS

]
,

P 3 : |H3| = 8µ2
Hµ

2
S

(ΩH−1)(ΩS−1)
ΩH ΩS−1

, H11
5 = 2µ2

H
ΩH(ΩS−1)
ΩH ΩS−1

.

(66)

Therefore, the parameters ΩH and ΩS as well as the signs of µ2
H and µ2

S completely
determine the nature of these minima. The complete classification under the assumption
of boundedness from below – which means applying the restrictions in Eq. (16) – is shown
in Table 1 and Fig. 1, while examples of all possible configurations are displayed in Fig. 2.

B Kinetic canonical normalization and input scheme
The EFT described in Sec. 2.4 can be related to experiment only after an appropriate
processing. Namely, it needs to be canonically normalized (mainly due to the three d = 6
operators already introduced in Eq. (31)) and an input scheme needs to be specified. All
the other relevant operators for this computation can be found in Table 2.

Canonical normalization

Two important effects have to be taken into consideration. Firstly, OH contributes to the
Higgs potential, shifting its vacuum expectation value to

⟨H†H⟩ = v2T
2

≡ v2

2

[
1 +

3

4λ
CH

]
+O

(
1

M4
s

)
, where CH =

v2

M2
s

CH . (67)

We generalize this Ck notation to all Wilson coefficients below. Secondly, after EWSB,
now |H| −→ (vT + h) /

√
2 , the two derivative operators generate contributions which
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shift the normalization of the Higgs’ kinetic terms since

OH □ = −
(
v2 + 2 v h+ h2

)
(∂h)2 and OH D =

1

4

(
v2 + 2 v h+ h2

)
(∂h)2 , (68)

generate contributions quadratic in ∂µh. The theory’s kinetic term,

L ⊃
(
1

2
−∆KH

)
(∂h)2 , with ∆KH ≡ CH□ − CHD

4
, (69)

requires finite renormalization. Several field redefinitions can be introduced to restore
canonical normalization, among which adopt a non-trivial one [82]

h −→ h+∆KH

(
h+

h2

v
+

h3

3 v2

)
, (70)

which contains extra terms carefully chosen to remove every momentum-dependent con-
tribution from the to cubic and quartic terms in L. The price paid is introducing a
dependence on CHD and CH□ in the Higgs’ potential, which leads to the final expression

V (h) = h2λv2T

(
1 + 2∆KH − 3

2λ
CH

)
+ h3λ vT

(
1 + 5∆KH − 5

2λH

CH

)
+

+ h4λ

4

(
1 +

56

3
∆KH − 15

2λH

C̄H

)
+ . . . ,

(71)

which reduces to Eq. (33) if only the tree-level contributions to SMEFT coefficients are
taken into account.

Input scheme

There are four independent parameters in the EW sector of the SM, which can be chosen
to be {g1, gW , v, λH}. Fixing them amounts to choosing an input scheme. A commonly
used input scheme, which we adopt, is the {αe, GF ,mZ} scheme – we suggest Ref. [83],
which we follow closely, for an extensive description. This scheme makes use of these
three pseudo-observable quantities together with the measured mass of the Higgs, mh, to
fix these parameters. At tree level, they are corrected as follows:

αe =
1

4π

g2Wg21
g2W + g21

[1 + ∆αe] , GF =
1√
2v2T

[1 + ∆GF ] , (72)

∆m2
Z =

C̄HD

2
+

2g1gW
g21 + g2W

C̄HWB , ∆m2
h = 2∆KH − 3

2λH

C̄H , (73)

where

∆αem = − 2g1gW
g21 + g2W

C̄HWB , ∆GF = (C
(3)

Hl)11 + (C
(3)

Hl)22 −
(
C ll

)
1221

, (74)

∆m2
Z =

C̄HD

2
+

2g1gW
g21 + g2W

C̄HWB , ∆m2
h = 2∆KH − 3

2λH

C̄H . (75)
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In terms of the pseudo-observable inputs m2
h and GF , it is possible to rewrite the potential

as

V (h) =
m2

h

2
h2 +

m2
hG

1/2
F

23/4
ghhh h

3 +
m2

h GF

4
√
2

ghhhh h
4 , (76)

where we have defined

ghhh = 1− ∆GF

2
+ 3∆KH −

√
2

m2
hGF

CH , (77)

ghhhh = 1−∆GF +
50

3
∆KH − 6

√
2

m2
h GF

CH . (78)

C Scalar field contributions to the SMEFT
The model in Sec. 2 contains a heavy scalar field S, which was integrated out. In this
section, we list all its one-loop contributions to the 6-dim SMEFT operators listed in
Table 2, using the Warsaw basis [45]. As stated in the text, most relevant for the analysis
of the potential are three operators in Eq. (31). At the tree level, for the Majoron model
under discussion, the contributions are

C
(0)
H = 0 , C

(0)
H□ = − κ2

4λS

, C
(0)
HD = 0 . (79)

That is, no other operator than C
(0)
H□ is generated at that level in our theory. Much more

involved contributions are found at one loop. From Ref. [41], we find that

16π2CH(µ) = 16π2
[
C

(0)
H (µ) + δCH(µ) + δCH(µ)|shift

]
+

+
κ2

9 s2θλS

[
84λ2s2θ − 62π αeλ+

(
60παeλ− 18 s2θλ

2
)
log

(
M2

s

µ2

)]
, (80)

16π2CH□(µ) = 16π2
[
C

(0)
H□(µ) + δCH□(µ) + δCH□(µ)|shift

]
+

+
κ2

72λS

[
81λ− 62 π αe

c2θ
− 186 π αe

s2θ
−
(
36λ− 60π αe

c2θ
− 180π αe

s2θ

)
log

M2
s

µ2

]
, (81)

16π2CHD(µ) =
αeκ

2

9λSc2θ

(
−31 + 30 log

M2
s

µ2

)
, (82)

where the IR Higgs quartic coupling λ was defined in Eq. (32), and we also have

16π2δCH(µ)
∣∣
shift = − 3κ2

4λS

C
(0)
H , 16π2δCH□(µ)

∣∣
shift = − κ2

2λS

C
(0)
H□ , (83)

as well as

16π2δCH□(µ) = −
(
19

6
+

9

4

λ

λS

)
κ2 − 7

12

κ3

λS

+
13

48

κ4

λ2
S

+

+

[(
6 +

λ

2λS

)
κ2 − κ3

λS

− κ4

4λ2
S

]
log

(
M2

s

µ2

)
, (84)

16π2δCH(µ) ≡
18λ2

λS

κ2 +

(
197

12
+

6λ

λS

)
κ3 − κ4

λS

+
κ5

2λ2
S

− κ6

12λ3
S

+

−
[
18λ2

λS

κ2 +

(
63

4
− 35

4

λ

λS

)
κ3

]
log

(
M2

s

µ2

)
. (85)
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In these expressions, sθ = sin θ and cθ = cos θ where θ is the Weinberg angle. The re-
maining 13 operators in Table 2 are also generated at the one-loop level, but subdominant
in the computation of the collider bounds in Sec. 2.5. However, we list them below for
completeness:

16 π2CHW =
αe

s2θ

π

6

κ2

λS

, (86)

16π2CHB =
αe

c2θ

π

6

κ2

λS

, (87)

16π2CHWB =
αe

cθsθ

π

3

κ2

λS

, (88)

16π2CHu =
κ2

λS

[
5

16
y†uyu −

17 π

54

αe

c2θ
+

(
π

9

αe

c2θ
− y†uyu

8

)
log

(
M2

s

µ2

)]
, (89)

16π2CHd =
κ2

λS

[
17 π

108

αe

c2θ
− 5

16
y†dyd +

(
y†dyd
8

− π

18

αe

c2θ

)
log

(
M2

s

µ2

)]
, (90)

16π2CHe =
κ2

λS

[
17 π

36

αe

c2θ
− 5

16
y†eye +

(
y†dyd
8

− π

6

αe

c2θ

)
log

(
M2

s

µ2

)]
, (91)

16π2CuH =
κ2

λS

yu
72

[
45y†uyu + 174λ− 124 π

αe

s2θ
+

+

(
120π

αe

s2θ
− 36λ− 54 y†uyu

)
log

(
M2

s

µ2

)]
, (92)

16π2CdH =
κ2

λS

yd
72

[
45y†dyd + 174λ− 124π

αe

s2θ
+

+

(
120π

αe

s2θ
− 36λ− 54 y†dyd

)
log

(
M2

s

µ2

)]
, (93)

16π2CeH =
κ2

λS

ye
72

[
45y†eye + 174λ− 124 π

αe

s2θ
+

+

(
120π

αe

s2θ
− 36λ− 54 y†eye

)
log

(
M2

s

µ2

)]
, (94)

16π2C
(1)
Hq =

1

864

κ2

λS

[
135

(
ydy

†
d − yuy

†
u

)
− 68π

αe

c2θ
+

+

(
24π

αe

c2θ
+ 54

(
yuy

†
u − ydy

†
d

))
log

(
M2

s

µ2

)]
, (95)

16π2C
(3)
Hq =

1

284

κ2

λS

[
45
(
yuy

†
u + ydy

†
d

)
− 68π

αe

s2θ
+

+

(
24π

αe

c2θ
− 18

(
yuy

†
u + ydy

†
d

))
log

(
M2

s

µ2

)]
, (96)

16π2C
(1)
Hq =

1

288

κ2

λS

[
45 yey

†
e + 68 π

αe

s2θ
−
(
24 π

αe

s2θ
+ 18 yey

†
e

)
log

(
M2

s

µ2

)]
, (97)

16π2C
(3)
Hq =

1

288

κ2

λS

[
45 yey

†
e − 68π

αe

c2θ
+

(
24 π

αe

c2θ
− 18 yey

†
e

)
log

(
M2

s

µ2

)]
. (98)
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