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The minimal supersymmetric standard model involves a rather restrictive Higgs potential with
two Higgs fields. Recently, the full set of classes of symmetries allowed in the most general two
Higgs doublet model was identified; these classes do not include the supersymmetric limit as a
particular class. Thus, a physically meaningful definition of the supersymmetric limit must involve
the interaction of the Higgs sector with other sectors of the theory. Here we show how one can
construct basis invariant probes of supersymmetry involving both the Higgs sector and the gaugino-
higgsino-Higgs interactions.

PACS numbers: 11.30.Er, 12.60.Fr, 14.80.Cp, 11.30.Ly

I. INTRODUCTION

The Standard Model (SM) of electroweak interactions has provided an extraordinarily successful description of
currently observed particle physics phenomena. Nevertheless, there are strong reasons to expect that new physics
beyond the Standard Model must emerge, ranging from the hierarchy problem and the unification of all coupling
constants, to baryogenesis and dark matter. One of the leading candidates for physics beyond the SM incorporates
supersymmetry near the scale of electroweak symmetry breaking in order to provide a natural explanation for the
existence of the Higgs boson. Much attention has been devoted to the minimal supersymmetric extension of the
standard model (MSSM), which requires two complex Higgs doublets and superpartners for all Standard Model
particles [1].

In general, there is no fundamental reason why the SM should possess only one complex Higgs doublet. The most
well-studied extended Higgs sector is that of the two-Higgs-doublet model (THDM) [2]. The scalar potential of the
most general THDM involves 14 parameters. Of these parameters, only eleven combinations are physical, as three
degrees of freedom can be absorbed into a redefinition of the Higgs fields |3, |4]. This number may be further reduced
by imposing some symmetry requirements on the Higgs Lagrangian. But, identifying such symmetries is complicated
by the fact that one may perform a basis transformation of the Higgs fields. A symmetry that looks simple in one
basis may be completely obscured in another basis. Hence, it is important to develop basis-invariant signals of such
symmetries, which can identify the physically meaningful and experimentally accessible parameters in the theory. The
need to seek basis invariant observables in models with many Higgs bosons was pointed out by Lavoura and Silva
[5], and by Botella and Silva [6], stressing applications to CP violation. Refs. |6, [7] indicate how to construct basis
invariant quantities in a systematic fashion for any model, including multi-Higgs-doublet models. A number of recent
articles concerning symmetries and/or basis invariance in the THDM include Refs. |4, 8-19].

It is remarkable that there are exactly six classes of symmetries that one may impose on the scalar sector of the
most general THDM. This was shown by Ivanov |15] and expanded upon by us in Ref. [19]. Since the Higgs sector
of the MSSM is a particular case of the THDM, one would expect that the constraints satisfied by the Higgs sector
of the MSSM would correspond to one of the six classes of symmetries identified in the scalar sector of the THDM.
This is not the case. The correct conclusion is that a physically meaningful definition of the supersymmetric limit
must involve the interaction of the Higgs sector with other sectors of the supersymmetric theory. In this article we
construct basis-invariant probes of supersymmetry involving both the Higgs sector and the gaugino-higgsino-Higgs
interactions.

This article is organized as follows. In section [[Il we introduce our notation. In section [[IIl, we construct the basis
invariant quantities that identify the supersymmetric limit of the scalar sector of the THDM. We draw our conclusions
in section [[V]
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II. THE SCALAR SECTOR OF THE THDM
A. The scalar potential

Let us consider a SU(2) ® U(1) gauge theory with two hypercharge-one Higgs-doublets, denoted by ®,, where
a = 1,2. The scalar potential may be written as

Vir = m2, 0101 + mZ,®ld, — [m§2<1>}<1>2 + h.c.}
FIN(D1D1)2 + I(BLD2)2 + A3(B]B1)(PLB2) + Ay (B] Do) (DLD1)
+ [ IAs (@] @)% + A6 (@] D) (@] B2) + Ar (BLB2) (D] D) + h.c.} , (1)

where m3,, m3,, and A1, A2, A3, \s are real parameters, and m2,, A5, A¢ and A7 are potentially complex.
An alternative notation, useful for the construction of invariants and championed by Botella and Silva [6] is

Vit = Yauo(®L®0) + £ Zap,ca( @] ®p) (R1D4), (2)
where Hermiticity implies
Yab == }/bj;a
Zab,cd = ch,ab = Zl;ka,dc' (3)

One should be very careful when comparing Egs. (Il) and () among different authors, since the same symbol may
be used for quantities that differ by signs, factors of two, or complex conjugation. Here we follow the definitions of
Davidson and Haber [4]. With these definitions:

2 2
Yii =miy, Yo = —miy,
2 \* 2
Yo1 = —(m7iy) Yoo = m3,, (4)
and

Zi1,11 =AM,  Zazoz = g,
Zi122 = Zo211 = A3,  Z12.21 = Z21,12 = M4,
Zi22 = X5,  Za1,21 = A,
Znjz = Zi2g1 = e,  Zi1,21 = 221,11 = Ags
Zao a2 = Zi2,92 = A7, Zaao1 = Zo1 o2 = A5, (5)

B. Basis transformations

The scalar potential can be rewritten in terms of new fields ®/,, obtained from the original ones by a simple (global)
basis transformation

By — D = Uy @y, (6)

where U € U(2) is a 2 X 2 unitary matrix. Under this unitary basis transformation, the gauge-kinetic terms are
unchanged, but the coefficients Yy, and Zgp oq are transformed as

Yoo = Y, = Usa Yap Ufs, (7)
Zab,cd — Zzlzb,cd =Uua UC,Y Za,@,wi U;ﬁ U;(;. (8)

Thus, the basis transformations U may be utilized in order to absorb some of the degrees of freedom of Y and/or Z,
which implies that not all parameters of Eq. ([2)) have physical significance.



C. The six classes of symmetries in the THDM

Symmetries leaving the scalar Lagrangian unchanged may be of two types. On the one hand, one may relate ®,
with some unitary transformation of ®;:

D, — Y = S, Py, 9)

where S is a unitary matrix. These are known as Higgs Family symmetries, or HF symmetries. As a result of this
symmetry,

Yab — Saa Ya,@ Slt[ju (10)
Zab,cd = Saa Sc’y Za,@,v& Slt[j S;(S (11)

On the other hand, one may relate ®, with some unitary transformation of ®;:
®, = O = X, ", (12)

where X is an arbitrary unitary matrix.! These are known as generalized CP symmetries, or GCP symmetries |20, 21].
The potential is invariant under this symmetry if and only if

ab = XaaYapXpab
abed = XaaXyeZaproXppXsd. (13)

Under the basis transformation of Eq. (@), the specific forms of the HF and GCP symmetries are altered, respectively,
as follows:

S = USUT, (14)
X' =UXxU". (15)

Hence, a basis-invariant treatment is critical for distinguishing between two potentially different symmetries.
Of course, one may combine several HF symmetries and/or GCP symmetries. Ivanov [15] has proved that, whatever

combination one chooses, one will end up in one of six distinct classes of symmetries. In a recent article we have
clarified this issue showing how to construct such classes with simple examples [19]. The result is shown in Table [[l

TABLE I: Impact of the symmetries on the coefficients of the Higgs potential in a specified basis. See Ref. [19] for more details.

symmetry m%l m%Q m%z A1 Ao A3 A4 As A6 A7
Za 0 0 0
U(1) 0 0 0 0
U(2) m?, 0 A1 A1 — A3 0 0 0

CP1 real real real real

CP2 m3, 0 A1 — X6
CP3 m3, 0 A A1 — A3 — A (real) 0 0

1 The space coordinates of the fields, which we have suppressed, are inverted by a generalized CP transformation.



Five of the symmetry classes may be imposed by the following single requirements:

' (10
Zy S_<0_1>, (16)

e 0
U): S = ( . e—ia> , (17)
aFn/2

CP1: X:<10>, (18)
01

CP2: X:<O 1), (19)
~10

CP3: x = [ cosf sinf (20)
—sinf cosf

Here 0 < a < 7 (but o # 7/2, since the case of o = m/2 corresponds to the Zy symmetry), and 0 < 6 < 7/2.
Invariance under the full U(2) global symmetry is obtained by requiring the invariance of the scalar potential under
Eq. @), for all unitary matrices S.

III. BASIS INVARIANT PROBES OF THE MSSM
A. The Higgs sector of the MSSM

The Higgs potential of the MSSM (prior to including soft-supersymmetry-breaking dimension-two squared-mass
terms) is a particular case of Eq. (), with

m%l = m%za (21)

mi, = 0, (22)

M= = L+, (23)

As = g - g, (24)

A = —%92, (25)

As =X =M\ = 0, (26)

where g and ¢’ are the SU(2);, and U(1)y gauge coupling constants, respectively. In this case, Eqs. @) and (B
become

Yii =Y, Y=Y =0, (27)
and

Z11,11 = A1, Z2azp2 = A1,
Zi1,22 = Zoo 11 = A3, L1221 = Z21,12 = —A1 — A, (28)

with A1 given by Eq. 23), A3 given by Eq. [24]), and all other components of the Z tensor equal to zero.

Comparing Eqs. [2I)-(26) with Table [ we see that these requirements are almost the same as in the THDM
with the full U(2) flavor symmetry. The difference is that the U(2)-symmetric case implies \y = A1 — A3, while
the supersymmetry limit implies Ay = —A; — A3. As shown by Ivanov [15] and by us [19], the former relation can
come from a symmetry requirement that exclusively involves the Higgs potential, while the latter relation cannot. In
particular, there are no basis changes one can perform on the THDM to obtain, from one of the six symmetries listed
in table [l the SUSY condition Ay = —\; — 3.

This can also be seen by examining the renormalization group equations that control the evolution of the A;. Here,
we focus only on those terms arising from the Higgs potential and the gauge couplings.? The relevant expressions can

2 In order to include fermions in the analysis, one would have to investigate the constraints of the THDM symmetries on the Higgs-fermion
Yukawa couplings.



be found, for example, in Refs. [22-25]. Using Ay = A2 and A5 = A¢ = A7 = 0, we find

DAp = 6A2+2)2 + X2+ 2230, — 3 (992 + 39’2) M+ 1 (9g4 + 692" + 39’4) :
Dhs = 2X2+ A3 + 20 (3As + A\y) — & (9g2 + 39’2) As+ L (9g4 — 6929 + 39’4) ,

Dy

2X2 42X A + AAg g — 1 (992 + 39’2) M+ 36%97, (29)

where D = 1672u(d/du), and DA = DA = DA; = 0. Hence, given the constraints A = Ay and A5 = \¢ = Ay = 0,

DA+ X3 — M) = 2+ A5 — \)(120 +4X — 9¢% — 3¢"%) (30)
DA+ A3+ A1) = 2(3A] + (3A3 4 2X1) Ay + 2A3 + 2A7 + 3A3)\q)
1 (992 +39%) (a+ 2s + M) + 3 (99" + 64% + 391 (31)
The first equation vanishes if Ay = A1 — A3; the second does not vanish if Ay = —A; — A3. That is, the condition
A4 = A1 — A3 is renormalization group invariant, whereas the condition Ay = —A; — A3 is not. Note that we have not

yet imposed the specific relations between the A; and the gauge couplings required by the MSSM. If we impose the
MSSM constraints specified by Eqgs. 23)-(25) on the right hand side of Eq. (3], we obtain

DA+ A3+ A1) = 3¢ + 2¢%¢” + g*, (32)

i.e., A1 = —A3 — A4 is still not RGE invariant.

The latter result is not unexpected. After all, the gauge boson—Higgs boson sector considered by itself can never
be supersymmetric, as the corresponding superpartners are not included. Consequently, the SUSY limit of the gauge
boson—Higgs boson sector can only be defined in a manner invariant under Higgs basis changes if the corresponding
gaugino and higgsino superpartners are taken into account. The gaugino and higgsino interactions generate additional
terms on the right hand side of Eq. (29). In the supersymmetric limit, these effects yield |23]

Ssusy (DA\1) = —3¢* — g%¢'? — 1'%,

Ssusy(DA3) = =3¢ + ¢°¢’* — 34",
Ssusy (D) = 2¢* — 2¢%¢'2. (33)

Hence,

6SUsy{'D()\4 + A3+ )\1)} = —(394 + 2929/2 + 9/4) .

Indeed, when the latter is added to Eq. (82]), we see that D(Ay + A3 + A1) = 0 as expected. Thus, the SUSY
relation \; = —A3 — Ay = i(g2 + ¢'?) is renormalization group invariant when all the Higgs/higgsino/gauge/gaugino
interactions are included.

B. The gaugino-higgsino-Higgs interactions

In the MSSM, the tree-level Lagrangian describing the interactions of the gauginos with the Higgs-doublets may be
written as

. -
Lt = 1ty U, TS (0, @1 gy, @F) + BN (g, @1 - iy, @) 4 he, 39)
where \* and ) are the two-component spinor gaugino fields that are superpartners to the SU(2) and U(1)-hypercharge
gauge bosons, and vy, and g, are, respectively, the hypercharge —1 and hypercharge +1 weak doublet two-
component spinor higgsino fields. The indices i, 7 and k label the two components of the weak doublet, and the index
« is the adjoint index of the SU(2) gaugino field. We have included a supersymmetric Majorana mass term for the
two-component higgsino fields, which defines the parameter p. As usual, €!? = —¢2! = +1 and €!! = 22 = 0.

If we relax the constraints imposed by supersymmetry, the coupling strengths of the gaugino-higgsino-Higgs inter-
action above are no longer constrained to be gauge couplings as in Eq. (34]). Moreover, four additional dimension-four



interaction terms are possible, consistent with SU(2)xU(1) gauge invariance. These terms are the so-called “wrong-
Higgs” couplings of Ref. [26], and are obtained from those of Eq. (84) by interchanging ®; and ®5. In our analysis
below, we consider the most general dimension-four gauge invariant couplings between the gaugino, higgsino and
Higgs fields. We shall write these couplings in a form that is manifestly independent of the choice of basis for the
Higgs fields:

i j ] ] j * i % i ax* g
Egaugim-Higgs = ﬁ)‘aﬂp} ( }{Ufl(}‘l’g + Elkiﬂﬂpfﬁ @’;) + ﬁ)\/ ( f ‘P f— ki/’m;f’ ) +h.e., (35)

where the couplings f&, f%, f{*, and f}5 transform covariantly under a Higgs basis U(2)-transformation,?

fep = Ui, fi'p = U fiF D - (36)

In the supersymmetric limit, there is a natural choice of basis for the Higgs fields, henceforth called the SUSY basis,
in which:

f& =902, b= g0, =997, b =g (37)

In particular, in the SUSY basis, the so-called “wrong-Higgs interactions” of Ref. [26] are absent in the supersymmetric
limit. However, under a general Higgs basis transformation, the supersymmetric gaugino-higgsino-Higgs Lagrangian
will transform into a linear combination of supersymmetric and wrong-Higgs interaction terms. Thus, in a generic
basis choice for the Higgs fields, the supersymmetry is not manifest. One of the goals of this section is to determine a
set of basis-independent conditions that guarantees the existence of a basis choice in which Eq. 1) is satisfied. Such
basis-independent conditions would constitute an invariant signal for manifestly supersymmetric Higgs interactions.
The couplings f&, ff, fi*, and f5* are complex vectors that live in the two-dimensional Higgs flavor space. It is

convenient to define the corresponding unit vectors, f* = f¢/|f|, where | fl = (f**f*)'/? is the length of the complex

vector f¢. Next, we introduce vectors that are orthogonal to fii, b, , and fp', respectively,
e = fb* ba g% = fb* ba (38)
Qb“ iy 9’5 ey (39)
These are pseudo-vectors with respect to U(2) Higgs basis transformations,*
95,0 — (det U)™Uan 40 gtiip — (det U) " Uab §i7p (40)
due to the appearance of the complex phase, det U.
We now define U(2)-invariant, hypercharge-one Higgs fields as follows:
Hy = f§" ®a, Hyy = fif** @, (41)
Hp = @, Hy) = fi5rd, . (42)
One can also define a corresponding set of hypercharge —1 fields, e.g.,
Hp = €eHiT Hy="HIT. (43)

It is also convenient to define U(2) pseudo-invariant Higgs fields (denoted by calligraphic fonts),
HU = fl((}* a Hl = A/a*q)aa (44)

Hp =45 P, Hy = 945" ®, . (45)

3 Note that the global U(1) Higgs flavor transformation corresponding to ®, — eX®, (a = 1,2) is distinguished from the global U(1)
hypercharge transformation, since the higgsino fields do not transform under the rephasing of the Higgs fields.

4 Starting from the transformation law fa — Uabfb, where Ut = U1, it follows that §¢ — Un 1 g%e®@ebe. If we now recognize that
U@lead = det(U~1)U, q€%¢, the results of Eq. @J) easily follow.



It then follows that:

o= [&Hy + §¢Hy = foHp + 5 Hp (46)
= fiAH + 41y = firHp + g5 HD (47)

after using fI(},Dfl(},*D = gaU,DgU,*D =1 and gl(},DfI(},*D = f((} Dg((}*D 0.
There is some motivation for this proliferation of Higgs field definitions. In particular, as we show later in Eqs. (G55)—
([©]), the choices of

{HUa HU}a {ngv H[/J}a {HD P ﬁD}a and {ﬁle ;qlD}v (48)

correspond to four different basis choices for the hypercharge-one Higgs doublet fields.

One can express the gaugino-higgsino-Higgs interaction Lagrangian in a manifestly U(2)-invariant form. For exam-
ple, using the definitions of the invariant Higgs fields Hy, Hp, H{; and H}, [defined by Eqgs. {I) and (@3)], Eq. (35)
can be rewritten as:

%wwwszawmmwwmw%mﬂ e, B = bk, HY ) + e (49)

Y (
\/_
However, this form is not particularly useful outside of the supersymmetric limit, since {Hy , H p} and {H{, H b}
are not orthogonal pairs of hypercharge-one Higgs doublet fields in the general case. Of course, one can always rewrite

Eq. (33) in terms of one of the four basis choices of hyper-charge one doublet Higgs fields listed in Eq. (@8] by inserting
the appropriate form for ®, given in Eqs. {@0) and [@1) into Eq. (33)).

C. Basis-invariant probes of the supersymmetric Higgs interactions

Supersymmetry imposes strong constraints on the scalar Higgs potential and the gaugino-higgsino-Higgs interac-
tions. These constraints must involve basis-independent combinations of the scalar potential parameters Y,p, Zaped,
and the gaugino-higgsino-Higgs couplings f, f, f{*, fi'- It is straightforward to find the necessary relations. First
we exhibit the basis invariant relations that enforce supersymmetric gaugino-higgsino-Higgs couplings:

fofp =0, foIs =
f[/]a %* — 0, [/] la* — O
fofe = fpfs = 9% ot =155 =497,
o™ = g9, HIs =99 (50)

To establish U(2)-invariant conditions that enforce a supersymmetric scalar Higgs potential, we first construct basis-
independent quantities that involve both the scalar potential parameters and the gaugino-higgsino-Higgs couplings.
For example,’

Yoo = fi I3 Var, You = & f Yav,
You = b Ya, Yoo = f f5 Yab, (51)
provide basis-invariant quantities involving the quadratic coefficients of the Higgs potential. Likewise,
Zoprs = f2 f fi; F* Zabed s (52)

where the indices «a, 3, 7, and § can take the values D or U, provide basis-invariant quartic coefficients for the Higgs
potential.

Evaluating the invariant quantities introduced in Eqs. (&1)) and (52]) in the supersymmetric basis defined by Eqs. (27]),
[28) and @B1), it follows that

Ypp = Yuu, Ypu = Yup =0, (53)

5 Assuming Eq. (50) is satisfied, it is not necessary to construct additional invariants that involve fi; and f},.



and
1
Zpp,pp = Zvvwu = 3 5o+ DDl
! !
Zppwu = Zuupp = 3 UGG — [0 104
Zpuup = Zup,pU = —ZDD,DD - ZDD,UU7
Zpu,pu = Zup,up =0,
Zuyp,pp = Zpu,pp = Zpp,up = Zpp,pvu = 0,
Zpuyyv = Z2up,vu = Z2vuu,pu = Zuv,up = 0. (54)

Since these equations are basis invariant, they must hold in any theory made up of the MSSM fields with exact
supersymmetry, regardless of the exact basis choice made for the Higgs fields.

That is, independently of the choice of basis for the Higgs fields, the supersymmetric limit of the
Higgs/higgsino/gauge/gaugino sectors holds if and only if Eqs. (B0), (B3) and (B4) hold. If Eqs. (B0) and (B4)
hold but Eq. (53) does not, then supersymmetry is softly broken due to the quadratic terms of the Higgs potential.
The above results fully resolves the question of the basis-invariant form for the supersymmetric limit of the THDM.

D. A preferred basis in the MSSM

The gaugino-higgsino-Higgs interactions provide a means for defining a quasi-physical choice of basis. In this
context, a quasi-physical basis is one in which the Higgs fields are invariant, up to a possible rephasing of one of the
Higgs fields, under U(2) transformations. That is, the coefficients of the Higgs potential are either U(2)-invariants or
pseudo-invariants.

There are four pos51ble 1ndependent quasi-physical bases, corresponding to the four normalized gaugino-higgsino-
Higgs couplings, va f s fU and f . Each basis is defined by imposing the condition that one of the two components
of the corresponding coupling Vamshes, while setting the non-vanishing component to unity. This defines the quasi-
physical basis up to an arbitrary rephasing of the Higgs field that lies in the direction of the vanishing component
of f. The latter is a pseudo-invariant field, whereas the Higgs field that lies in the direction of the non-vanishing
component of f is a U(2)-invariant field.

The four quasi-physical bases and their corresponding Higgs fields are:

By : defined by f& = (0,1),  Higgs fields: (Hy, Hy), (55)
Bp: defined by f& = (1,0),  Higgs fields: (Hp, Hp), (56)
By :  defined by fi* = (0, 1), Higgs fields: (Hy , H{)) (57)
Bj: defined by fi# = (1,0), Higgs fields : (HD . Hp), (58)

where the fields denoted by (calligraphic) Roman fonts are (pseudo-)invariant with respect to U(2) basis transforma-
tions. The Higgs fields with a U (D) subscript are hypercharge +1 (—1) fields. The coefficients of the scalar potential
in the quasi-physical basis are easily constructed. For example, in basis Bp,

Yp1 = [ bV, Y2 = 955 Yab (59)
Yps = fi5 45 Yas Zp1 = 5 o f5 b Zavea (60)
Zp2 = % 0505 0% Zaved , Zp3 = fD fDAC*QDZabcdv (61)
Zps = gD D IE b Zaveas  Zps = F15 9 F5 8 Zavea (62)
Zpe = 5 o5 0b Zavea,  Zpr =[5 3555 5h Zabea - (63)

That is, starting in a generic basis with a Higgs potential given by Eq. (), one can always transform to the basis Bp

6 In the most general 2HDM after spontaneous symmetry breaking, the so-called Higgs basis in which ¢ = (1, 0) is an example of a
quasi-physical basis. The Higgs fields in this basis, H1 = 9} ® and Ha = €p,75Pq, are respectively invariant and pseudo-invariant with
respect to U(2) basis transformations. See Refs. |47, 11, [12] for details.



with a Higgs potential given by:
Vi = Yo, Hy Hp + Yo, HpHp + Yo, HyHp + hee.|
+3Zp,(HL,Hp)* + 3 Zp,(H),Hp)* + Zp, (HL Hp) (M), Hp) + Zp, (HLHp) (-], Hp)
+ |32, (HE D) + Zpg(HLH) (HLHp) + Zo, (HyHp) (HLHp) +hec.] (64)

The parameters Yp1,Ypa, Zp1,Zp2, Zps and Zp, are manifestly real U(2)-invariants, whereas the parameters
Yps, Zps, Zpe and Zp7 are (potentially) complex pseudo-invariants with respect to U(2) basis transformations. The
physical Higgs couplings and masses of the theory can be expressed in terms of the invariant parameters and invariant
combinations of the pseudo-invariant parameters.

The discussion above is completely general. But, suppose we impose supersymmetry on the Higgs-higgsino-gaugino
system. Supersymmetry imposes a very strong constraint on the quasi-physical bases,

By =Bp =B}, = B). (65)

That is, supersymmetry picks out a physically meaningful basis, namely the SUSY basis, in which the gaugino-
higgsino-Higgs couplings take the form given by Eq. (37). Eq. ([G5) impose covariant relations among the normalized
gaugino-higgsino-Higgs couplings:

3 = g = e = emfis, 3 = gl =~ = —efin (66)
where e is a pseudo-invariant quantity [i.e., e — (det U)~le? under a U(2) transformation] that is equal to 1 in

the SUSY basis. Eq. (66) implies that the invariant and pseudo-invariant Higgs fields defined in Eqs. {@I)-{@H) are
related in the supersymmetric limit,

Hy = Hj; = ¢"Hp = ""H), (67)
Hp=Hp=e "Hy = e "1, , (68)

for the hypercharge +1 and hypercharge —1 MSSM Higgs fields, respectively. If we now insert
Eq. (@6) into Eqs. BI)—-(@3), we find that the coefficients of the Higgs potential in the SUSY basis are
Yoo, Yuu,e"Vup, Zvv,uv, Zpp,0D, 200,00, ZDUUD, € ZpU, DU, € ZpD DU, €M ZUU,UD, Subject to the condi-
tions of Egs. (B3) and (B4). Note that when the conditions of Egs. (B3) and (B4) are imposed, the
phase n drops out completely. Indeed, the nonzero Higgs potential parameters in the SUSY basis,
Yo, Yvu,Zvvu,uv,ZpD,0D, Z2DD,UU, ZpU,uD are physical observables that are real and invariant with respect to
U(2)-basis transformations

The existence of a physical SUSY basis is not surprising. Consider the higgsino Majorana mass term, which arises
from a supersymmetric term in the MSSM superpotential,

pes Wiy Vir, - (69)

A THDM basis transformation mixes ®; and ®3, which corresponds to a transformation between the MSSM Higgs
fields, Hy with H}LD. But the Higgs fields belong to Higgs superfields whose scalar and fermionic components are
(Hy,Ym,) and (Hp,vm,). As a result, one cannot apply a general U(2)-basis transformation to the full Higgs
supermultiplets consistent with supersymmetry. Thus, Eq. ([69) effectively defines a preferred basis for ®; and &,
within the MSSM. This is why the SUSY basis has a physical significance.

E. Invariant tan 3-like parameters

Until this subsection, we have made no assumptions about the nature of the Higgs vacuum. In the supersymmetric
limit of the MSSM, the minimum of the tree-level potential resides at zero field and there is no electroweak symmetry
breaking. After dimension-two soft-supersymmetry-breaking terms are included, it becomes possible to break the
SU(2)xU(1) symmetry of the scalar potential down to U(1)gm. In the generic basis, we define vacuum expectation
values,

(®9) = va = via (70)
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where 7, is a complex unit vector in the two-dimensional Higgs flavor space and v ~ 246 GeV. In the MSSM, the
parameter tan 3 is defined in the SUSY basis,”

tan 3 = . (71)
D

However, in the most general THDM, tan 3 is a basis-dependent concept that does not correspond to any physical
observable. In Ref. [12], a number of invariant parameters connected to the Higgs-fermion Yukawa couplings are
introduced that play the role of tan in constrained THDMs. Here, we shall indicate how to define tan S-like
parameters associated with the gaugino-higgsino-Higgs interactions.

The basic idea is to define tan 8 as the ratio of vacuum expectation values in the quasi-physical bases introduced
in Eqs. (55)-(G8). One can then define four invariant tan 3-like parameters,®

0 ok 0 o

tan By = —e ™" EHé’i = —e_i"M tan Bp = e~ éHgi = e_in_gf,va (72)
w 7 " i
. (H!'O o fraxg ‘ /0  rans

gy = e B g ) iSO )
<HU> gU (% <HD> bav;

Without the factors of e, the corresponding tan 8-like parameters are complex pseudo-invariants, whose magnitudes
are basis-independent. The interpretation of these tan 8-like parameters is simplest in the Higgs basis, which is defined
by © = (1, 0). In the Higgs basis, the parameters in Eqs. ({2]) and (73] are (up to an overall phase) simply the ratios
of gaugino-higgsino-Higgs couplings. One can now investigate the limit in which all dimension-four couplings respect
supersymmetry. In this case, the invariant and pseudo-invariant Higgs fields are constrained by Eqs. (67) and (68,
in which case,

(Hy)
(Hp)*

tan 8 = = tan By = (tan 8p)* = tan B, = (tan Bp)*, [SUSY limit] . (74)

Corrections to the above relations at the few percent level are expected at the one-loop level due to supersymmetry-
breaking effects that enter into the loops. In principle, one could extract the tan 8 parameters of Egs. (72)) and (73]
from collider data (assuming gaugino-higgsino-Higgs couplings could be measured with sufficient accuracy), and check
to see whether Eq. (4] holds.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

The THDM includes the Higgs sector of the MSSM as a particular case. In the THDM only quantities that are
invariant under a unitary basis change, ®, — U, ®p, (where a,b = 1,2 and U is an arbitrary unitary matrix) can have
physical meaning. Thus, it is natural to look for basis invariant definitions of the supersymmetric limit. We have shown
that there is no basis-invariant definition of a supersymmetric THDM based on invariants defined exclusively in terms
of parameters of the scalar Higgs potential. We have constructed basis invariant probes of the supersymmetric limit
and soft-supersymmetry-breaking by employing both the Higgs potential and the gaugino-higgsino-Higgs interactions.
We also observe that the usual basis choice of Hy and Hp in the MSSM does have a physical significance, due to the
p-term of the MSSM superpotential [cf. Eq. (69])].

Finally, we addressed the physical significance of the parameter tan 5. In the MSSM, the tree-level parameter tan
is well-defined because it is defined in terms of vacuum expectation values of the neutral Higgs fields, which are given
in a physical basis. However, in the most general THDM Higgs sector coupled to new particles with electroweak
quantum numbers that coincide with the gauginos and higgsinos of the MSSM, the parameter tan 5, which is defined
in terms of a ratio of Higgs vacuum expectation values, is a basis dependent quantity and hence unphysical. We have
shown that four invariant tan $-like parameters can be defined that are basis-independent and hence physical. One
can verify that in the supersymmetric limit, these four invariant parameters coincide (at tree-level) and are equal to
the tan 8 parameter of the MSSM.

7 In the SUSY basis, the overall phase of the Higgs fields can be chosen such that vy and vp are real and positive.
8 The signs in Egs. ({2) and (T3) have been conveniently chosen so that no extraneous signs appear in the SUSY limit [cf. Eq. ()]
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The minimal supersymmetric standard model involves a rather restrictive Higgs potential with
two Higgs fields. Recently, the full set of classes of symmetries allowed in the most general two
Higgs doublet model was identified; these classes do not include the supersymmetric limit as a
particular class. Thus, a physically meaningful definition of the supersymmetric limit must involve
the interaction of the Higgs sector with other sectors of the theory. Here we show how one can
construct basis invariant probes of supersymmetry involving both the Higgs sector and the gaugino-
higgsino-Higgs interactions.

PACS numbers: 11.30.Er, 12.60.Fr, 14.80.Cp, 11.30.Ly

I. INTRODUCTION

The Standard Model (SM) of electroweak interactions has provided an extraordinarily successful description of
currently observed particle physics phenomena. Nevertheless, there are strong reasons to expect that new physics
beyond the Standard Model must emerge, ranging from the hierarchy problem and the unification of all coupling
constants, to baryogenesis and dark matter. One of the leading candidates for physics beyond the SM incorporates
supersymmetry near the scale of electroweak symmetry breaking in order to provide a natural explanation for the
existence of the Higgs boson. Much attention has been devoted to the minimal supersymmetric extension of the
standard model (MSSM), which requires two complex Higgs doublets and superpartners for all Standard Model
particles [1].

In general, there is no fundamental reason why the SM should possess only one complex Higgs doublet. The most
well-studied extended Higgs sector is that of the two-Higgs-doublet model (THDM) [2]. The scalar potential of the
most general THDM involves 14 parameters. Of these parameters, only eleven combinations are physical, as three
degrees of freedom can be absorbed into a redefinition of the Higgs fields |3, |4]. This number may be further reduced
by imposing some symmetry requirements on the Higgs Lagrangian. But, identifying such symmetries is complicated
by the fact that one may perform a basis transformation of the Higgs fields. A symmetry that looks simple in one
basis may be completely obscured in another basis. Hence, it is important to develop basis-invariant signals of such
symmetries, which can identify the physically meaningful and experimentally accessible parameters in the theory. The
need to seek basis invariant observables in models with many Higgs bosons was pointed out by Lavoura and Silva
[5], and by Botella and Silva [6], stressing applications to CP violation. Refs. |6, [7] indicate how to construct basis
invariant quantities in a systematic fashion for any model, including multi-Higgs-doublet models. A number of recent
articles concerning symmetries and/or basis invariance in the THDM include Refs. |4, 8-19].

It is remarkable that there are exactly six classes of symmetries that one may impose on the scalar sector of the
most general THDM. This was shown by Ivanov |15] and expanded upon by us in Ref. [19]. Since the Higgs sector
of the MSSM is a particular case of the THDM, one would expect that the constraints satisfied by the Higgs sector
of the MSSM would correspond to one of the six classes of symmetries identified in the scalar sector of the THDM.
This is not the case. The correct conclusion is that a physically meaningful definition of the supersymmetric limit
must involve the interaction of the Higgs sector with other sectors of the supersymmetric theory. In this article we
construct basis-invariant probes of supersymmetry involving both the Higgs sector and the gaugino-higgsino-Higgs
interactions.

This article is organized as follows. In section [[Il we introduce our notation. In section [[IIl, we construct the basis
invariant quantities that identify the supersymmetric limit of the scalar sector of the THDM. We draw our conclusions
in section [[V]
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II. THE SCALAR SECTOR OF THE THDM
A. The scalar potential

Let us consider a SU(2) ® U(1) gauge theory with two hypercharge-one Higgs-doublets, denoted by ®,, where
a = 1,2. The scalar potential may be written as

Vir = m2, 0101 + mZ,®ld, — [m§2<1>}<1>2 + h.c.}
FIN(D1D1)2 + I(BLD2)2 + A3(B]B1)(PLB2) + Ay (B] Do) (DLD1)
+ [ IAs (@] @)% + A6 (@] D) (@] B2) + Ar (BLB2) (D] D) + h.c.} , (1)

where m3,, m3,, and A1, A2, A3, \s are real parameters, and m2,, A5, A¢ and A7 are potentially complex.
An alternative notation, useful for the construction of invariants and championed by Botella and Silva [6] is

Vit = Yauo(®L®0) + £ Zap,ca( @] ®p) (R1D4), (2)
where Hermiticity implies
Yab == }/bj;a
Zab,cd = ch,ab = Zl;ka,dc' (3)

One should be very careful when comparing Egs. (Il) and () among different authors, since the same symbol may
be used for quantities that differ by signs, factors of two, or complex conjugation. Here we follow the definitions of
Davidson and Haber [4]. With these definitions:

2 2
Yii =miy, Yo = —miy,
2 \* 2
Yo1 = —(m7iy) Yoo = m3,, (4)
and

Zi1,11 =AM,  Zazoz = g,
Zi122 = Zo211 = A3,  Z12.21 = Z21,12 = M4,
Zi22 = X5,  Za1,21 = A,
Znjz = Zi2g1 = e,  Zi1,21 = 221,11 = Ags
Zao a2 = Zi2,92 = A7, Zaao1 = Zo1 o2 = A5, (5)

B. Basis transformations

The scalar potential can be rewritten in terms of new fields ®/,, obtained from the original ones by a simple (global)
basis transformation

By — D = Uy @y, (6)

where U € U(2) is a 2 X 2 unitary matrix. Under this unitary basis transformation, the gauge-kinetic terms are
unchanged, but the coefficients Yy, and Zgp oq are transformed as

Yoo = Y, = Usa Yap Ufs, (7)
Zab,cd — Zzlzb,cd =Uua UC,Y Za,@,wi U;ﬁ U;(;. (8)

Thus, the basis transformations U may be utilized in order to absorb some of the degrees of freedom of Y and/or Z,
which implies that not all parameters of Eq. ([2)) have physical significance.



C. The six classes of symmetries in the THDM

Symmetries leaving the scalar Lagrangian unchanged may be of two types. On the one hand, one may relate ®,
with some unitary transformation of ®;:

D, — Y = S, Py, 9)

where S is a unitary matrix. These are known as Higgs Family symmetries, or HF symmetries. As a result of this
symmetry,

Yab — Saa Ya,@ Slt[ju (10)
Zab,cd = Saa Sc’y Za,@,v& Slt[j S;(S (11)

On the other hand, one may relate ®, with some unitary transformation of ®;:
®, = O = X, ", (12)

where X is an arbitrary unitary matrix.! These are known as generalized CP symmetries, or GCP symmetries |20, 21].
The potential is invariant under this symmetry if and only if

ab = XaaYapXpab
abed = XaaXyeZaproXppXsd. (13)

Under the basis transformation of Eq. (@), the specific forms of the HF and GCP symmetries are altered, respectively,
as follows:

S = USUT, (14)
X' =UXxU". (15)

Hence, a basis-invariant treatment is critical for distinguishing between two potentially different symmetries.
Of course, one may combine several HF symmetries and/or GCP symmetries. Ivanov [15] has proved that, whatever

combination one chooses, one will end up in one of six distinct classes of symmetries. In a recent article we have
clarified this issue showing how to construct such classes with simple examples [19]. The result is shown in Table [[l

TABLE I: Impact of the symmetries on the coefficients of the Higgs potential in a specified basis. See Ref. [19] for more details.

symmetry m%l m%Q m%z A1 Ao A3 A4 As A6 A7
Za 0 0 0
U(1) 0 0 0 0
SO(3) m? 0 A1 A1 — A3 0 0 0

CP1 real real real real

CP2 m3, 0 A1 — X6
CP3 m3, 0 A A1 — A3 — A (real) 0 0

1 The space coordinates of the fields, which we have suppressed, are inverted by a generalized CP transformation.



Five of the symmetry classes may be imposed by the following single requirements:

' (10
Zy : S_<0_1>, (16)

e 0
U(l): S = ( . e—ia> , (17)
a#n/2

CP1 : X:<10> (18)
01

CP2: X:(O 1) (19)
~10

CP3: x = [ cosf sinf (20)
—sinf cosf

Here 0 < a < 7w (but o # 7/2, since the case of o = m/2 corresponds to the Zy symmetry), and 0 < 6 < 7/2.
Invariance under the full U(2) global symmetry? is obtained by requiring the invariance of the scalar potential under
Eq. @), for all unitary matrices S.

III. BASIS INVARIANT PROBES OF THE MSSM
A. The Higgs sector of the MSSM

The Higgs potential of the MSSM (prior to including soft-supersymmetry-breaking dimension-two squared-mass
terms) is a particular case of Eq. (), with

[ V)
[ V)

myp = Mag, (21)

mi, = 0, (22)

M= = L+, (23)

As = g - g, (24)

A = —%92, (25)

As =X =X\ = 0, (26)

where g and ¢’ are the SU(2)r and U(1)y gauge coupling constants, respectively. In this case, Eqs. @) and (B
become

Yi1 = Yo, Yo=Y =0, (27)
and

Zi111 = A1, Zagpe = Al
Zi1,22 = Zoo 11 = A3, L1221 = Z21,12 = —A1 — A, (28)

with A\ given by Eq. @3)), A3 given by Eq. (24)), and all other components of the Z tensor equal to zero.

Comparing Eqgs. @I)-(28) with Table [l we see that these requirements are almost the same as in the THDM
with the full U(2) flavor symmetry?. The difference is that the U(2)-symmetric case implies Ay = A\; — A3, while
the supersymmetry limit implies Ay = —A; — A3. As shown by Ivanov [15] and by us [19], the former relation can
come from a symmetry requirement that exclusively involves the Higgs potential, while the latter relation cannot. In

2 The SO(3) Higgs flavor symmetry listed in Table[[lis orthogonal to the U(1)y hypercharge invariance (under which the THDM potential
is always invariant). In the SO(3)-symmetric case, the full Higgs flavor symmetry group is U(2) = SO(3) ® U(1)y [19].



particular, there are no basis changes one can perform on the THDM to obtain, from one of the six symmetries listed
in table [l the SUSY condition Ay = —A\; — As3.

This can also be seen by examining the renormalization group equations that control the evolution of the \;. Here,
we focus only on those terms arising from the Higgs potential and the gauge couplings.® The relevant expressions can
be found, for example, in Refs. [22-25]. Using Ay = A2 and A5 = A\¢ = A7 = 0, we find

DA = 6A2+ 202+ A2 4 205\ — 1 (992 + 3g’2) M+ (994 169297 + 39’4) ,

DAs

2X2 4+ A2+ 2X1 (3As + ) — (9g2 + 39’2) As+ L (9g4 — 6929 + 39’4) ,
DA = 2X3+ 20 h + 4hda — 3 (997 + 39 ) A + 39%0, (29)

where D = 167%u(d/du), and D5 = D¢ = DA; = 0. Hence, given the constraints A\; = Ay and A5 = \¢ = A7 = 0,

DA+ A3 — M) = 3+ A3 — \)(120 +4X — 9¢° — 3¢"%) (30)
DA+ A3+ A1) = 2(3A7 + (33 4 2X1) Ay + 2A3 + 2A% + 3A3)q)
- (9g2 + 3g’2) (a4 A3+ A1)+ 1 (994 + 629" + 3g’4) . (31)
The first equation vanishes if Ay = A1 — A3; the second does not vanish if \y = —A; — A3. That is, the condition
A4 = A1 — A3 is renormalization group invariant, whereas the condition Ay = —A; — A3 is not. Note that we have not

yet imposed the specific relations between the A; and the gauge couplings required by the MSSM. If we impose the
MSSM constraints specified by Eqgs. 23)-(25) on the right hand side of Eq. (3I]), we obtain

D(As+ As + A1) = 3¢  +2¢%¢7 + ¢'* (32)

i.e., A1 = —A3 — A4 is still not RGE invariant.

The latter result is not unexpected. After all, the gauge boson—Higgs boson sector considered by itself can never
be supersymmetric, as the corresponding superpartners are not included. Consequently, the SUSY limit of the gauge
boson-Higgs boson sector can only be defined in a manner invariant under Higgs basis changes if the corresponding
gaugino and higgsino superpartners are taken into account. The gaugino and higgsino interactions generate additional
terms on the right hand side of Eq. (29). In the supersymmetric limit, these effects yield |23

Ssusy (D) = —3¢* — g%¢'% — 1'%,
Ssusy(DAs) = —5¢" + g°¢'* — 34'*,
Ssusy (D) = 2¢* — 2¢%¢">. (33)

Hence,
6SUsy{'D()\4 + A3+ )\1)} = —(394 + 2929/2 + 914) .

Indeed, when the latter is added to Eq. (82)), we see that D(Ay + A3 + A1) = 0 as expected. Thus, the SUSY
relation \; = —A3 — Ay = %(92 + ¢'?) is renormalization group invariant when all the Higgs/higgsino/gauge/gaugino
interactions are included.

B. Basis-independent conditions for the MSSM Higgs potential that are necessary but not sufficient

Based on the arguments of section [IT'A]l no basis-invariant conditions constructed solely from the Yy, and Zgp ca
exist that can guarantee that Eqs. (2I)-(28]) are satisfied for some choice of basis. Nevertheless, we can establish a
weaker invariant condition that is necessary (although not sufficient) for the existence of a supersymmetric THDM
scalar potential.*

3 In order to include fermions in the analysis, one would have to investigate the constraints of the THDM symmetries on the Higgs-fermion
Yukawa couplings.

4 We thank the anonymous referee for encouraging us to consider the necessary symmetry constraints that govern the MSSM Higgs scalar
potential.



Consider a basis choice in which:
mi, =m3,, M=MX, and mi=Xs=X=A;=0. (34)

Clearly Eq. ([B4) is satisfied by the MSSM Higgs potential in the standard MSSM basis choice for the Higgs fields.
However, Eq. (34)) is not sufficient since the condition Ay = —\ — A3 is imposed, nor are the conditions relating
the quartic Higgs couplings to gauge couplings imposed. Nevertheless, suppose that one could establish a basis-
independent condition that was equivalent to the statement that a basis exists in which Eq. (34)) is satisfied. Such a
basis-independent condition would then be a necessary condition for a supersymmetric Higgs sector.”

The conditions of Eq. (34) do not match any single condition listed in Table[ll Nevertheless, given a scalar potential
whose parameters satisfy Eq. ([84]), one can always transform to a new basis that explicitly satisfies the CP3-symmetry
conditions of Table [, and vice versa. That is, a basis-invariant characterization of a CP3-symmetric THDM would
guarantee that some basis exists in which Eq. ([B84) holds. It follows that the Higgs sector of the MSSM is a CP3-
symmetric THDM.

The proof of the assertions above have been given in Ref. [19]. For completeness, we review the arguments here.
We first define the discrete flavor symmetry II; which corresponds to a THDM scalar potential that is symmetric
under the interchange of the two Higgs fields. In this case, the scalar potential parameters satisfy:

mi, =m3,, mi, real A= A2, A5 real, and Mg = \7. (35)

In Ref. [19], we showed that given a ITo-symmetric scalar potential, there exists another basis which is Zs-symmetric.
Consequently, we did not list II, as a separate symmetry in Table [l However, if we simultaneously impose Il and
U(1) in the same basis, then one easily sees that the conditions of Eq. (34) are satisfied. The same conclusion also
follows if we simultaneously impose U(1) and CP2 in the same basis. Moreover, starting from a scalar potential in
which the conditions of Eq. (B4]) are satisfied, a basis transformation can be found (see Ref. [19] for the details) such
that A5 = A\ — A3 — A4 in the new basis, as required in the CP3-symmetric THDM [cf. Table[l].

Finally, we indicate the basis-independent conditions that guarantee that a basis exists in which the CP3-symmetric

€]

conditions are satisfied. Defining Zai = Zac,ch, we first require that [4]

Yoy = m2,0a and Tr[ZW)? = 1(Tr 21)2, (36)

1
2
If Eq. (36) is satisfied, then

mi; =m3,, miy =0, A=Az, A7 ==X, (37)
must hold in all basis choices. This is the so-called exceptional region of parameter space (ERPS) of the THDM.
In Ref. [19], we then constructed a second invariant quantity D built out of the Yy, and Zgp g with the following
property: if D = 0 in the ERPS, then there exists a basis for the scalar fields such that the CP3-conditions of Table[I]
are satisfied.® Thus, the conditions for the ERPS plus D = 0 provide necessary (although not sufficient) invariant
conditions that must be satisfied by the MSSM Higgs scalar potential.

C. The gaugino-higgsino-Higgs interactions

In the MSSM, the tree-level Lagrangian describing the interactions of the gauginos with the Higgs-doublets may be
written as

i j 9 v o0 @i ik, j ig’ i &t ik, i
L e e = eigVia, U, + 75075 (0, @47 + oy, o) o+ ToN (v, @1 ey, 0f) b (39)

where A* and ) are the two-component spinor gaugino fields that are superpartners to the SU(2) and U(1)-hypercharge
gauge bosons, and ¢y, and g, are, respectively, the hypercharge —1 and hypercharge +1 weak doublet two-
component spinor higgsino fields. The indices ¢, j and k label the two components of the weak doublet, and the

5 The additional conditions necessary to establish necessary and sufficient basis-independent probes of supersymmetry require considera-
tion of the gaugino-higgsino-Higgs interactions. This is the subject of section [ITC] that follows.
6 The explicit expression for D is rather complicated and can be found in egs. (39)—(41) and (44) of Ref. [1d].



index « is the adjoint index of the SU(2) gaugino field. We have included a supersymmetric Majorana mass term for
the two-component higgsino fields, which defines the parameter . As usual, €!? = —€?! = 41 and €!! = €22 = 0.

If we relax the constraints imposed by supersymmetry, the coupling strengths of the gaugino-higgsino-Higgs inter-
action above are no longer constrained to be gauge couplings as in Eq. (88]). Moreover, four additional dimension-four
interaction terms are possible, consistent with SU(2)xU(1) gauge invariance. These terms are the so-called “wrong-
Higgs” couplings of Ref. [26], and are obtained from those of Eq. (88) by interchanging ®; and ®5. In our analysis
below, we consider the most general dimension-four gauge invariant couplings between the gaugino, higgsino and
Higgs fields. We shall write these couplings in a form that is manifestly independent of the choice of basis for the
Higgs fields:

7; o, i 2 a *x [ 2 X3 a *
Lgaugino—Higgs = EA Tij ( qu) i +e€ kU)H (I)k> + 7)‘1 (U)HUf (I) - k7/1 fl ) + h'C'7 (39)
where the couplings f{, f, , and f}* transform covariantly under a Higgs basis U(2)-transformation,”
fl(},D — Uable},D ’ f{]l,lD — Uabf{}l,)D . (40)

In the supersymmetric limit, there is a natural choice of basis for the Higgs fields, henceforth called the SUSY basis,
in which:

f& = g6, I =g, fi=4g'6", o =g'0"". (41)

In particular, in the SUSY basis, the so-called “wrong-Higgs interactions” of Ref. [26] are absent in the supersymmetric
limit. However, under a general Higgs basis transformation, the supersymmetric gaugino-higgsino-Higgs Lagrangian
will transform into a linear combination of supersymmetric and wrong-Higgs interaction terms. Thus, in a generic
basis choice for the Higgs fields, the supersymmetry is not manifest. One of the goals of this section is to determine a
set of basis-independent conditions that guarantees the existence of a basis choice in which Eq. [Tl is satisfied. Such
basis-independent conditions would constitute an invariant signal for manifestly supersymmetric Higgs interactions.
The couplings f&, f#, fi*, and f;5* are complex vectors that live in the two-dimensional Higgs flavor space. It is

convenient to define the corresponding unit vectors, f* = f4/|f|, where | fl = (f**f*)'/? is the length of the complex

vector f¢. Next, we introduce vectors that are orthogonal to fii, [, , and fp', respectively,
Aa — fb* ba g% = fg*eba (42)
~la — £1bx _ba ~la — Frbx _ba
gU:fU €y gp =Jfp e’ (43)
These are pseudo-vectors with respect to U(2) Higgs basis transformations,®
95,0 — (det U)""Uab 40 gtip — (det U)™'Uan §17p (44)
due to the appearance of the complex phase, det U.
We now define U(2)-invariant, hypercharge-one Higgs fields as follows:
HUEJE[(}* a HU—f/a*q)av (45)
Hp = f&* @, Hy) = firird, . (46)
One can also define a corresponding set of hypercharge —1 fields, e.g.,
Hi=THIT Hij=€elHIT. (47)

It is also convenient to define U(2) pseudo-invariant Higgs fields (denoted by calligraphic fonts),

HU = g[?*q)a B H;J = g;]a*q)a B (48)
Hp = 45D, , Hy) = §45 " ®, . (49)

7 Note that the global U(1) Higgs flavor transformation corresponding to ®, — eX®, (a = 1,2) is distinguished from the global U(1)
hypercharge transformation, since the higgsino fields do not transform under the rephasing of the Higgs fields.
8 Starting from the transformation law f¢ — U, f?, where Ut = U~1, it follows that §¢ — U&)lgdsadsbc.

Usb Lead — det(U—1)U, €%, the results of Eq. (@) easily follow.

If we now recognize that



It then follows that:

o= [&Hy + §¢Hy = foHp + 5 Hp (50)
= fiAH + 41y = firHp + g5 HD (51)

after using fI(},Dfl(},*D = gaU,DgU,*D =1 and gl(},DfI(},*D = f((} Dg((}*D 0.
There is some motivation for this proliferation of Higgs field definitions. In particular, as we show later in Eqs. (59)—
([©2), the choices of

{HUa HU}a {ngv H[/J}a {HD P ﬁD}a and {ﬁle ;qlD}v (52)

correspond to four different basis choices for the hypercharge-one Higgs doublet fields.

One can express the gaugino-higgsino-Higgs interaction Lagrangian in a manifestly U(2)-invariant form. For exam-
ple, using the definitions of the invariant Higgs fields Hy, Hp, H{; and H}, [defined by Eqgs. @) and (@7)], Eq. (39)
can be rewritten as:

Cangine-tises = IAQ 78 (10, B + o 0y, HY ) + [ Wk B = it H ) +he. (53)

Ly (
\/_
However, this form is not particularly useful outside of the supersymmetric limit, since {Hy , H p} and {H{, H b}
are not orthogonal pairs of hypercharge-one Higgs doublet fields in the general case. Of course, one can always rewrite

Eq. (39) in terms of one of the four basis choices of hyper-charge one doublet Higgs fields listed in Eq. (52]) by inserting
the appropriate form for ®, given in Eqs. (50) and (&Il into Eq. (39)).

D. Basis-invariant probes of the supersymmetric Higgs interactions

Supersymmetry imposes strong constraints on the scalar Higgs potential and the gaugino-higgsino-Higgs interac-
tions. These constraints must involve basis-independent combinations of the scalar potential parameters Y,p, Zaped,
and the gaugino-higgsino-Higgs couplings f, f, f{*, fi- It is straightforward to find the necessary relations. First
we exhibit the basis invariant relations that enforce supersymmetric gaugino-higgsino-Higgs couplings:

fofp =0, oI5 =
f[/]a %* — 0, [/] la* — O
fofe = fpfs = 9% CfeT =I5 =497,
o™ = gd', 55 =99 (54)

To establish U(2)-invariant conditions that enforce a supersymmetric scalar Higgs potential, we first construct basis-
independent quantities that involve both the scalar potential parameters and the gaugino-higgsino-Higgs couplings.
For example,’

Yoo = fi I3 Var, You = & f Yav,
You = b Ya, Yoo = f f5 Yav, (55)
provide basis-invariant quantities involving the quadratic coefficients of the Higgs potential. Likewise,
Zoprs = f2 f fi; F* Zabed s (56)

where the indices «, 3, 7, and § can take the values D or U, provide basis-invariant quartic coefficients for the Higgs
potential.

Evaluating the invariant quantities introduced in Eqs. (B5) and (B6l) in the supersymmetric basis defined by Eqs. (27]),
[28) and I, it follows that

Ypp = Yuu, Ypu = Yup =0, (57)

9 Assuming Eq. is satisfied, it is not necessary to construct additional invariants that involve f/, and f/,.
g g ) Yy U D



and
1
Zpp,pp = Zvvwu = 3 5o+ DDl
! !
Zppwu = Zuupp = 3 UGG — [0 104
Zpuup = Zup,pU = —ZDD,DD - ZDD,UU7
Zpu,pu = Zup,up =0,
Zuyp,pp = Zpu,pp = Zpp,up = Zpp,pvu = 0,
Zpuyyv = Z2up,vu = Z2vuu,pu = Zuv,up = 0. (58)

Since these equations are basis invariant, they must hold in any theory made up of the MSSM fields with exact
supersymmetry, regardless of the exact basis choice made for the Higgs fields.

That is, independently of the choice of basis for the Higgs fields, the supersymmetric limit of the
Higgs/higgsino/gauge/gaugino sectors holds if and only if Eqs. (54), (&) and (G8) hold. If Eqs. (B4) and (BES)
hold but Eq. (B7) does not, then supersymmetry is softly broken due to the quadratic terms of the Higgs potential.
The above results fully resolves the question of the basis-invariant form for the supersymmetric limit of the THDM.

E. A preferred basis in the MSSM

The gaugino-higgsino-Higgs interactions provide a means for defining a quasi-physical choice of basis. In this
context, a quasi-physical basis is one in which the Higgs fields are invariant, up to a possible rephasing of one of the
Higgs fields, under U(2) transformations. That is, the coefficients of the Higgs potential are either U(2)-invariants or
pseudo-invariants.

There are four pos51ble 1ndependent quasi-physical bases, corresponding to the four normalized gaugino-higgsino-
Higgs couplings, va f s fU and f . Each basis is defined by imposing the condition that one of the two components
of the corresponding coupling Vamshes, while setting the non-vanishing component to unity. This defines the quasi-
physical basis up to an arbitrary rephasing of the Higgs field that lies in the direction of the vanishing component
of f. The latter is a pseudo-invariant field, whereas the Higgs field that lies in the direction of the non-vanishing
component of f is a U(2)-invariant field.1%

The four quasi-physical bases and their corresponding Higgs fields are:

By : defined by f& = (0,1),  Higgs fields: (Hy, Hy), (59)
Bp: defined by f& = (1,0),  Higgs fields: (Hp, Hp), (60)
By :  defined by fi* = (0, 1), Higgs fields: (Hy , H{)) (61)
Bj: defined by fi# = (1,0), Higgs fields : (HD . Hp), (62)

where the fields denoted by (calligraphic) Roman fonts are (pseudo-)invariant with respect to U(2) basis transforma-
tions. The Higgs fields with a U (D) subscript are hypercharge +1 (—1) fields. The coefficients of the scalar potential
in the quasi-physical basis are easily constructed. For example, in basis Bp,

You = f5 fpYa, Y2 = 955 Yab (63)
Yp3 = {535 Yab Zp1 = f5 f F5 b Zabea, (64)
Zp2 = % 0505 0% Zaved , Zp3 = fD fD 959D Zabed » (65)
Zpy EQD O FS G Zabed Zps = f595 5 65 Zabea (66)
Zpe = [ [ I3 0D Zavea,  Zpr =[5 G535 4 Zaved - (67)

That is, starting in a generic basis with a Higgs potential given by Eq. (), one can always transform to the basis Bp

10 Tn the most general 2HDM after spontaneous symmetry breaking, the so-called Higgs basis in which ¢ = (1, 0) is an example of a
quasi-physical basis. The Higgs fields in this basis, H1 = 9} ® and Ha = €p,75Pq, are respectively invariant and pseudo-invariant with
respect to U(2) basis transformations. See Refs. |47, 11, [12] for details.
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with a Higgs potential given by:
Vi = Yo, Hy Hp + Yo, HpHp + Yo, HyHp + hee.|
+12p,(HL,Hp)? + 1 Zp,(H,Hp)? + Zp,(H) Hp) (M, Hp) + Zp, (HHp) (M Hp)
+|$Zp,(HEHD)? + Zp,(HLHp)(HEHp) + Zp, (K HDp) (HLHDp) + h.c.} . (68)

The parameters Yp1,Ypa, Zp1,Zp2, Zps and Zp, are manifestly real U(2)-invariants, whereas the parameters
Yps, Zps, Zpe and Zp7 are (potentially) complex pseudo-invariants with respect to U(2) basis transformations. The
physical Higgs couplings and masses of the theory can be expressed in terms of the invariant parameters and invariant
combinations of the pseudo-invariant parameters.

The discussion above is completely general. But, suppose we impose supersymmetry on the Higgs-higgsino-gaugino
system. Supersymmetry imposes a very strong constraint on the quasi-physical bases,

By =Bp =B}, = B). (69)

That is, supersymmetry picks out a physically meaningful basis, namely the SUSY basis, in which the gaugino-
higgsino-Higgs couplings take the form given by Eq. (#I)). Eq. (@9) impose covariant relations among the normalized
gaugino-higgsino-Higgs couplings:

3 = g = e = emfis, 3 = gl =~ = —efin (70)
where e is a pseudo-invariant quantity [i.e., e — (det U)~le? under a U(2) transformation] that is equal to 1 in

the SUSY basis. Eq. (70) implies that the invariant and pseudo-invariant Higgs fields defined in Eqs. {@3)—-@3) are
related in the supersymmetric limit,

Hy = Hj, = ¢"Hp = ""H} (71)
Hp=Hp=e "Hy = e "1, , (72)

for the hypercharge +1 and hypercharge —1 MSSM Higgs fields, respectively. If we now insert
Eq. (@) into Eqs. @3)—(@0), we find that the coefficients of the Higgs potential in the SUSY basis are
Yoo, Yuu,e"Vup, Zvv,uv, Zpp,0D, 200,00, ZDUUD, € ZpU, DU, € ZpD DU, €M ZUU,UD, Subject to the condi-
tions of Egs. () and (G8). Note that when the conditions of Eqs. (7)) and (G8) are imposed, the
phase n drops out completely. Indeed, the nonzero Higgs potential parameters in the SUSY basis,
Yo, Yvu,Zvvu,uv,ZpD,0D, Z2DD,UU, ZpU,uD are physical observables that are real and invariant with respect to
U(2)-basis transformations

The existence of a physical SUSY basis is not surprising. Consider the higgsino Majorana mass term, which arises
from a supersymmetric term in the MSSM superpotential,

pes Wiy Vir, - (73)

A THDM basis transformation mixes ®; and ®3, which corresponds to a transformation between the MSSM Higgs
fields, Hy with H}LD. But the Higgs fields belong to Higgs superfields whose scalar and fermionic components are
(Hy,Ym,) and (Hp,vm,). As a result, one cannot apply a general U(2)-basis transformation to the full Higgs
supermultiplets consistent with supersymmetry. Thus, Eq. (73] effectively defines a preferred basis for ®; and P,
within the MSSM. This is why the SUSY basis has a physical significance.

F. Invariant tan (3-like parameters

Until this subsection, we have made no assumptions about the nature of the Higgs vacuum. In the supersymmetric
limit of the MSSM, the minimum of the tree-level potential resides at zero field and there is no electroweak symmetry
breaking. After dimension-two soft-supersymmetry-breaking terms are included, it becomes possible to break the
SU(2)xU(1) symmetry of the scalar potential down to U(1)gm. In the generic basis, we define vacuum expectation
values,

(®%) = v, = vy, (74)
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where 7, is a complex unit vector in the two-dimensional Higgs flavor space and v ~ 246 GeV. In the MSSM, the
parameter tan 3 is defined in the SUSY basis,'!

tanf = — . (75)
Up
However, in the most general THDM, tan 3 is a basis-dependent concept that does not correspond to any physical
observable. In Ref. [12], a number of invariant parameters connected to the Higgs-fermion Yukawa couplings are
introduced that play the role of tan in constrained THDMs. Here, we shall indicate how to define tan S-like
parameters associated with the gaugino-higgsino-Higgs interactions.
The basic idea is to define tan 8 as the ratio of vacuum expectation values in the quasi-physical bases introduced
in Eqs. (59)-(2). One can then define four invariant tan 3-like parameters,!?

0 ok 0 o

tan By = —e ™" EHé’i = —e_i"M tan Bp = e~ éHgi = e_in_gf,va (76)
w 7 " i
. (H!'O o fraxg ‘ /0  rans

gy = e B g ) iSO -
<HU> gU (% <HD> bav;

Without the factors of e, the corresponding tan 8-like parameters are complex pseudo-invariants, whose magnitudes
are basis-independent. The interpretation of these tan 8-like parameters is simplest in the Higgs basis, which is defined
by © = (1, 0). In the Higgs basis, the parameters in Eqs. ({0 and (7)) are (up to an overall phase) simply the ratios
of gaugino-higgsino-Higgs couplings. One can now investigate the limit in which all dimension-four couplings respect
supersymmetry. In this case, the invariant and pseudo-invariant Higgs fields are constrained by Eqs. ({1)) and (72)),
in which case,

(Hy)
(Hp)*

tan 8 = = tan By = (tan 8p)* = tan B, = (tan Bp)*, [SUSY limit] . (78)

Corrections to the above relations at the few percent level are expected at the one-loop level due to supersymmetry-
breaking effects that enter into the loops. In principle, one could extract the tan 8 parameters of Eqgs. (76) and (1)
from collider data (assuming gaugino-higgsino-Higgs couplings could be measured with sufficient accuracy), and check
to see whether Eq. (8] holds.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

The THDM includes the Higgs sector of the MSSM as a particular case. In the THDM only quantities that are
invariant under a unitary basis change, ®, — U, ®p, (where a,b = 1,2 and U is an arbitrary unitary matrix) can have
physical meaning. Thus, it is natural to look for basis invariant definitions of the supersymmetric limit. We have shown
that there is no basis-invariant definition of a supersymmetric THDM based on invariants defined exclusively in terms
of parameters of the scalar Higgs potential. We have constructed basis invariant probes of the supersymmetric limit
and soft-supersymmetry-breaking by employing both the Higgs potential and the gaugino-higgsino-Higgs interactions.
We also observe that the usual basis choice of Hy and Hp in the MSSM does have a physical significance, due to the
p-term of the MSSM superpotential [cf. Eq. ([@3))].

Finally, we addressed the physical significance of the parameter tan 5. In the MSSM, the tree-level parameter tan
is well-defined because it is defined in terms of vacuum expectation values of the neutral Higgs fields, which are given
in a physical basis. However, in the most general THDM Higgs sector coupled to new particles with electroweak
quantum numbers that coincide with the gauginos and higgsinos of the MSSM, the parameter tan 5, which is defined
in terms of a ratio of Higgs vacuum expectation values, is a basis dependent quantity and hence unphysical. We have
shown that four invariant tan $-like parameters can be defined that are basis-independent and hence physical. One
can verify that in the supersymmetric limit, these four invariant parameters coincide (at tree-level) and are equal to
the tan 8 parameter of the MSSM.

11 In the SUSY basis, the overall phase of the Higgs fields can be chosen such that vy and vp are real and positive.
12 The signs in Eqs. (8) and (T7) have been conveniently chosen so that no extraneous signs appear in the SUSY limit [cf. Eq. (T8))].



12
Acknowledgments

The work of P.M.F. is supported in part by the Portuguese Fundacdo para a Ciéncia e a Tecnologia (FCT) under
contract PTDC/FIS/70156/2006. The work of H.E.H. is supported in part by the U.S. Department of Energy, under
grant number DE-FG02-04ER41268. The work of J.P.S. is supported in part by FCT under contract CFTP-Plurianual
(U777) and under project CERN/FP/109305/2009, and by the EU RTN project Marie Curie: MRTN-CT-2006-
035505. H.E.H. is most grateful for the kind hospitality and support of the Centro de Fisica Tedrica e Computacional
at Universidade de Lisboa during his visit to Lisbon. He also acknowledges conversations with Sacha Davidson and
John Mason, which inspired a number of ideas presented in this paper.

[1] For a review and references to the literature, see e.g., H.E. Haber, “Supersymmetry, Part 1 (Theory),” in C. Amsler et al.

[Particle Data Group Collaboration], Review of Particle Physics, Phys. Lett. B667 (2008) 1211 and 2009 partial update
for the 2010 edition.

[2] T.D. Lee, Phys. Rev. D 8 1226 (1973); Phys. Rep. 9, 143 (1974); N.G. Deshpande and E. Ma, Phys. Rev. D 18 (1978)
2574; H. Georgi, Hadronic J. 1, 155 (1978); H.E. Haber, G.L. Kane and T. Sterling, Nucl. Phys. B 161, 493 (1979);
J.F. Donoghue and L.F. Li, Phys Rev. D 19, 945 (1979); E. Golowich and T.C. Yang, Phys. Lett. B 80, 245 (1979).

[3] L. Lavoura, Phys. Rev. D 50, 7089 (1994).

[4] S. Davidson and H. E. Haber Phys. Rev. D 72, 035004 (2005) [Erratum-ibid D 72, 099902 (2005)].

[5] L. Lavoura, J. P. Silva, Phys. Rev. D 50, 4619 (1994)

[6] F. J. Botella and J. P. Silva, Phys. Rev. D 51, 3870 (1995).

[7] G. C. Branco, L. Lavoura, and J. P. Silva, CP Violation (Oxford University Press, Oxford, UK, 1999).

[8] J. F. Gunion, talk given at the CPNSH, CERN, Switzerland, December (2004).

[9] G. C. Branco, M. N. Rebelo, and J. I. Silva-Marcos, Phys. Lett. B 614, 187 (2005).

[10] I. F. Ginzburg and M. Krawczyk, Phys. Rev. D 72, 115013 (2005).

[11] J. F. Gunion and H. E. Haber, Phys. Rev. D 72, 095002 (2005);

[12] H. E. Haber and D. O’Neil, Phys. Rev. D 74, 015018 (2006) [Erratum-ibid. D 74, 059905 (2006)].

[13] C. C. Nishi, Phys. Rev. D 74, 036003 (2006); Phys. Rev. D 76, 055013 (2007); Phys. Rev. D 77, 055009 (2008).
[14] M. Maniatis, A. von Manteuffel, O. Nachtmann, and F. Nagel, Eur. Phys. J. C 48, 805 (2006); M. Maniatis, A. von

Manteuffel, and O. Nachtmann, Eur. Phys. J. C 49, 1067 (2007); M. Maniatis, A. von Manteuffel, and O. Nachtmann,
Eur. Phys. J. C 57, 719 (2008); M. Maniatis, A. von Manteuffel, and O. Nachtmann, Eur. Phys. J. C 57, 739 (2008); M.
Maniatis and O. Nachtmann, JHEP 0905, 028 (2009).

[15] I. P. Ivanov, Phys. Rev. D 77, 015017 (2008).

[16] L. P. Ivanov, Phys. Lett. B 632, 360 (2006); Phys. Rev. D 75, 035001 (2007); ibid. 76, 039902(E) (2007).

[17] J.-M. Gerard and M. Herquet, Phys. Rev. Lett. 98, 251802 (2007) S. Visscher, J.-M. Gerard, M. Herquet, V. Lemaitre,
and F. Maltoni, JHEP 0908, 042 (2009).

[18] P. M. Ferreira and J. P. Silva, Phys. Rev. D 78, 116007 (2008).

[19] P. M. Ferreira, H. E. Haber, and J. P. Silva, Phys. Rev. D 79, 116004 (2009).

[20] For early work on GCP see, for example, G. Ecker, W. Grimus, and W. Konetschny, Nucl. Phys. B191, 465 (1981); G.
Ecker, W. Grimus, and H. Neufeld, Nucl. Phys. B247, 70 (1984); H. Neufeld, W. Grimus, and G. Ecker, Int. J. Mod.
Phys. A 3, 603 (1988). For more recent treatments, see also Refs. |6, [7].

[21] G. Ecker, W. Grimus, and H. Neufeld, J. Phys. A20, L807 (1987).

[22] T. P. Cheng, E. Eichten, and L. F. Li, Phys. Rev. D 9, 2259 (1974).

[23] H. E. Haber and R. Hempfling, Phys. Rev. D 48, 4280 (1993).

[24] W. Grimus and L. Lavoura, Eur. Phys. J. C 39, 219 (2005).

[25] P. M. Ferreira and D. R. T. Jones, JHEP 0908, 069 (2009).

[26] H. E. Haber and J. D. Mason, Phys. Rev. D 77, 115011 (2008).



	I Introduction
	II The scalar sector of the THDM
	A The scalar potential
	B Basis transformations
	C The six classes of symmetries in the THDM

	III Basis invariant probes of the MSSM
	A The Higgs sector of the MSSM
	B The gaugino-higgsino-Higgs interactions
	C Basis-invariant probes of the supersymmetric Higgs interactions
	D A preferred basis in the MSSM
	E Invariant bold0mu mumu tantanCentro de Física Teórica de Partículas, Instituto Superior Técnico, P-1049-001 Lisboa, Portugaltantantantan-like parameters

	IV Conclusions
	 Acknowledgments
	 References
	I Introduction
	II The scalar sector of the THDM
	A The scalar potential
	B Basis transformations
	C The six classes of symmetries in the THDM

	III Basis invariant probes of the MSSM
	A The Higgs sector of the MSSM
	B Basis-independent conditions for the MSSM Higgs potential that are necessary but not sufficient
	C The gaugino-higgsino-Higgs interactions
	D Basis-invariant probes of the supersymmetric Higgs interactions
	E A preferred basis in the MSSM
	F Invariant bold0mu mumu tantanCentro de Física Teórica de Partículas, Instituto Superior Técnico, P-1049-001 Lisboa, Portugaltantantantan-like parameters

	IV Conclusions
	 Acknowledgments
	 References

