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Abstract

The stability of tree-level relations among the parameters of a quantum field theory with respect
to renormalization group (RG) running is typically explained by the existence of a symmetry. We
examine a toy model of a quantum field theory of two real scalars in which a tree-level relation
among the squared-mass parameters of the scalar potential appears to be RG-stable without the
presence of an appropriate underlying symmetry. The stability of this relation with respect to
renormalization group running can be explained by complexifying the original scalar field theory.
It is then possible to exhibit a symmetry that guarantees the relations of relevant beta functions
of squared-mass parameters of the complexified theory. Among these relations, we can identify
equations that are algebraically identical to the corresponding equations that guarantee the stability
of the relations among the squared-mass parameters of the original real scalar field theory where
the symmetry of the complexified theory is no longer present.

1 Introduction

The discovery of the Higgs boson at the LHC in 2012 [I2] provided strong evidence that the mechanism
for generating the masses of the gauge bosons, quarks, and charged leptons of the Standard Model was
governed by the dynamics of a weakly-coupled scalar sector. Indeed, the Higgs boson appears to be an
elementary spin-0 particle, the first of its kind. Subsequent measurements have shown that the Higgs
boson couplings to fermions and gauge bosons are, with increasing experimental precision [3/4], nearly
identical to those predicted by the Standard Model (SM). However, despite these impressive successes,
a number of fundamental aspects of the theory of fundamental particles and their interactions remain
unexplained. As a result, the possibility of new physics beyond the SM has been considered for
decades.

Enlarging the scalar sector beyond the one complex SU(2) doublet employed by the SM has long
been an interesting and promising way to try to address some of the issues that the SM is incapable
of explaining. For example, a theory of very small but nonzero neutrino masses may be achieved by
considering an extra SU(2) triplet field, using the see-saw mechanism [5]. Adding gauge singlet scalars
has been considered in order to generate a first order electroweak phase transition that is required
for a viable theory of electroweak baryogenesis [6]. Finally, adding a second complex scalar doublet
to the SM, resulting in the two Higgs doublet model (2HDM) [7], has been proposed as a means to
explain dark matter [89], or as a possible new source of CP-violation [7]. Even without a particular
theoretical motivation, it is noteworthy that both the gauge sector and the fermion sector of the SM
are quite nonminimal (as Rabi famously noted after the discovery of the muon by asking “who ordered
that?”). Thus, it is certainly useful to entertain the possibility that the scalar sector of the SM should
also be nonminimal.
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Extending the scalar sector predicts the existence of new scalar particles and its attendant phe-
nomenology. However, a larger scalar sector comes at a price. Whereas the SM scalar potential is
fully characterized by two independent real parameters, the scalar potential of an extended scalar
sector introduces many additional parameters. For example, the most general scalar potentials of the
2HDM and the three Higgs doublet model (3HDM) are governed by 14 and 54 real parameters, re-
spectively The increased number of parameters that govern the scalar potential significantly reduces
the predictive power of extended Higgs sector models.

One way to reduce the number of independent parameters of these models is to impose global
symmetries, either discrete and/or continuous, as they eliminate or impose relations among the La-
grangian parameters. Moreover, these symmetries are usually considered because they have interesting
phenomenological consequences beyond simply reducing the dimensionality of the model parameter
space. For example, by imposing a particular Zs symmetry on the 2HDM Lagrangian [I1HI3], one
can “naturally” eliminate tree-level scalar-mediated flavor changing neutral currents (FCNCs) that
otherwise would appear in the model. In particular, the Z5 symmetry allows only one of the scalar
doublets to couple to fermions of the same electric charge, and as a consequence the Yukawa interac-
tions of the scalars to quarks and leptons are rendered flavor-diagonal [I4[I5]. Moreover, the number
of parameters of the Zs-symmetric 2HDM is reduced to seven due to the Zs symmetry. Note that one
can still achieve flavor-diagonal Higgs-fermion couplings if the Z5 symmetry is softly broken, in which
case the symmetry still imposes parameter relations among the dimension-four scalar self-coupling
parameters at the expense of adding one additional squared-mass parameter to the model.

Another example of a 2HDM symmetry is the U(1) Peccei-Quinn symmetry [16], which was initially
introduced in an attempt to solve the strong QCD problem. In total, there are six different global
symmetries [I7H22] one can impose on the scalar sector of the SU(2) 7, xU(1)y 2HDM. These symmetries
arise when imposing the invariance of the scalar potential under unitary field transformations that
mix both scalar doublets (so called Higgs-family symmetries) or their complex conjugates (so called
generalized CP symmetries). In all cases cited above these are unitary transformations that preserve
the kinetic energy terms of the scalar doubletsH

One well-known consequence of imposing a symmetry on a model is the fact that if a tree-level
parameter relation, X = 0, is the result of some symmetry S, then that parameter relation will be
preserved to all orders of perturbation theory. Note that if S is spontaneously broken, then there
may be finite corrections to X = 0 that give it a non-zero value at some order of perturbation theory,
but there will never be any infinite corrections to this relation. KEquivalently, if X = 0 due to a
symmetry then the beta-function of X obeys the same equation, Sx = 0, to all orders of perturbation
theory. That is, the parameter relation X = 0 is stable with respect to renormalization group (RG)
running. One can extend this result in the case of a softly broken symmetry. In particular, if there is a
parameter relation, X = 0, among the dimensionless parameters of the scalar potential, then Sx = 0
to all orders in perturbation theory, since Sx can only depend on the dimensionless parameters of
the models, which respect the symmetry (whose breaking is due to parameters of the model with
dimensions of mass to a positive power).

Suppose that the one-loop beta function Sx = 0. Does this imply the existence of a symmetry
that imposes the tree-level condition X = 07 In general, the answer is no. If one then computes the

!To be more precise, the corresponding number of physical parameters is slightly less than the numbers quoted above
after taking into account possible scalar field redefinitions [I0]. In particular, the 2HDM and 3HDM scalar sectors are
governed by 11 and 46 real (physical) parameters, respectively.

2 Additional symmetries of the scalar potential have also been considered in Refs. [23H26] that are not preserved by
the hypercharge U(1)y interactions of the 2HDM.



two-loop beta function Sx, one will generically find that it does not vanish if no symmetry exists to
impose X = 0. Recently, a curious result was discovered in the case of the 2HDM. Denoting the two
complex scalar doublets of the 2HDM by ®; and ®2, the most general gauge-invariant renormalizable
scalar potential is given by [27H29]

V =m3 @10y + m3 @@y — [m3, @1y + hc] + 1A (@101)2 + La(®]82)? + A3 (] 01) (9] ®2)

(@D (D) + {%AE,(@{%)? + (1)) + A7 (D] Do) DT Dy + h.c.} . (1.1)
In Ref. [30] it was shown that the set of relations
m%Q = —m%I N )\1 = )\2, )\7 = —)\6, (12)

is a fixed point of the scalar sector parameter RG equations to all orders of perturbation theory.
That is, to all orders in the parameters of the scalar potential and neglecting the gauge and Yukawa
couplings, one finds that

/8m§2 = _Bmfl ) /8)\1 - /8)\2 ’ /8)\7 = _/8)\5 . (13)

It was also shown in Ref. [30] that the beta function relations given in eq. (L3]) hold to all orders in
the perturbation expansion when gauge interactions are included. Moreover, these relations still hold
if Yukawa interactions are now taken into account up to two-loop order (which suggests but does not
yet prove that the relations of eq. (I3]) remain valid to all orders in the perturbation expansion). This
result strongly suggested that some manner of symmetry is present in the model that would explain
the origin of the results obtained in eq. (3]). However, whereas the relations among the quartic
scalar self-couplings in eq. (L.2) can be obtained by imposing one of the six known global 2HDM
symmetries [I7-22] (the symmetry usually denoted by GCP2), the relation m2%, = —m?, cannot be
reproduced by any of the known symmetries of the 2HDM. Indeed, Ref. [30] demonstrated that the
parameter relation m3, = —m?2; cannot be the result of any symmetry consisting of a scalar field
transformation that is a unitary transformation of both scalar doublets or their complex conjugates.

The authors of Ref. [30] showed that a formal way of obtaining the conditions of eq. (L2) is
to write the 2HDM potential in terms of the four gauge invariant bilinears 7, of Ref. [I8] (see also
Refs. [31L82]) and require invariance under the transformation rg = %((Iﬂifbl + <I>£<I>2) — —1g. Clearly,
there is no unitary transformation of the two Higgs doublet fields, ®; — >, U;;®; (4,5 € {1,2}), that
yields rg — —rp. Consequently an unconventional alternative was proposed. After re-expressing the
two complex doublet scalar fields in terms of real fields ¢; such that

_ L (d1+ige _ L (o5 +igs
®1=7 <¢3 +z¢4) ! ®2= 75 <¢7 +z¢8> ! (14)

the parameter relations exhibited in eq. (L2) are a consequence of imposing invariance of the scalar
potential under rg — —rg. Equivalently,

1 — igg ¢ — g5, ¢3 — igs, ¢y — 7,
5 — —i2, b6 — —i1, ¢7 — —idy, g — —i3. (1.5)

However, these transformations do not correspond to a legitimate symmetry transformation for
two reasons. First, the allowed symmetry transformations of real fields must involve real numbers,



whereas the transformations of eq. (LI) involve the imaginary number i. This observation is also
reflected by noting the transformations given by eq. (ILH]) correspond to the following transformations
of the complex doublet scalar fields,

) — — D, ol = @J,
Dy — O, ol — —o]. (1.6)

In particular, the transformation law of the complex conjugate field ®; is not the complex conjugate
of the corresponding transformation law of ®;.

The second problem with the proposed symmetry transformations of eq. (L) [or equivalently,
eq. ([L6))] is that these transformations reverse the sign of the kinetic energy terms of the scalar fields.
Ref. [30] advanced the radical proposal where the spacetime coordinates themselves also transform
via o — iz#. Equivalently, the covariant derivative must also transform as D, — iD,, (which implies
that the gauge fields themselves must also similarly transform) in order that the kinetic energy terms
of the scalar fields remain invariant.

The transformations proposed above, which collectively correspond to no known symmetry, were
informally dubbed as “GOOFy” symmetries based on the names of the four authors of Ref. [30].
Whether they express something deeper hitherto unknown in quantum field theory that can provide
a viable explanation of the all-orders fixed points of the beta functions to guarantee the RG-stability
of the parameter relation m%Q = —m%l is an open question.

In this paper, we shall propose a method for identifying a legitimate symmetry explanation for
the origin of the parameter relation m3, = —m?,. To simplify the argument, we shall examine a toy
model of two real scalar fields that possesses an RG-stable parameter relation among the squared-mass
parameters of the scalar potential which is of the same form as in the 2HDM example introduced above.
One could again try to invoke the GOOFy symmetries to explain the RG-stability of this parameter
relation as in the 2HDM example above. However, for the same reasons outlined above, we shall reject
this proposal.

Instead, we will take inspiration from the process of complexification used in mathematics to create
a complex vector space (or Lie algebra) starting from a real vector space (or Lie algebra). Given a
real scalar field theory, we can create a complex scalar field theory (called the complexified theory)
by promoting the real scalar fields to complex scalar fields. What looked like GOOFy symmetry
transformations of the real scalar field theory are now legitimate symmetry transformations of the
complexified theory. Consequently, the parameter relations of the complexified theory are RG-stable.
For example, the complexification of the toy model of two real scalar fields will yield a complexified
theory with the RG-stable parameter relation m3, = —m?,, corresponding to the relation of the
corresponding beta functions, 5m§2 = _5?71?1 that is satisfied to all orders in perturbation theory. A
careful analysis of these beta functions reveals a particular relation that is algebraically identical to
the corresponding beta function relation of the original toy model of real scalar fields that guarantees
the RG-stability of the parameter relation m3, = —m?2,. The end result is the RG-stability of the
relation among the squared-mass parameters of the original real scalar field Lagrangian despite the
fact that the symmetry of the complexified theory is no longer present in the original model.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2l a toy model with two real scalar fields is presented
that possesses an RG-invariant relation among the squared-mass parameters that is not guaranteed
by any legitimate symmetry. In Section Bl we introduce the notion of complexification of a scalar field
theory, where each real scalar field is promoted to a complex scalar field and two symmetries of the
complexified theory are imposed. The first symmetry is chosen such that the holomorphic terms of



the scalar potential of the complexified theory match precisely the corresponding terms that appear
in the scalar potential of the original real scalar field theory. The second symmetry is a standard CP
symmetry that imposes reality conditions on all scalar potential parameters of the complexified theory.
The one-loop beta functions of the complexified model are written out explicitly in Section d. The
vanishing of the appropriate combinations of one-loop and two-loop beta functions of the parameters of
the complexified theory yield a set of equations. In Section [B we show that a subset of these equations
are algebraically identical to the corresponding beta function equations of the original theory of real
scalar fields. We argue that these arguments generalize to all orders in perturbation theory. We
thus conclude that the RG-stability of the parameter relations of the real scalar field Lagrangian is a
consequence of symmetries of the complexified theory that are not present in the original real scalar
field model. In Section [, we outline a procedure for constructing additional examples of real scalar
field theories with parameter relations whose RG-stability can only be explained by the existence of a
symmetry of the complexified theory. We conclude with a discussion of what these results mean and
their relation to the all-order RG-stability of the 2HDM squared mass parameter relation described
earlier in this section, along with some possible generalizations of this work in Section [l Some details
of our analysis have been relegated to two appendices.

2 A toy model with RG-stable parameter relations in the absence
of a symmetry

Consider a quantum field theory of two real scalar fields ¢ and s, with the most general renormal-
izable Lagrangian given by

1
L = 0upidtp; — smi; pip; — 11 Nkt P PPl (2.1)

with real coefficients mgj and Ajjre with 4,7, k, ¢ € {1,2}, and an implied sum over repeated indices.
In order to avoid terms linear and cubic in the fields, we have imposed a global parity symmetry
©1 — —p1 and Yo — —p9 (taken simultaneously). Note that m?j = m?z and thus there are three real
degrees of freedom in the quadratic coefficients (m?,, m3,, and m?,). Likewise, A;jxe is completely
symmetric with respect to permutations of its indices, and thus yields five independent real degrees
of freedom (conveniently chosen to be A1111, A1112, A1122, A1222, and Agg99).

One can further reduce the number of free parameters of the theory by imposing an additional
symmetry. Note that the kinetic energy term in eq. (2J) is invariant under the symmetry transfor-
mation ¢; — @Q;;¢; (with an implicit sum over j), where @ is a 2 x 2 real orthogonal matrix; i.e.,
Q@ € O(2). Any conventional symmetry transformation that is being considered to reduce the number
of free parameters should be either O(2) or a (continuous or discrete) proper subgroup of O(2).

We now impose the following relations among the scalar potential parameters:

2 2
Myy = —M7q A1 = A2222, A112 = —A1222 . (2.2)

The corresponding scalar potential now takes the following form:

Vi = 3mi1 (97 — ©3) + misv100 + gphun (91 +¢3) + 122 (v192) + Az (97 — ¢3) w1ee,

(2.3)

where the subscript R emphasizes that this is a theory of real scalar fields.



We now pose the following question: are the parameter relations exhibited in eq. (Z2) stable
under RG running? We can check this using the one-loop and two-loop beta functions given in the
literature [33-37]. Starting from the Lagrangian given by eq. 1)) and writing 3 = ! 4+ B!/, the
corresponding one-loop beta functions are given by

’87171% = mgnn)\wmn ’ (24)
; 1
BN‘J‘M = g Z )‘ijmnAmnkﬁ = )‘ijmnAmnkﬁ + )‘ikmnAmnjﬁ + )‘iﬁmnAmnjk, (2'5)
perm

with an implicit sum over the repeated indices, where zperm in eq. (Z3]) denotes a sum over the permu-
tations of the uncontracted indices, i, j, k, and £. Likewise, the corresponding two-loop contributions
to the beta functions are given by

1
Bﬁ% = E ()‘ikém)\nkémm%j + )\jkém)‘nkfmmii) - szz)\ikmn)‘jémn ) (26)
I 1 1
Nijke — E Z )‘inqumnqumjkﬁ - Z Z )‘ijmnAkmpq)‘Knpq . (27)
perm perm

Using the results obtained in Appendix [Al we conclude that

/Bm%1+m%2 ‘Sym: ,Bm% + /Bmg2 ‘sym =0, (28)
Briii—Aaza {sym: Barinr = Bhrosss ‘Sym =0, (2.9)
/8)\1112+)\2221 |sym: BAHU - ,8)\2221 ‘sym =0, (2.10)

at both one-loop and two-loop order, where “sym” indicates that the parameter relations exhibited
in eq. ([22)) have been applied in evaluating the corresponding beta functions given by the right-hand
sides of eqs. (Z4)-(21). Note that the two-loop beta functions, 3!/, and ﬁg] ..+ each consist of the

m2,
sum of two linearly independent combinations of tensor quantities. Tﬁus, each individual combination
separately vanishes when the parameter relations exhibited in eq. ([2Z2]) are applied, as demonstrated
in eqs. (A21)), (A.26), and (A.31)) of Appendix[Al These results are not accidental, as it appears that
egs. (Z8)-(@2I0) are satisfied to all orders in perturbation theory.

One could understand the results obtained in eqs. ([2.8)-(210) if a symmetry could be identified
that forces the scalar potential to take on the form exhibited in eq. (Z3)). Consider the following

symmetry transformation:

Y1 ¥2, w2 = —p1- (2.11)
Imposing this as a symmetry of the scalar potential yields
miy = mi miy =0, A1111 = A2222, A1112 = —A1222 - (2.12)

Comparing with eq. ([Z2), we see that although the relations among the scalar self-couplings are
the same, the relations among the squared-mass parameters are different. However, the scalar self-
coupling parameter relations must be RG-stable as these relations are a consequence of a softly-broken
symmetry (due to the fact that the beta functions for the A;ji¢ are independent of the squared-mass



parameters). That is, egs. (Z9) and (ZI0)), to all orders in perturbation theory, are a consequence of
a softly broken symmetry.

Unfortunately, this argument does not explain why the squared mass relation, m3, = —m?; is
RG-stable. Following Ref. [30] and the discussion given in Section [ [see eq. (LI))], suppose we were
to propose the following “symmetry” transformationﬁ

©Y1 — i(pg s Y2 — —i(pl . (2.13)
If we were to require that the general scalar potential is invariant with respect to eq. (213]), then Vg
would necessarily have the form shown in eq. ([Z3)), where m3, = —m?3,. However, following the same

arguments presented in Section [I], there are two serious problems with this proposal. First, the sym-
metry corresponding to the transformation proposed in eq. (ZI3)) is not a subgroup of O(2). Indeed, it
simply does not make sense to use non-real numbers in considering possible symmetry transformations
of real scalar fields. Second, even if one were to allow such a transformation, the kinetic energy terms
of the Lagrangian change sign when the fields are transformed according to eq. (ZI3)), whereas these
terms should be invariant with respect to a legitimate symmetry transformation. This is analogous
to the result obtained by Ref [30] when applying the “symmetry” transformation [cf. eq. (LH])] of the
2HDM scalar potential given in eq. (LI)). As noted in Section [l the authors of Ref. [30] attempted
to address this second problem above by extending the symmetry transformation to the spacetime
coordinates themselves, which affected the derivative that appears in the kinetic energy term such
that the kinetic energy term was now invariant with respect to the extended “symmetry”. But, as
previously asserted, this is not a legitimate symmetry transformation in any conventional sense.

Since eq. (ZI3]) is a transformation involving non-real numbers, perhaps it would be useful to
rewrite the real scalar field theory with the scalar potential given by eq. (Z3]) as the theory of a single
complex field,

©1 + i

=75

(2.14)

Consider the Lagrangian,
L = 0,000 — mi®* P — (M3D? + c.c.) — A\ (P*D)? + (Mad? + c.c.) + (\3D? +c.c.)@ D, (2.15)

where “c.c.” stands for complex conjugate, and we have imposed the discrete symmetry & — —® to
remove terms linear and cubic in the scalar fields. Equation (215 is governed by three squared-mass
terms (m?, Rem2, Imm3) and five quartic couplings (A1, Re Ao, Im A2, Re A3, Im \3), where m? and \;
are real parameters. Plugging in eq. (ZI4) into eq. (2I5]) and comparing with eq. ([2.1]), it follows that

2

mi = §(mi; +m3y), (2.16)
mj = 1(mi; — miy + 2im3,), (2.17)
A= 2 (Ai11 + Azz22 + 2M1122) (2.18)
A2 = g5 [A1111 + A2222 — 61122 + 3i(A112 — A1222)] (2.19)
A3 = 57 [AM111 — Aazzo + 2i(A1112 + Aia22)] - (2.20)

3This toy model and the corresponding “symmetry” were proposed in Ref. [38] to study the validity of applying
imaginary transformations of real scalar fields and spacetime coordinates to the computation of the one-loop effective

potential [39].



If we now impose the parameter relations given in eq. Z2), it follows that m? = A3 = 0. As in
eq. (23)), the resulting scalar potential of the complex scalar ® is also governed by five real degrees of
freedom (A1, Re A9, Im Ay, Rem3, and Imm3):

Vi = (m3®% 4+ c.c.) + A\ (2*®)2 + (M@ +c.c.). (2.21)

Of course, the physical consequences of eqs. ([23]) and ([22I]) are the same, as these are the same
theories expressed in two different ways. One can also check that

B2 gy = 0 (2.22)

’8)‘3|sym = 0’ (223)
where “sym” instructs one to set m? = A3 = 0 when evaluating the corresponding beta functions.
In light of eq. (2.12), consider the symmetry transformation,

D — —id*, (2.24)
which implies that ®* — i®. Applying this symmetry to eq. [ZI5]) yields m3 = A3 = 0, whereas m?
is a free parameter. If we regard the symmetry exhibited by eq. ([224]) as a softly-broken symmetry
of eq. (ZI%), then this provides an explanation for eq. (Z23]) to all orders in perturbation theory,

Of course, the argument just given does not explain why the squared mass relation, m? = 0 is
RG-stable. Once again, we shall attempt to apply the “symmetry” transformation given by eq. (2.13)).
Rewriting this in terms of the complex field ®, we conclude that eq. (2I3)) is equivalent to the
“symmetry” transformation,

o — D, * — —P*. (2.25)

Although this proposed symmetry transformation does indeed set m? = A3 = 0, eq. ([Z25]) does not
make sense as a symmetry transformation of a complex scalar field theory since the transformation law
for ®* is not the complex conjugate of the transformation law of ®. Indeed, this result is analogous
to the “symmetry” of the 2HDM scalar potential given in eq. (ILI]) that was proposed in Ref. [30]
[cf. egs. ([LG)]. Moreover, the kinetic energy term changes sign under eq. (220 as previously noted
below eq. (213]). Thus, eq. (Z25]) cannot be used to explain the RG fixed point exhibited in eq. ([2.22]).
Of course, these two problems are the same ones noted when discussing the proposed symmetry
transformation for the real scalar field theory above.

For these reasons, we shall reject the proposed extended GOOFy symmetry of Ref. [30] as an
explanation for the fixed-point behaviors exhibited in eqs. (2.8]) and (222)). Indeed, any conventional
symmetry that preserves the kinetic energy term will also preserve the term m?(®*®) in eq. [2IH).
Hence, no conventional symmetry can set m? = 0.

3 Complexification of the toy model of two real scalar fields

A symmetry transformation such as eq. (Z13]) would make sense if the corresponding scalar fields were
complex. This motivates a procedure, which we denote by complezification, where the scalar fields of
the real scalar field theory are promoted to complex scalar fields denoted by ®;. When applied to the



toy model of Section [ we can express the two complex scalar fields ®; (i € {1,2}) in terms of four
real scalar fields ¢; where i € {1,2,3,4}, as follows:

B= (ati),  Ba= (etiv). (31)
Moreover, the complexified model is defined to employ a canonically normalized kinetic energy term,
Zxg = 0'0;0,9,, (3.2)

which is invariant under the U(2) transformation,

O, — Uydy, L — LU/

ba ’

(3.3)

where UJZLUQE = 0pe and det U = 1. In the above notation, the indices a,a,b,b,c,é € {1,2} run over
the complex two dimensional flavor space of scalar fields. The use of unbarred/barred index notation
is accompanied by the rule that there is an implicit sum over unbarred/barred index pairs.

As in the original model of real scalar fields, we shall impose a parity symmetry,

¢ — —P; and Py — —Py (taken simultaneously), (3.4)

to remove terms in the scalar potential with an odd number of fields. In this case, the most general
renormalizable scalar potential of the complexified model may be written as

Vo = ME@i®), + MZ0,Py + MEOEQ) + Aoy PadiD Dy
+AaBEJ P,0,P.P,; + Aai)é(i ‘1>2‘1>b‘1>c‘1>d + Aach q);q)gq)zq)d + Aabcdq)gq)gq)zq):ja (3.5)

where the subscript “C” emphasizes that this is the complexified version of the original toy model of
two real scalar fields. In the notation used in eq. ([33), the squared-mass parameters M? and M;E
are independent (despite the use of the same symbol M?). Likewise, the quartic coupling parameters
Aabeds Ngpegs and Ayyzg are independent (despite the use of the same symbol A). One can distinguish
among the independent parameters based on their explicit unbarred/barred index structure.

The squared-mass and quartic coupling parameters satisfy the following relations:

MZ =Mz, Mg =My,  Ayeq=Npaed = Mavie = Apade - (3.6)

Similarly, A7 is symmetric under the permutation of the indices abed, A iz is symmetric under the
permutation of the indices béd, A g is separately symmetric under the interchange of the indices ab
and ¢d, respectively [as indicated in eq. (B8], A7 is symmetric under the permutation of the indices
abe, and Agpeq is symmetric under the permutation of the indices abed.

Hermiticity of Vi implies that

MU?E = [Mb%i] ’ ’ Aabécz = [Acdég] ’ ) (37)
and
MZ?B - [Mc%b] ' ) AaBEJ - [Aabcd] ' ’ AdaEe - [Aabcc?] " (3-8)

In particular, M?

2 o _ e A
110 Ms5, Ay111, ANagas, and Aqg1a = Agja7 are real parameters.



We can now identify the independent parameters of Vio. There are ten independent squared-mass
parameters,

Mlzi’ M22§7 Re M12§7 Im M12§7 Re M1217 Re M1227 Re M2227 Im M1217 Im M1227 Im M2227 (39)

and 35 independent quartic coupling parameters,
ReAj111, Re Aq112, Re A1122, Re A9z, Re Agago, Im Aqq11, Tm Agp12, Tm Aqiog, Im Aq290, Im Agooo,
ReAjq11, Re Ajpo1, Re Aygor, Re Aggor, Re Ayyz, Re Aoz, Re Aygpz, Re Aoz,
Im A1, Im A1, Im Aggor, Im Agopr, Tm Ayyy3, Im Ay o5, Im Aygps, Tm Aggos,
Aq1115 Nogaz, Aiots, Re Ayi13, Re Ajyas, Re Aygsz, Im Aqy1s, Tm Ayya5, Tm Aggss . (3.10)

Although Vi is not invariant under a U(2) transformation exhibited in eq. ([B3]), one can interpret
eq. (B3) as a change in the scalar field basis. The benefit of the unbarred/barred index notation is
that the index structure of the scalar potential parameters indicates how these parameters change
under a scalar field basis transformation:

M% = UpUE M2, M2, = UscUpgM2, Agyeq — UacUpfUSUT A o
ANapea — UaéUbecgUdﬁAefgh , Agped — UaéUbecgU;];JAefgﬁ . (3.11)

We shall now impose two additional symmetries to precisely define the complexification of the toy
model of Section 2] [whose scalar potential is given by eq. ([23)]. Possible symmetries to consider
are any of the continuous or discrete subgroups of U(2), or generalized CP (GCP) transformations,
®, — Vop®;, where V' is a fixed 2 x 2 unitary matrix.

First, we shall promote the illegitimate symmetry transformations exhibited in eq. ([ZI3) to a
legitimate symmetry of the complexified model by requiring that the scalar potential shown in eq. (3.5)
is invariant unde

‘1>1 — i(I)Q s (I)Q — *Z'(I)l . (312)

Imposing eq. (B12) as a symmetry of Vi yields

My = M, M5 =0, M{y = —M3, (3.13)
Allll = A2222 ; A1112 = 7A1222 ) (314)
Allli = _A222§ ) A112I = A122Q ’ A112Q = _A1221 ’ Alll? = A2221 ’ (315)
Apit = Agoa s A1z = —Alyss, A3z = Afjss (3.16)

where in eq. (BI0), we have made use of the last relation of eq. ([B.8]). This leaves us with five
independent squared-mass parameters and 19 independent quartic coupling parameters. Observe that
the last relation in eq. (B.I3]) and the two relations of eq. (8:14) [which exclusively depend on self
coupling tensors with four unbarred indices| are analogous to the three relations given in eq. (Z2]).

“In terms of the ¢; defined in eq. (B, the transformations of eq. (BIZ) correspond to @1 <+ —@4 and @a <+ 3.
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The scalar potential subject to the symmetry conditions given by eqs. (BI3)—(BI6]) is given by
Vo = M? (|®1] + |@2]?) + [M? (7 — ®3) + M7, @1P5 + c.c.]

FAL (D111 + @) + Agl@1 @2 + [As (9102)° + c.c.| + [Ag O @5 (9F - 8) + c.c]

A (@195) + .| + [Ag(@] + @) + ] + [Ar®y @y (93— @3) + c.c]

+(Asg @1 Py + c.c.) (|D1]* + |D2?) + [Ag(DF|D1|* — D3|P2[?) + c.c.]

+[A10(@F|@o]* — D3|D1[?) + c.c.| + [A11 (DIR; + D3DT) +c.c]. (3.17)
Second, we shall require that Vi is invariant under a “standard” CP transformation,

O — O], Dy — DT (3.18)

so that all scalar potential coefficients are real, which finally leaves us with three independent real
squared-mass parameters (M2, M?, and M%) and 11 independent real quartic coupling parameters
(A; for i =1,2,...,11) that govern the complexification of the toy model of Section 2l In particular,
note that

Mg, = M2 5 {M? M}, (3.19)
Mz = My 5 {M?}, (3.20)
Agpeq = Negap 2 {A1, Ao, Ag, Ay}, (3.21)
Aabed = Ngpeg 2 {As, s, A7}, (3.22)
Agped = Napeq 2 {As, Ao, Ao, Ain }, (3.23)

after making use of eqs. ([B.7) and (3:8). Since M2, M?, and M%, are independent real parameters, it
follows that they are linearly independent, which implies that M 3&; and Mfg are also linearly indepen-
dent. Similarly, the A; are linearly independent real parameters, which implies that A7, Aabea, and
A peq are also linearly independent. This is a crucial observation for the method we will propose to
explain the RG stability of parameter relations observed in the original toy model of two real scalar
fields.

The complexification of the toy model of two real scalar fields with scalar potential given by
eq. ([23) has been achieved by promoting the GOOFy symmetry of the toy model to a legitimate
symmetry of the complexified model. In particular, it is instructive to examine the terms of Vo given
in eq. (BI7) that are holomorphic in the complex fields (i.e., those terms that depend just on the fields
®; and P9 but not their complex conjugates):

Vo 3 M? (@3 — ®3) + ME ®1®g + As (B102)” + Ag (D] + 3) + Ardy Dy (07 — 33) ,  (3.24)

where M?2, M1227 A5, A6, and A7 are real parameters. It is noteworthy that eq. (3:24]) has precisely the
same form as eq. (Z3). This indicates that the complexification of the toy model of two real scalar
fields has been properly obtained.
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4 One-loop beta functions of the complexified model

First, let us re-express the complex fields ®; and @, in terms of the four real fields ¢; (i = 1,2,3,4)
using eq. (3I). We can then rewrite the Lagrangian of two complex scalar fields given by eqs. (32
and (B3] in the form shown in eq. (2I]). We shall call this process realification. Of course, the theory
of two complex fields and the corresponding realified theory of four real scalar fields are the same
model written in terms of different variablesl We can now make use of the results of Refs. [33H37]
to evaluate the beta functions of the squared-mass and quartic coupling parameters. In particular,
starting from a theory written in terms of real scalar fields with a Lagrangian given by eq. (Z1]), the
corresponding one-loop beta functions are given by eqs. (2.4]) and (Z.3]).

We begin with the squared mass parameters. Using the results of Appendix [Bl, one can solve for

the M2, and MSB in terms of the m?j, where 7,5 € {1,2,3,4}. For example,

Re My = i(m% - m%Q) ) (4.1)
Re M3, = 1(m3s m4214) ) (4.2)
Im M} = %m%z, (4.3)
Im M3, = $m3,, (4.4)

prior to imposing the symmetries specified in eqs. (B12]) and ([BI8). These results can be used to
obtain the beta functions of the parameters M;B and MEB' For example, in light of eq. (B13]) and the
reality of all scalar potential couplings, it follows that

:%[’Bm%_’@m%—i_ﬂmgs_ﬂm&}

=0, (4.5)

Parz, + 3, i

sym
after imposing the relevant parameter relations (as indicated by the subscript “sym”). Of course,
these results must hold to all orders in perturbation theory as they are guaranteed by the symmetries
of the complexified theory given by eq. (B17).

For our purposes, it is more useful to re-express the beta function of the quadratic parameters,
eq. ([24), directly in terms of the parameters exhibited in eqs. (8.9]) and (B.I0) that govern the com-
plexified theory. A straightforward calculation yields

IBM;E = 4M526ZAcd5j) + 24Mc2dA5,EEJ + GMSJAdaBE s (46)
'BMEE - 12M02dAaEECZ + 12ME2JAacd5 + 8M36Aae?;ci- (4.7)

We next consider the quartic coupling parameters. Using the results of Appendix [Bl one can now
solve for Agped, Agpeq and A yz7 in terms of the Ajjp. For example,

1

ReAj111 = 9% [A1111 + Aoz2 — 6A1122] (4.8)
1

Re Aggoo = 9% [A3333 + Agaaq — 6A3344] , (4.9)
1

ReAj112 = 9% [A1113 4 A2224 — 3(A1124 + A1223)] (4.10)

®We have already noted in Section Blthat the realification of a theory of a single complex field yields the most general
theory of two real scalar fields.
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1
Re Aq202 = % [A1333 4 Aosas — 3(A13a4 + Aasza)] (4.11)

ImA11 = ﬂ()\lnz — A1222) 5 (4.12)
Im Aggoo = 2 — (A3334 — A3aa4) , (4.13)
ImAj12 = 916 [A11a — A2223 + 3(A1123 — Ai224)] (4.14)
Im Ajg90 = 916 [A2333 — Ataaa + 3(A133a — Aazaa)] (4.15)

prior to imposing the symmetries specified in eqs. (B12) and BI8).
In light of eq. (BI4]) and the reality of all scalar potential couplings, it follows that

51\1111*1\2222 ‘Sym = B)\llll +A2222 —6A1122 —A3333 —A4444+6A3344 |Sym: 0, (4'16)

BA1112+A1222 ‘sym - BA1113+>\2224*3)\1124*3)\1223+)\1333+)\2444*3>\1344*3)\2334 ‘sym: 0, (4'17)

after imposing the relevant parameter relations. Of course, these results hold to all orders in pertur-
bation theory as they are guaranteed by the symmetries imposed on V(.

It is again more useful to re-express the quartic coupling beta functions, given in eq. (23, in
terms of the independent parameters given in eq. ([3.I0]) that govern the complexified theory. Another
straightforward calculation yields:

1 1
'BAaBai - % Z A&BéfAefEJ+ ﬁ Z Aeal;fAféEJ
perm perm
1 1

= E(AaEéfAefEc? + AaééfAech? + AaJéfAefBE) + 3_2(AeanAféEc? + AeaEfAféBc? + AeanAfEBE)’(4'18)

1
— (M apeiesed T Macielped + Moefelased + Maefaldosec + Mpefalharec)

3
/BAabaJ = §Aab€fAéf5J + 24

3
T35 (28 ape A pecd + Nacselpefa + Mveelaeia + Moerilvefe + Mperilacse) (4.19)

1 1
/BAabCJ - ﬂ (AabéfAech + AacéfAebe + AbcéfAefacz) + E (AabefAcféJ + AacefAbféJ + AbceanféJ)

1
+Z (AabefAcéfJ + AQCEfAbéfJ + AbceanéfJ) . (420)
As a simple check of the expressions for the one-loop beta functions obtained above, suppose that
we require that Vi is invariant with respect to the U(1) symmetry where ®, — ¢?®, (for a = 1,2).
This would imply that M? 5 = Naver = Ayyeg = 0 in eq. [B.3). The one—loop beta functions exhibited
in egs. (40), @I), and (@20) then yield BMQ BAz.; = Ba,,.; = 0 (after imposing the relevant

parameter relations) as expected, and these relamons must hold to all orders of perturbation theory.
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5 RG-stability of scalar potential parameter relations guaranteed
by symmetries of the complexified model

The goal of this section is to show that RG-stability of the parameter relations of the complexified
theory given in eqs. (BI3)—(@I6]), which are guaranteed by the invariance of eq. (B5) under the
symmetry transformations given by eqs. BI2) and (B8], implies the RG-stability of parameter
relations [eq. ([2:2)] of the scalar potential of the original toy model of two real scalar fields [eq. (23])].
As discussed in Section (2, only one of the three parameter relations of the toy model (m3, = —m?,)
cannot be explained by a legitimate symmetry within the framework of the original model of two real
scalar fields. Thus, we only need to examine the beta functions of the squared-mass parameters to
achieve our goal.

Consider a linear relation on the parameters m . of the toy model of two real scalar fields of
the form c¢;;m 2 = 0 (with an implicit sum over repeated indices). In Section 2] we found that the
corresponding beta function,

B

with ¢17 = co9 = 1 and ¢13 = c91 = 0, where “sym” indicates that the parameter relations given by
eq. (ZI2) have been applied. As a result, the relation m3, = —m?, is RG-stable despite the absence
of a symmetry to enforce the relation among squared-mass parameters.

For the complexified theory, we have identified a legitimate symmetry that imposes a linear relation
on the parameters M;B of the form cach% =0, with ¢11 = co9 = 1 and ¢19 = ¢91 = 0 as before. Then,
the corresponding beta function, 5. , M2, must vanish to all orders in perturbation theory. Applying

ci;m sym_ cz]mkz)‘zjk2|sym 0, (5.1)

this relation to eq. ([6l), we note that the symmetry will also impose separate independent relations
among the product of scalar potential parameters M%Acdag, M2,A 5z, and MeZJAdZLEé? since these are
linearly independent quantities as noted below eq. (8.23]). Hence, one may conclude that three separate
relations must be satisfied:

Cap M dAcdabLym =0, (5.2)
CGchdA&EEJ‘Sym =0, (5.3)
CabMEA gave gy = 0 (5.4)

where there is implied summation over unbarred/barred index pairs, and “sym” indicates that the
symmetry relations satisfied by M2, o Mea, Agapy Mapearand Aggpe [exhibited in eqs. (B.13)-(EB.16])] have
been imposed. In light of the CP symmetry, which enforces all scalar potential parameters of Vi to
be real, we recognize egs. ([.I]) and (53)) as being algebraically equivalent. Thus, we have understood
eq. (B) as a consequence of a symmetry of the complexified model.

This is not an accident of the one-loop beta functions. Consider the corresponding two-loop beta
function for the m - given in eq. (Z0). Applying this result to the toy model of two real scalar fields

subject to the condltlons specified in eq. ([2.2)), the following two conditions separately hold:

)‘zkém)\nkémmn] + )\]kém)‘nkfmm2 ‘ =0, (55)

sym

sym

Consequently 717{2 = 0 despite the absence of a real symmetry imposed on the scalar Lagrangian.
ij
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Following our one-loop analysis, we shall consider the two-loop beta function for the complexified
model. If we follow our previous technique, we should rewrite eq. (2.6]) in terms of the parameters
ME2J7 Meq, A, a5, Ngpag: and A g5 However, we can identify the possible index structure of the various
terms. Similar to egs. (5.2)-(54)), one can derive separate relations that must be satisfied if the beta
function vanishes. Since the complexified theory does possess a symmetry that guarantees the relations
exhibited in eqs. (BI3)-(@BI8]), we are assured that the two-loop beta function will vanish. Among all
the relations obtained, we find that

Cab(Madefedes MG + ApgzpAeder Mzg) |y = 0 (5.7)

sym
CachQdAaééfAefJB|sym =0. (5.8)

Since we have also imposed CP conservation, it follows that all the quartic couplings in egs. (5.7
and (5.8) are real. Moreover, since Agzz7 and A ;.7 are independent, then eq. (0.8) must hold if we
numerically set A ;-7 = Azpzg in eq. (B.8). This numerical procedure is consistent with the symmetry
conditions specified in eqgs. (B.14]) and (B:Iﬂ)ﬁ We can therefore conclude that eqgs. (5.5) and (5.7)) are
algebraically identical. Likewise, eqs. (0.0 and (B.8]) are algebraically identical. Thus, we have again
explained the vanishing of the beta functions in the real scalar model as a consequence of a symmetry
of the corresponding complexified model. This conclusion can be extended to arbitrary loops. In
particular, there will always be an equation obtained in the complexified model that only involves
tensors with an even number of unbarrerd and barred indices, respectively, which is algebraically
identical to a corresponding equation obtained in the toy model of two real scalar fields.

For example, one can repeat the analysis for the three-loop beta functions using the results in the
literature [40], but the end result is the same. One can always find expressions that are products of
M;B, Agszgs Aapeg and their complex conjugates (the latter need not be distinguished as all squared-
mass and quartic coupling parameters are real due to the CP symmetry). Once the relevant relations
have been found for the parameters of the complexified model, one can numerically set A ;7 = Azzzds
if needed, as shown above to produce relations that are algebraically equivalent to the corresponding
relations of the original real scalar field model. We stress that this relation between the quartic
couplings is not a requirement of further symmetry of the model, but is merely a numerical choice.
Since the A, .; and Agz.; are independent tensors [subject to the parameter relations specified in
egs. (B14) and ([BI0)], the relations we obtained above are valid for any values they might take, which
of course includes the case where these two tensors are taken to be equal.

As noted at the beginning of this section, we do not need to justify the RG-stability of the
parameter relations among the scalar self-couplings of the original toy model of real scalar fields,
since we successfully identified a softly-broken symmetry to account for the observed behavior of
the corresponding beta functions. Nevertheless, it is instructive to show that the symmetry of the
complexified model specified in egs. (BI3)—(BI6]) can also be used to establish the RG-stability of the
parameter relations among the scalar self-couplings of the original toy model of real scalar ﬁeldsﬂ

Suppose that a symmetry imposes a linear relation on the parameters Agz.z, Aypzdr Aapeg Of the

SFirst, we set Aq135 = Aqo7s [i.e., A2 = Az in the notation of eq. (ZI7)]. It then follows that A,;.; is now a completely
symmetric real tensor that satisfies the same symmetry conditions as Agz.g. Thus, if eq. (EI0) is valid for arbitrary
Agpzqg and A pzg, then this equation must continue to be valid if A,z is replaced by Azpzg-

It is possible that examples of real scalar field theory models exist that possess scalar coupling relations whose RG-
stability cannot be explained by a symmetry. In such cases, one would show using the methods of this section that the
corresponding RG-stability of the scalar coupling parameter relations of the complexified theory imply the RG-stability
of the coupling parameter relations of the original real scalar field theory.
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form

CabedNabed = Cabeallabed = CavealNapea = 0 - (5.9)

Then, the corresponding beta functions, f._,., J— Bc(_lgc Aoped? and ﬁcagg A gpeg TOUSE vanish to all orders
of perturbation theory. Applying this relation to eq. (4.18]), we note that the symmetry will also impose
separate independent relations among the scalar potential parameters A .5, Ajzzg.and Agzz.- Hence,
one may conclude that two separate relations must be satisfied:
cabcd(AaBéfAeféc? + AaééfAefBJ + AaJéfAefBé)| =0, (5.10)

sym

Cabcd(AfaBéAeféJ + Af&EéAeﬁ;J + AfaJéAeﬁ;é) |Sym =0, (5.11)
where “sym” indicates that the conditions specified by eq. (0.9) have been imposed on the quartic
coupling parameters. Since we have also imposed CP conservation, it follows that all the quartic
couplings in egs. (5I0) and (5II) are real. Moreover, since Agz7 and A,z are independent, then
eq. (EI0) must hold if we numerically set A -7 = Azzzg in eq. (B10), as justified below eq. (B.8]). The
end result is that eq. (5.10), where all quartic couplings are real with A ;7 = Az:7, is algebraically
identical to eq. (Z5). Thus, it follows that

Bcijkg)\ijkg ‘sym: Cijkﬁ()‘ijmn)‘mnkﬁ = )‘ijmnAmnkﬁ + )‘ikmn)‘mnjﬁ + Azﬁmn)‘mn]k)‘ =0, (512)

sym

with an implicit sum over repeated indices i, j, k, ¢ € {1,2}, with ce922 = c1111, C1222 = —c1112 and all
other ¢;jx¢ equal to zero. That is, the one-loop beta function relation satisfied by the scalar potential
given in eq. (Z3)) is explained by the symmetries of the complexified theory given by eq. (B1T).

Finally, we consider the corresponding two-loop beta function for the A given in eq. (7).
Applying this result to the original model of two real scalar fields subject to the conditions specified
in eq. (Z2)), we see that the following two conditions separately hold:

Z )\inpq)\mnpq)\mjké‘sym = 07 (513)
perm
Z )‘ijmnAkmpq)‘Knpq‘sym =0. (514)
perm

Using the same procedure as before, we can identify two relations (among many) that are the conse-
quence of the vanishing of the two-loop beta function of the complexified theory,

Cabed Z A&fgﬁAefghAéEEJ|sym =0, (5.15)
perm
Cabed Z (A&5€fAegéﬁAfh§J + Kl gpe nghEéAJfgﬁ) !Sym =0, (5.16)

perm

where k is a number that can be evaluated explicitly by expressing the two complex scalars of the
complexified theory in terms of the four real fields defined in eq. (8)) and then making use of eq. ([27)).
However, we do not need to know an explicit value for k. We again follow the procedure outlined
below eq. (5:8) where we take all quartic couplings real and numerically set A ;-7 = Agjzg in eq. (B10).
It then follows that eqs. (B.I13)) and (5.I5) are algebraically equivalent. Likewise eqs. (5.14]) and (5.16])
differ only by an overall numerical factor, which is irrelevant as both expressions are equal to zero.
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6 Complexification and realification revisited

It is perhaps useful to comment on the use of the terms “complexification” and “realification” used in
this paper. Here, we are employing these terms by analogy with the way they are used in mathematics.
In particular, these concepts are of particular importance in the theory of Lie algebras [411[42].

We briefly review the complexification and realification of a Lie algebra by providing some simple
examples [4I]. Consider the real Lie algebra corresponding to the set of real traceless 2 x 2 matrices,
denoted by s[(2,R). Any real traceless 2 x 2 matrix is a real linear combination of three generators,
{385) .99, (3 _9)}. The complexification of s[(2, R) consists of taking complex linear combinations
of the generators. This procedure yields s[(2,C), the Lie algebra of complex traceless matrices. Note
that the real dimension of the original Lie algebra has been doubled since dimg sl(2, R) = 3, whereas
dimg 5[(2, C) = 6.

Continuing with our example of s[(2,C), consider the process of realification. What this means
is that we now consider s[(2,C) as a real Lie algebra, sometimes denoted by sl(2,C)g, consistin
of arbitrary real linear combinations of six generators, {(§3),(99),(5_9).(88).(99), (5 9)}
This is a simple rewriting of the original s((2,C) Lie algebra, so dimg sl(2, C)r = dimgs((2,C) = 6.

Note that the realification of a complex Lie algebra g, denoted by gr, should not be confused with
a real form of g. The latter is defined as a subalgebra of gr whose complexification is isomorphic to g.
In particular, the dimension of a real form of a complex Lie algebra g is equal to %dimue g, whereas
dimg gr = dimg g. For example, the three-dimensional real Lie algebra s[(2,R) is an example of a real
form of sl(2,C), which is clearly distinct from the six-dimensional real Lie algebra s((2, C)g. Finally,
we note that one can complexify a complex Lie algebra by complexifying its realification. For example,
in order to complexify sl(2, C), one can complexify the real Lie algebra s((2, C)g; the resulting complex
Lie algebra is isomorphic to s[(2,C) @ s[(2,C), whose dimension is twice that of sl(2,C).

When we complexify a theory of n real scalar fields, the corresponding complexified theory is a
theory of n complex scalar fields with twice the number of real degrees of freedom, in analogy with the
complexification of a real Lie algebra. The realification of a theory of complex scalars is obtained by
writing ®; = (@1 + @i2)/V/2 and re-expressing the Lagrangian in terms of the real scalars o1; and a;,
for ¢ = 1,2,...,n. This is analogous to the realification of a complex Lie algebra discussed above.
In contrast, the original real scalar field theory whose complexification yields the theory of complex
scalars ®@; is analogous to the real form of a complex Lie algebra. Note that starting from a complex
scalar field theory, one can perform the complexification process in two steps. First, the realification
of the initial complex scalar field theory is performed. One can then complexify the resulting realified
model, in analogy with the complexification of a complex Lie algebra sl(2, C) mentioned above.

This leads to the following question: starting from a quantum field theory of n complex scalars,
how does one produce a quantum field theory of n real scalars, whose complexification yields the
original complex scalar field theory? The toy example of Section Bl and its complexification given in
Section B provide an answer. Suppose one is given a scalar potential of the form exhibited in eq. (B.3]).
Construct from this a real scalar field theory using the following recipe. First, we replace the kinetic
energy term [eq. (B:2])] with a canonically normalized kinetic energy term of a real scalar field theory of
the form %8M4pi8“cpi. Next, we retain only the terms of eq. (8.5]) that are holomorphic in the complex
fields. That is, we retain M;I—)‘I)aq)b + Asieg Pa®p® Py, while discarding all other terms in eq. (B.1).
Finally, replace the ®, with the same number of real scalar fields ¢,. The resulting theory is described
by a Lagrangian of a real scalar field theory of the form given by eq. (21), whose complexification

8Indeed, s(2, C)R is isomorphic to the six-dimensional real Lie algebra of the Lorentz group, s0(3, 1), a fact that plays
a significant role in relativistic quantum field theory.
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yields the Lagrangian specified in egs. (8:2) and ([B.3]). As an example, we noted at the end of Section
the relation between eq. (8:24]) and the scalar potential of the toy model of two real scalar fields given
in eq. (Z3).

The above procedure suggests an algorithm for constructing examples of real scalar field theories
with an RG-stable parameter relation without a symmetry to explain its RG-stability. Start with
a theory of n complex scalars with parameter relations whose RG-stability can be accounted for by
the symmetries of the model. From this theory, construct the corresponding theory of n real scalars
whose complexification yields the theory of n complex scalars (using the method outlined above). If
the symmetries of the complexified theory involve some symmetry transformation group that cannot
be embedded in O(n), then such symmetries cannot survive as a legitimate symmetry of the theory of
n real scalars. This is precisely what happened in Section B, where the symmetry employed [eq. (B12])]
corresponded to the matrix ( o 6), which is not an element of O(2). Nevertheless, the vanishing of
the beta functions of the parameter relations of the theory of n complex scalars will still ensure the
vanishing of the corresponding beta functions of the theory of n real scalars, as discussed in Section [l

7 Summary and Conclusions

A symmetry imposed on a Lagrangian yields relations among its parameters, and those relations will
be preserved under renormalization. In particular, the relations among specific parameters will be
obeyed by the beta functions of those parameters, to all orders of perturbation theory. Recently, in
the context of two Higgs doublet models, an example was found that showed how specific relations
between 2HDM parameters were preserved to all orders of perturbation theory, but none of the known
six possible global symmetries of the model could reproduce said relations [30]. These relations were
shown to be preserved to all orders by the scalar and gauge sectors, and at least up to two loops
when the Higgs-fermion Yukawa couplings are included. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first
example of how the RG-stability of a model parameter relation to all orders of perturbation theory
may not imply the existence of a symmetry of the Lagrangian. But if not a symmetry, then what could
be causing this remarkable behavior? The authors of Ref. [30] observed that this result could formally
be obtained by transformations among the real scalar components of the two doublets that involve
imaginary numbers. Even stranger, these transformations required that the spacetime coordinates
transformed into themselves multiplied by an imaginary number to preserve the kinetic energy terms
of the model Lagrangian. These transformations correspond to no known legitimate symmetry, and a
different explanation for the RG stability of the parameter relations of the model is clearly needed.
In this paper we considered a toy model containing two real scalar fields, and observed that the
RG-stability of a relation among the parameters of the theory exists that is analogous to that of the
2HDM of Ref. [30]. As in Ref. [30], the relations among the quartic couplings could be reproduced
by a simple set of parity transformations on the real fields (all of them contained in the O(2) group
of possible field transformations), but the RG-stable relation between the squared-mass parameters,
m3, = —m?, [in the notation of eq. ()] cannot be obtained by any known symmetry. However, it
can be reproduced by adopting a “GOOFy” transformation analogous to those of Ref. [30], wherein
both scalar fields transform among themselves multiplied by factors of 7. These transformations,
given in eq. (2I3]), are not legitimate symmetry transformations of real scalar fields, but they served
as inspiration for a possible explanation of the RG stability of the squared-mass parameter relation
of the model. Namely, we promoted the two real scalar fields to two complex scalar fields (a process
that was called complezification), and imposed simple symmetries on the resulting complexified model.
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These symmetries consisted of an overall parity symmetry to eliminate linear and cubic terms in the
scalar potential, CP conservation to enforce reality of the scalar potential parameters, and an exchange
symmetry between the two complex fields involving imaginary numbers [see eq. ([B12])]. The latter is
analogous to the GOOFy transformation of the real scalar fields of the original toy model, but in the
context of the complexified model this is now a legitimate symmetry.

In the complexified model, the symmetries impose relations among its parameters [given by
eqs. BI3)-BI6)] that are preserved under renormalization and thus yield analogous relations for
the corresponding beta functions. Indeed, relations of the form Cangl; = ( exist for the squared-mass
parameters of the complexified model due to the presence of a symmetry which then imply

’BcabM;E{sym: O’ (71)

to all orders of perturbation theory when the parameter relations imposed by the symmetry have been
employed (as indicated by the subscript “sym”). In fact, one can obtain even stronger conditions
beyond what appears in eq. ([I)). At any fixed order in perturbation theory, eq. (ZII) takes the
following schematic form:

/BcabM;B - Cabek(M27A)a137 (7'2)
k

where the fi(M, A) are functions of the squared-mass and self coupling parameters. Each term in the
sum will contain one factor of M and n factors of A at order n in the perturbation expansion. The
tensor M? can have index structure cd, éd, or cd, and the tensor A can have index structure cdef,
cdef, cdef,cdef, or edef. By appropriate choices of the index structure along with some appropriate
Kronecker deltas to tie together some unbarred/barred index pairs, the index structure of the f; must
be ab as indicated in eq. (Z2). As a simple example, at one-loop order eq. (Z.2) takes the form

=0. (7.3)

sym

2 2 2
Beoyht2, |sym= Cab [AMgN gap + 24MNapeg + 6M A e | |

Although the number of possible terms for fj, expands quickly with each order in perturbation theory,
the critical observation is that the fi are linearly independent tensors. This means that
2
Cabfk(M ’A)@E‘sym: 0 s (7.4)
for each k separately. This is a stronger result than the one given in eq. (Z.I]).
The second critical observation is that there will always be at least one special value of k where

fr(M?,A) depends on tensors with an even number of barred and unbarred indices, respectively. For
example, at one loop order, eq. ([Z4]) takes the form

Cab Mg abed] = 0- (7.5)

Moreover, having imposed CP conservation on the complexified theory, tensors with only unbarred
indices are equal to the corresponding tensors with only barred indices. Beyond one loop order,
fr(M?,A) will also involve A with two unbarred and two barred indices. However, since eq. (7.4
is satisfied in general, it also must be satisfied in the special case where A ;.7 is set equal to Agpeq.
The end result, is that for the special values of k identified above, an equation of the form given by
eq. (T4) holds where all barred indices are replaced by unbarred indices (and the usual implicit sum
over unbarred/barred index pairs is carried out).
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The structure of the equations for the beta functions of the original toy model of two real scalar
fields also involves sums of linearly independent products of tensors. The observed RG stability of the
parameter relation m3, = —m%, (which is not the result of a legitimate symmetry of the original toy
model) yields equations that are algebraically equivalent to eq. (4] for the special values of k noted

above. For example, at one-loop order,

= Cijmzz)\iﬂd‘ = O, (7.6)

B cijm3; lsym sym

which is algebraically equivalent to eq. () after dropping the distinction between barred and un-
barred indices. Thus, we have succeeded in explaining the RG stability of m3, = —m?, as being the
result of an “inherited” symmetry that was imposed on the corresponding complexified theory.

It would be of interest to obtain further examples of RG stable parameter relations that cannot
be explained by a symmetry of the original theory. An algorithm for producing such examples was
discussed in Section [6l In particular, it would also be interesting to apply the ideas of this paper to
understand the origin of the RG stability of the parameter relation m3, = —m?, in the context of
the 2HDM that was discovered in Ref. [30]. Although we expect that the results of this paper can
be used in the 2HDM, there are a number of challenges to confront. First, since the realification of
the 2HDM yields a theory of eight real scalar fields, the corresponding complexified theory will be a
theory of eight complex fields (or equivalently sixteen real fields). It is not clear exactly how the SU(2),
doublet structure of 2HDM scalar fields is manifested in the complexified theory. For example, is the
complexified theory equivalent to a four Higgs doublet model? Indeed, the strange form of eq. (LG
suggests that the transformations considered might need to “break” the doublet structure somehow,
before it is put back together.

Second, the all-order RG invariance found in [30] involved not only the scalar sector but also the
gauge interactions; fermions were found to respect the RG fixed points found up to two loops via an
explicit calculation, strongly suggesting an all-orders RG invariance. The argument presented here
pertains to the scalar sector only, and therefore the first step would be to verify how the process of
complexification of a scalar field theory impacts the scalar couplings to gauge fields and fermion fields.
Since the interaction of the scalars to gauge fields is generated by replacing the derivatives in the scalar
kinetic energy terms [eq. (B.2)] with gauge covariant derivatives, it appears that the interactions of the
gauge bosons with the scalars of the complexified theory can be treated in a straightforward manner.
The introduction of Yukawa interactions in the complexified theory also seems rather straightforward,
but this needs to be checked.

In both the 2HDM and now in the toy model of two real scalar fields examined here, the RG
stability of the parameter relations of these theories were discovered, and shown to be valid to all
orders in perturbation theory. In both cases, the RG stability could not be attributed to a legitimate
symmetry of the model. This paper shows how such parameter relations may be understood as arising
from a symmetry present in the complexified version of the theory. The beta function relations that
yield the RG stability of the corresponding parameter relations of the original model are therefore
understood by virtue of the fact that they are algebraically identical to symmetry-protected relations
of the complexified model. This is still a strange state of affairs, and highly counterintuitive. Why
should the RG stability of parameter relations of a given theory be governed by symmetries of a
theory containing a larger field content? And yet that is the strong implication of the work presented
here. We look forward to finding additional examples of these non-symmetry-guaranteed, all-orders-
protected, RG invariant relations, and find it fascinating that such a novel approach to symmetries is
still possible, even after all the developments of quantum field theory over the last half century.
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Appendix A Beta functions of a toy model of two real scalar fields

Consider a quantum field theory of two real scalar fields governed by the Lagrangian specified in
eq. ([ZI). At two-loop order, the beta functions of the parameters m?j and \jjpe for i, 5, k, ¢ € {1,2}
are denoted by 8 = B! + B!, where the corresponding one-loop and two-loop contributions are
exhibited in eqs. (Z4)—(Z7). In this appendix, we provide the corresponding analytic expressions for
the beta functions of m%l, m%Z, A1111, A2222, A1112, and Aj992. We then demonstrate that in the toy
model with

2 2
Mmay = —M7q, Al111 = A2222, A2 = —A1222, (A1)

these parameter relations are stable under renormalization group running, since the corresponding
beta functions for m%l + m%z, A1111 — A2222 and A1112 + A1202 vanish exactly.
We first evaluate the one-loop beta functions of m?; and m3,. Using eq. (2.4),

ﬂiﬁl = mHA111 + M3 A 1122 + 2mi 1112, (A.2)

5,1,52 = M3 Aa220 + M AT199 + 2misAiass (A.3)

It then follows that

1

m2, 4ml, = 551%1 + 55132 = mH A1 + M3aAo020 + (M3 + m3x) 122 + 2mip (112 + Ai2o) . (A4)

After imposing the parameter relations of eq. (A1) [denoted below by the subscript “sym”], we obtain

! (A.5)

m3,+m3, ‘sym:
Next, we evaluate the one-loop beta functions of Aj111, A2222, A1112, and Agg9e. Using eq. ([2.35]),
B = 3\ T + 201 + M)
Blazss = 3(Noazs 42X a00 + A122)
Bhis = 3111 A1112 + 211201122 + AM122A1222)
(

Bhiozs = 3(A1112A1122 + 2X1122 M 1222 + A1222A2922) -
It follows that

/8§11117>\2222 = /8§1111 - /8§2222 = 3[)\%111 - )\%222 + 2()\%112 - )\%222)] ? (Alo)

B st riess = Briiis T Brisss = 3[M1111M1112 + A222o X192 + 3A1122(M112 + Ai2o2)] . (AL11)
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After imposing the parameter relations of eq. (A1), we obtain

1 _nl —
'8A1111—>\2222 ‘sym_ ﬁ)\1112+)\1222 sym 0. (A.12)

To compute the two-loop contributions to the beta functions of mgj and Ajjie given in egs. (ZG)
and (2.7), we shall evaluate the following quantities:

Ay = %[)\ikfm)\nldmm%j + AjkemAnkemma;] (A.13)
Bij = mzﬁAikmn)‘jﬁmna (A14)
1
Cz‘jkﬁ = ﬂ Z Ainqumnqumjkﬁa (A'15)
perm
1
Dijk:é = ﬂ Z )\ijmn)‘kmpq)‘fnpq7 (A16)
perm

where “perm” indicates that the sum includes terms in which the uncontracted indices 4, j, k, and ¢
have been permuted in all possible ways. In addition, there are implicit sums over each repeated index
pair. Then, we obtain

Ay = [A11 4 3(M1a2 + A1) + Mg miy + [Arrrz (Ar111 + 3A1122) + A1222 (A2222 + BA1122) [ miy
(A.17)

Agy = [M112 + 3(M122 + ATaz) + Adaga|mds 4+ [Arn12 (A111 + 3A1122) + Ai222 (A2222 + 3A1122) iy,

(A.18)
B = (A1 + 20112 + Afiz2) M1 + (A2 + 21100 + Ao m3s
+2(A1111 A 1112 + 2A1112A1122 + At122A1222) M3 (A.19)
By = ()\%112 + 200 + )‘%222)m%1 + ()\%122 +2X g0 + )‘%222)m%2
+2(A1112A1122 + 2A 1120 A1222 + A1222A2200 )M, - (A.20)
One can see by inspection that
App + Ag =0, By + B, =0, (A.21)

where “sym” again indicates that the parameter relations given by eq. (A]) have been employed.
These results confirm the vanishing of the two-loop contribution to the beta function of m?%; + m2,.
Next, we record the following results:

Crinr = Af1uy + Aan1 (403110 + 3AT190 + Alago) + 3A1112A1122(A1112 + A222) + At112A1222A2222 5 (A.22)
Caoa = A3ggg + 2222 (4MT09 + 3AT100 + AT112) + BA1220A1122(A1112 + A1222) + A1 12 A1202 5 (A.23)
Dir11 = Ay + Muin (M09 + Aigg) + 248195 + Ai2o (Afaaz + 2A 1112 1222 + 5AT110) S (A.24)
D22z = A3ggp + 2222 (4109 + Af1g2) + 203195 + At122 (A1 + 21112 A1202 + 5AT900) - (A.25)
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After imposing the parameter relations of eq. (A1), one can see by inspection that

=0. (A.26)

sym

Crin — Caam|, =0, Di111 — Dag2o

sym

These results confirm the vanishing of the two-loop contribution to the beta function of A1111 — Ag299.
Finally, we have evaluated the following quantities:

1
Ciz = 1{10)‘:15112 + A2 (4AT111 4 6A1111 A 1192 + 2103195 + 6AT909 + AJgn0)
+A1222 [3A1122 (A1111 + 3A1122 4 A2222) + 1111 A2222] } ) (A.27)
1
Cia22 = 1{10)\?222 + 1222 (43000 + 62220 A 1192 + 21T 05 + 6AT110 + A1)
+A1112[3A1122 (A2222 + 3A1122 4 A1111) + Ar111A2222] } ) (A.28)
1
D112 = 5{3>\‘%112 + Aggo + 3A 191222 + A112 (2AT111 + 8T 190 + Alags + Ai122A2222 + BAi111 A1122)
1222 [6AT 190 + A122 (A1111 + A2222)] } ; (A.29)
1
Diago = 5{3>\‘;’222 + A11g + 30 g0 A 1112 + A1222 (203590 + 8AF 190 + AT11a + A122A1111 + BA2a22 A 1122)

+A1112[6AT192 + Ar122 (1111 + Ao2o2) ] } : (A.30)
After imposing the parameter relations of eq. (A.1l), one can see by inspection that

Ciirz2 + Crozl| =0, D112 + Digos|

sym

=0. (A.31)

sym

These results confirm the vanishing of the two-loop contribution to the beta function of A1112 + A1299.

The results obtained in eqs. (A21)), (A.26]), and (A.31)) indicate that the two-loop contributions
to the beta functions of m?; + m32,, A1111 — A2222, and A1112 + Aja20, respectively, consist of the sum
of two linearly-independent contributions given by eqs. (2.6)—(2.7]), each of which has been shown in
this Appendix to separately vanish.

Appendix B Parameters of the complexified theory

The independent squared-mass and quartic coupling parameters of the complexified theory are listed
in egs. (39) and (BI0) respectively. If we now express the complex fields ®; and ®2 in terms of four
real fields ¢; defined in eq. (BI]), then the scalar potential given by Vi in eq. (B3] can be rewritten
as a scalar potential of the corresponding realified theory,

1 ..
VC = %m?j PiP; + I Azﬂcﬁ PiPiPEPe %7, kj,f € {15 2, 35 4}5 (Bl)

with an implicit sum over repeated indices. In particular, m?j and \;jx¢ are completely symmetric real
tensors, with 10 and 35 independent components, respectively.

In general, the number of independent components of a completely symmetric real rank r tensor whose indices take
on the values 1,2,...,d is equal to (d +r — 1)!/[(d — 1)!7]].
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It is straightforward to express the independent elements of m?j in terms of the 10 squared-mass
parameters exhibited in eq. (3.9):

mi, = M4 +2Re M7, (B.2)
m3y = My —2Re M7, (B.3)
m3s = M3 +2Re M3, (B.4)
mi, = M3 — 2Re M3, (B.5)
mi, = 2Im M} , (B.6)
m3, = 2Tm M3, , (B.7)
miy = Re M7 + 2Re M7, (B.8)
m3, = Re M7, — 2Re M, (B.9)
mi, = —Im M7 + 2Tm M3, (B.10)
m3y = Im M7 + 2Tm M7, . (B.11)

Likewise, it is straightforward to express the independent elements of A;ji¢ in terms of the 35
self-coupling parameters exhibited in eq. (BI0):

A1111 = 6A57 + 12 Re(A1111 + Alni) , (B.12)
A1z = 6Im(2A1111 + A1) (B.13)
Ai1s = 3Re[2A 113 + 4A 1112 + Ajiz + 3A 101 (B.14)
Mi1a = —3Im[2A175 — 4A1112 + Aq115 — 3A 101 (B.15)
At122 = 2A1y11 — 12Re Anan (B.16)
Mi2s = Im(2A 175 + 121112 4+ 3A 195 + 3A1101) (B.17)
Mi24 = Re[2A 1175 — 123112 + 3A1115 — 3Aq101) (B.18)
A1133 = 4A 1975 + 2Re[Aq155 + 6A1122 + 3A 195 + 30 901 (B.19)
At13s = —2Im (A 155 — 6A1190 — 3Ay907) (B.20)
A1aa = 401913 — 2Re[Aq135 + 6A1122 — 3A 195 + 3Aq901] (B.21)
A222 = —6Im(2A1111 — Ajqi7) (B.22)
M223 = Re[2A1175 — 12A1112 — 3A1135 + 3Aq101] (B.23)
M22a = —Im[2A1175 4+ 12A1112 — 3Aq115 — 3A 101, (B.24)
Ai233 = 2Tm[A 155 + 61122 + 3A 193] (B.25)
M23s = 2Re(Ay153 — 6A1192) (B.26)
Moaa = —2Im(Ayy55 + 6A1122 — 3A1193) (B.27)
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A33s = 3Re[2A 955 + 401922 + 3A 995 + Aggoi] (B.28)
Msse = —Im[2A 1955 — 12A1990 — 3A 995 — BMgno1] (B.29)
Mzaa = Re[2A1955 — 12A1292 + 3A 1995 — 3A9001] (B.30)
AMags = —3Im[2A 955 + 41920 — 3A 995 + Aggoi] (B.31)
A2222 = 6A 1177 + 12Re(Ar111 — Ajpig) (B.32)
A2223 = 3Im[2A1175 — 4A1112 — Aqpis + 3A 401, (B.33)
A2g24 = 3Re[2A 113 + 4A 1112 — Ajyyz — 3A 191 (B.34)
A2233 = 4N 1915 — 2Re[Ayy55 + 6A1192 + 3A 195 — 3A 901] (B.35)
A223a = 2Im(Aq35 — 6A1122 + 3A 907) (B.36)
A224a = 401573 + 2Re[Aqy35 + 6A1122 — 3A 1105 — 3Aq907] (B.37)
Aosss = 3Im[2A 1555 + 4A1222 + 3A 105 — Aopnot] (B.38)
A2334 = Re[2A1955 — 121920 — 31995 + 3Ag007] (B.39)
A2zas = Im[2A1955 — 12A1292 + 31995 + 3Agn07] (B.40)
Aosas = 3Re[2A 1955 + 4A 1220 — 3A1905 — Aonoi] (B.41)
A3333 = 6Ag935 + 12 Re(A2222 + Aggos) (B.42)
Ag334 = 61m(2A2220 + Aggo3) (B.43)
A3344 = 2M9935 — 12 Re Agago , (B.44)
Asaas = —61m(2A2009 — Agoos) (B.45)
Aaas = 6Ag935 + 12Re(Ag222 — Aggos) - (B.46)
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