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1 Introduction

Neutrino oscillations, i.e. the experimental evidencddptonic flavor-mixing, have established the
existence of small but nonzero neutrino masses. Throughlizaton of the seesaw mechanism
these can find a satisfying theoretical explanation whidhiksnfurther interesting phenomenolog-
ical consequences. In particul@P-violating phases in the leptonic mixing open the posgibili
to explain the baryon asymmetry of the universe through éiptogenesis scenarid][ Analo-
gous to the complex phase in the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskaatgx, CP-violating phases in the
leptonic mixing may result from phases in vacuum expeatati@ues of the Higgs fields or from
complex Yukawa couplings. These phases will in generaletetonicCP-violation. However,
not all of the phases are necessarily physical as they magtated away by weak basis transfor-
mations. Such rotations of the weak basis are in fact partélCP-transformations defined by
the gauge sector of the theory. Therefore it is useful toudis€P-violating phenomena in terms
of basis invariant quantities.

The strength ofCP-violation in a given model can be parametrized in terms ofw €P-
odd flavor-basis invariants which vanishGP is conserved. Originally they have been introduced
in [2] to provide a convention-independent measureCBtviolation in the quark sector of the
Standard Model. In3-5] similar invariants have been constructed to parameitiPeviolation
in the leptonic sector of the Standard Model supplementetidayy Majorana neutrino${9].

In a perturbative calculatiod@P-violation manifests itself at loop level. The loop contrions
are in general divergent and must be renormalized. Thus,awve to distinguish between bare
and renormalized quantities. After renormalization thigioal Lagrangian can be represented
as a sum of a basic Lagrangian, which has the same form as rtheia but contains only the
renormalized quantities, and counterterms. Analyzinglthsic Lagrangian one can define the
flavor-basis invariants characterizing @®-properties. However, it is important to keep in mind
that theCP-properties of the basic Lagrangian may differ from thosthefbare one. For instance,
even if the the basic Lagrangian@®-conserving the counterterms may conté@ip+violation, such
that the full theory i<CP-violating.

In section2 we analyze for which renormalization schem@B-properties of the bare and
basic Lagrangians coincide. For such schemes the streh@i-wiolation of the full theory can be
characterized by th€P-odd flavor-basis invariants expressed in terms of the realized masses
and couplings. In secticBwe study properties of the these invariants under renozatéin group
running. We find that inCP-conserving theories it is zero at any scale but is not reabzation
group invariant inCP-violating ones. Finally, in sectiofwe summarize our results.

2 CP-properties of the bare and basic Lagrangian

To reduce the technical complications to a minimum here weaisimple toy model that has
been used in10-14, 14] to study qualitative features of leptogenesis in the fraré& of non-
equilibrium quantum field theory. The action is given By= fd4x£ and the Lagrangian of the
model contains one complex and two real scalar fields:
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wherei, ;7 = 1,2, the bar denotes complex conjugation and the subscriptefiotes the bare
fields, couplings and mass parameters. The real and syrocmediss matrixMO2 mixes the two
generations of real scalar fields ;. The couplingsh, take arbitrary complex values and can
induceCP-violation. Rephasing the complex field, we can always maiesaf the couplings real.
On the other hand, the relative phase of the couplings isaspy invariant. The renormalized
fields, masses and couplings are related to the bare ones by

1 1
Yoi = 2 ;%5 = i+ 50255, (2.2a)
Mg, = M+ 6M (2.2b)
hoﬂ' = Zh,ijhj ~ h; + 5Zh,ijhj . (2.2¢)

The matrixZ,, is a general real matrix which is relevant for the renornadion of mixing fields
[15-18], and the matrixZ;, is a general complex matrix. Rewritten in terms of the reraized
fields, masses and couplings the Lagrangian takes the form

1 1 _ hi -
L= 500 - 5%M5¢j + 0Mb0ub — Syipibb — Syibb + 0L (2.3)

The counterterms read

5L = %awiAZijam —~ %T,Z)z'AMZ‘QjT,Z)j - %wibb - Af pibb, (2.4)
where we have introduced
AZij = l521,,,27- + lazgﬂ-j : (2.5a)
2 2
AM} =0M} + %MfkaZw,kj + %525,%]\/[1?]' , (2.5b)
Ah; = 6Zp:h; + %5Z$,ijhj . (2.5¢)

Let us begin with the analysis of the basic Lagrangian. Gealgr CP-transformation turns a
complex scalar field into its complex conjugate evaluated-at(x,, —x) times an arbitrary phase:

(CP)b(wo,x)(CP)™" = Bb(xo, —x), (2.6a)

(CP)b(wo, x)(CP) ™! = *b(x0, —x). (2.6b)
The completeCP-transformation for the mixing scalar fieldsis found by splitting the Lagrangian
into kinetic part and rest. The kinetic part is taken to defifeand the complet€P-transformation

therefore includes an internal (orthogonal) symmetrysfamationU;; which leaves this term
invariant!

(CPYi(x0,x)(CP)™" = Uijepj(wo, —x) . (2.7)

!Similarly, in the electroweak theory of the SM, the ‘genized’ CP-transformation would be defined as a general-
ized symmetry transformation which leaves the kinetic- gadge-part of the Lagrangian invariat®].



The invariance properties of the remainder determine tehvbktent the Lagrangian violat€®.
The internal symmetry transformation can be a flavor rotatioreflectior?

U:<C—S> or U:(C 5), (2.8)
S C S —C

where we have introduced = cos(«) ands = sin(«) to shorten the notation. A product of
a flavor rotation and reflection is again a reflection. Conmgathe CP-transformed actiory =
(CP)S(CP)~! with its original form we obtain the following conditionsif@P-invariance:

B2UL hy, = b} . (2.9b)

If for a given set of couplings and mass parameters we canfdiadd U;; such that conditions
(2.9 are fulfilled then the Lagrangian iSP-invariant. In general, the mass matrix has nonzero
off-diagonal elements. To simplify the analysis we perfartavor rotation to the basis where it
is diagonal,M? = diag(MZ, M32). Assuming thatM? # M2, in this basis, the first condition
is fulfilled only for rotations bya = 0,7 and reflections about/2 = 0,7/2, i.e. we have to
consider only four choices @f;;. The second of condition2(9) is equivalent to the requirement
that the matrixH;; = hih obeysUgnHannj = Hj;. Fora = 0,7 rotations this implies
Hyy, = H{,. This equality holds if In¥{;, = 0. Fora = 0,7 reflections the second condition
implies Hy2 = —H7,, which is fulfilled if ReH;2 = 0. To analyze the special case of equal mass
parameterst = M22, we need the transformation rules for iy and ReH,. Under a flavor
rotation:

ImHy — Imng, (210&)
ReH; — (02 - 82)R6H12 + cs(Hoo — Hyp) . (2.10b)

Evidently, ImH;5 is an invariant, while Ré/,, can be made zero through a rotation by the angle

1 2ReH;5
o = —arctan —— . 2.11
2 Hy1 — Hoo (2.11)
If the mass matrix is proportional to unity, then we can alsvagtate to the basis where Rig;
vanishes. Therefore, the Lagrangian is al$invariant in this case. Summarizing the above, the
basic Lagrangian2(3) is CP-invariant if either ImH,5, = 0, ReH15, = 0 in the basis where the

mass matrix is diagonal, or the mass matrix is proportiomainity. Let us now consider
J=ImTe(HM3HT M) . (2.12)

As can readily be verified/ is invariant under the flavor transformations and, usi2g)(in a
general basis, that it §P-odd. In the basis, in which the mass matrix is diagonal iesatke form

J =2Im HisReHo My My (M3 — M?). (2.13)

2Note that we use the term ‘flavor’ throughout the paper to tiettte generations of scalar fields of the toy-model.



Evidently, it vanishes if the theory i€P-conserving. In other words] in (2.12), is a basis-in-
dependent measure @iP-violation in the basic Lagrangian for the model under cdesition.
CP-violating observables, such @®-violating parameters for the decaysyaf are expected to be
proportional toJ such that they vanish if = 0.

In order that the full renormalized Lagrangian @€-invariant, the sum of the renormalized
masses and couplings and the corresponding counterterstssatisfy conditions similar td2(9):

B2Uj, (hi + Ahy) = (hi + Ahy)* . (2.14b)

The requirement of P-invariance of the kinetic term induces an additional ctadi
UL AZpnUyj = AZ;; . (2.15)

If (2.9) are fulfilled, then the resulting additional conditions f6P-invariance of the full theory
read:

UL AZnUns = AZ;ij (2.16a)
UL AMZ, U,; = AM? (2.16b)

1)
UL AH,p, Uy = AH; (2.16¢)

1)
whereAH;; = hZ-Ahj + Ahih;f + AhiAhj. As before, we work in the flavor basis in which
the mass matri>Mi2j is diagonal. The first and the second of the conditich4 @) are trivially
fulfilled for o« = 0, 7 rotations. Condition4.169 is then fulfilled if INnAH2 = 0. Fora. = 0,7
reflections the first and second conditions are fulfilled dgitiyth AZ andAM? are also diagonal
in the chosen basis. If this is the case the last condition deenands RA H{»> = 0. As explained
above, ifM? is proportional to unity then we rotate to the basis wheréfRe= 0. The full theory

is CP-conserving ifAZ andAM? are diagonal and R& H, = 0 in this basis.

Let us summarize for whiclhZ, AM? and AH the conditions ofCP-invariance of the full
theory reduce to those for the basic Lagrangian. The firsttisol, ImH5 = 0, is sufficient for
any choice ofA Z and A M?, provided that Im\ H15 = 0. The second solution, Ré;, = 0 in the
basis whereMZ?j is diagonal, exists only iNZ andAM? are also diagonal in this basis, or become
diagonal in this basis for RE15 = 0, and if ReAH, = 0 in this basis. Finally, the third solution,
M? 1, is sufficient provided that\ Z and AM? are diagonal in the basis in which Rg, = 0
and ReA H, = 0 in this basis.

If the couplings and mass parametersarilg) are numerically equal for two different choices
of AZ, AM? and AH, i.e. for two different renormalization schemes, then thkies of.J are
also equal. However, it is important to keep in mind that theyrespond to two different bare
Lagrangians and therefore we deal with two physically imeant theories. Consider for example
the self-energy. The renormalized self-eneidy;, is related to the unrenormalized oi&, ;;, by

I (p*) = Toij(p*) = p°AZij + AM; . (2.17)

In quantum field theory the self-energy contributes to ptaisbbservables. In particular, it shifts
the pole masses and generates the self-er@Pgyiolating parametersl[l]. The divergent parts of



the counterterms are fixed by the requirement that they t#medivergent part of the self-energy.
At the same time the finite part is restricted only by the reguent that the perturbative expansion
must converge and differs in different renormalizationesobs. Thus the explicit form of the
self-energy is also different in different renormalizatischemes. Therefore, if we would keep
the couplings and mass parameters constant but changentirenadization scheme, the resulting
values of the pole masses a@ifl-violating parameters would also change.

We use dimensional regularisation. For the model congildeese the one-loop unrenormal-
ized self-energy is given byL]],

' Bo(p?) (2.18)

where
Bo(p*) =A—In |Z— +im0(p?) (2.19)

is the usual two-point functior2p, 21] and A = ¢~! — v + 47 + 2 contains the divergent contri-
bution. We will also need the three-point functions. At ooed level they read:

hoi

; 2 * *2 2 2
Lyirp(p”) = o + 163 Zho,jco(z? .0, M7), (2.20a)
J
hg ;
iTy55(°) = hoi + 162;2 Zhoijo(pQ,O,Mj?), (2.20b)
J
where
1 M? w2
2 2\ : 7

is a complex-valued function and we have taken into accdatbtis massless. Singg is finite,
the three-point functions are finite as well. Note also that three-point functions2(209 and
(2.20D are different in the presence 6P-violation.

Let us now consider the two most commonly used renormadizachemes, theIS and OS
schemes. In both cases we define the counterterms in the whasie the matrix of the mass
parameters is diagonal. In tRdS scheme one introduces only those counterterms, which are
required to cancel the divergencies:

AZ; =0, (2.22a)
ReH;;
2 1)
AMij = Tez & (2.22b)
AH;; =0. (2.22¢)

SinceAH;; = 0 in this scheme, Int/;, = 0 is sufficient for CP-invariance of the full theory.
Furthermore, if Ré{15, = 0 then the countertern2(22h is diagonal and the theory is alstP-
conserving in this case. Fd/? « 1 the form of the counterterms remains the same and the



analysis is completely analogous. In the OS scheme thematiaed self-energy is required to
satisfy the following conditions:

M(p* = M7) =0 (i=1,2), (2.23a)
L (p* = M7) = 1;;(p* = M) =0 (i # j), (2.23b)
dinmj(p2 = M2 =0 (i=172). (2.23¢)

Since the three-point function®.@0g and @.200 are in general different, it is impossible to
chooseAh; such thatil'y,,,(M7) = h; andil', 5;(M?) = h; simultaneously. For this reason we
choose it such that it renormalizes th€iP-symmetric combination,

T (M7) + Ty 35 (M7) = 2h; . (2.24)
The resulting counterterms read:

Az, — ReHy WOME/A) (2.25a)
1] b .
T 16m? MP - M?

ReH;; M (M} /) — M7 In(M? /1i?)
AM; = o [A— RRTEESE ’ (2:250)
s i ;
1 * *
AHjj = —1— > [HinH;;ReCo(MF,0, M7) + Hjy, HyjReCo(M7,0,My)] . (2.25¢)

Since ImMAH,5 = 0 for Im Hi5, = 0, this condition is sufficient foilCP-invariance of the full
theory. If ReH;, = 0 then bothAZ and AM? = 0 are diagonal. Furthermore, in this case
ReAH;, = 0 and therefore the theory &P-conserving. Fo/? « 1 we obtain, taking the limit
M7 = M7 = M?in (2.259 and @.25H),

ReH;; 1
AZ;; = g 2.2
‘ 16m2 M2’ (2.262)
ReH;;
AME = 16ﬂ23 (A —In(M?/p?) +1). (2.26b)

Since the flavor properties a2 26) are determined by flavor properties of the overall factorRg
we can always rotate to the basis whereARe = 0. In this basis bott\ Z and AM are diagonal
and, as before, R&H,, = 0. Therefore, the theory is agafiP-conserving. In other words, for
the MS and OS renormalization schemes the definitidri?) which characterize€P-properties
of the basic Lagrangian can be used as a basis-invarianuneeafs”P-violation in the full theory.

For illustrational purposes let us present a simple exampbre the full theory i€ P-violating
even though basic LagrangianG#®-conserving. We choose

AZ; =0, (2.27a)

ReH,;
2 _ ) 2
AMjy = 5 A+ AME;, (2.27b)

where, in the basis in which the mass matrix is diagonalk{Be= 0 andAij is a finite matrix
with nonzero off-diagonal elements. For this chaite- 0 but the condition?.163 is violated and



therefore the full theory is expected to B@-violating. To convince ourselves that this is indeed
the case we can shiﬂstj to the mass term of the basic Lagrangian. This transformatises
not change the bare Lagrangian and therefore we deal witkigaily the same theory. After the
transformation we hav&IS counterterms and finite Lagrangian with a non-diagonal maesix.

In the basis where the new mass matrix is diagondRBéds no longer zero and therefore=# 0,

as expected.

Above we have studied the conditions under which the fulbithés CP-invariant provided
that the basic Lagrangian &P-invariant. However, one should keep in mind that therese #te
possibility of exact cancellation such that the full the@yCP-conserving even though both the
basic Lagrangian and counterterms @ violating. For instance, for the choice of counterterms
made in R.27) this would be the case if the matrix of the mass parameteiibasic Lagrangian
has the form\/?; = M?6;; — AM:;. In such a case perturbation theory at finite loop-order can
result inCP-violating quantities and als@ # 0 even though the full theory i§P-conserving.

3 Renormalization group running

Because the renormalization group running does not chaedwatre Lagrangian, ti@P-properties
of the full theory are RG-invariant. On the other hand, it@ abvious that the running does not
modify the CP-properties of the counterterms and, consequently, alsathproperties of the
basic Lagrangian.

In this section we derive renormalization group equatid®SE’s) for the parameters of the
theory and verify that they preserve th@-properties of the basic Lagrangian. Ih = 4 — 2¢
dimensions

1w 1 2 i cho,i LT —
L= 53 Y0,i0u%0,i — §¢O,iM07z'ij,j + 0"bd,b — Tiﬁo,z‘bb — 71/10,1‘55- (3.1)

We work within the minimal subtraction scheme in which theim@rterms are given by2(22
with A = ¢! (because the theory parameters in a given renormalizatioense can always be
mapped to the parameters in the minimal subtraction scheméts of this section generalize to
other schemes as well).

The renormalisation group equations follow from the regmient that

d 2 d 2 2
L hos) = (42 sih) = 0 (3.2b)
'ud,u'u O’Z_Md,u'u h,aijlti) = U, .

where(Sij and Z;, ;; are the mass and coupling counterterms introduced aboveviicti have
to be determined by solvin@(22). Relations 2.5) are fulfilled in particular foZ,, = 67, = 0.
This solution is not unique and others are possible whictl teadifferent variants of the RGE'’s
which are related by flavor rotations. Solving fer/M? /du and i dH /du and taking the limit
e — 0 we obtain the RG-equations for masses and couplings:

dM};

= ReH;; (3.32)
dH;;

dtj =0, (3.3b)



wheret = In(p?/ud)/(167%). They have the explicit solutiond;(t) = H;;(0) and
M7 (t) = M(0) + ReH;; - t. (3.4)

Let us assume for a moment thattat= 0 the basic Lagrangian i€P-invariant. As has
been discussed above there are three possibilities. Hirstis the case if Ilfil;; = 0. Since
H;; is scale-independent Ay, remains zero and therefore the basic Lagrangian ren@hs
invariant. The second possibility is Rlgs = 0. In this case the mass matrix remains diagonal at
any scale. Sincél;; is sale-independent the condition Rg = 0 is fulfilled for any ¢ and the
basic Lagrangian remairGP-invariant. Third, ifMZ?j = MQ(SZ-]» att = 0 then we can rotate to
the basis where B¢, = 0 without changing the matrix of mass parameters. In the nesisba
ij(t) is diagonal (though no longer proportional to unity fof 0) and Reé{;2 = 0. Therefore,
the basic Lagrangian remaig®-conserving at any scale. This implies that renormalizatjmup
running does not chang@P-properties of the basic Lagrangian. For the basis-inaarizeasure of
CP-violation we find to leading order in the couplings

MZ(0)Hy + M7(0)Haz
2M7(0) M3 (0) 7

J(t)~ J(0) |1+ (3.5)
where we have assumed that the mass mMrZ%xis diagonal at = 0. This expression reflects that
if J =0att = 0then itremains zero at any scale. On the other hand, fB8if follows that the
CP-odd basis invariants are not renormalization group iaverin CP-violating theories.

To conclude this section let us note that the mass ma8rd) €an be diagonalized by a finite
flavor transformation,M/? — UTM?U, which also transforms the couplingdl — UTHU.
This is referred to as ‘run and diagonalize’ approach. Onativer hand, one could pursue the
‘diagonalize and run’ approach by requiring thattas> ¢ + dt the mass matrix is brought to the
diagonal form by an infinitesimally small flavor transformoat such that it remains diagonal at
any scale. Combined witt8(39 this requirement giveda/dt = ReHs/(M3 — M?) for the
derivative of the rotation angle, whend and 4 now denote the masses and couplings in the new
basis. This gives for the derivatives of the latter

M, " - ReH, 3.6
— = . i .oa
dt ! (3.62)
dHij ReH 5 —2ReH 15 Hy1 — Hoo
L . (3.6b)
dt M2 — Ml Hy1 — Hyy 2ReHqo

An alternative derivation of3.6) is presented in AppendiA. Note that because3(3) and @.6)
are equivalent by construction they give (in the basis whieganass matrix is diagonal) the same
results for the masses and couplings and therefore the smul for the scale-dependence of the
CP-odd basis-invariant, se8&.p).

4 Summary

To summarize, we have analyzed for which renormalizatidresesCP-properties of the bare
and basic Lagrangians coincide. Since for the same cogplng mass parameters of the basic



Lagrangian, which determine the value of #iB-odd flavor invariant/, we can choose different
renormalization schemes and therefore different cowertag (which would imply that the corre-
sponding bare theories differ), the latter can indd@eviolation even ifJ = 0. However, for the
two most commonly used schemes, M& and OS schemes, the conditidn= 0 is sufficient to
ensure that the full theory i6P-conserving.

Because renormalization group running leaves the bareabggan invariant it also does not
change itsCP-properties. Therefore if the theory @&P-conserving at the initial scale it remains
CP-conserving at other scales. Furthermore, we have foundahi@ast for the considered here toy
model) renormalization group running also does not char®groperties of the basic Lagrangian
and of the counterterms. Thus.ifis zero at the initial scale it remains zero at other scales. O
the other hands if the theory &P-violating thenJ depends on the scale. In other words, it is
flavor-basis invariant but not RG invariant.

A Diagonalize and run approach

In this appendix we pursue an alternative derivation of émormalization group equations that is
based on a parametrization of the renormalisation prdsmmipvhich differs slightly from that of
equation 2.2). This prescription simplifies the computation of RGE's efhautomatically keep the
mass matrix diagonal. We then analyze @e-properties in terms of th€P-odd basis-invariant
evaluated in the mass-diagonal basis.

To this end we use the minimal general parametrization ofthmterterms17, 18]:

1

¢07i = (ljZ2 )ijwj s (Ala)
Mg ;= Ul e (M + SM) Ui (A.1b)
ho; = pZnijhj (A.1c)

where by means of polar decomposition we repre%flpt: UZ3 with U and Z2 being real
orthogonal and symmetric matrices respectively. Al we also require that the matriX,, is
real and orthogonal and that the mass-matrix &ht satisfies/A/2, §M2] = 0. Thereby A.1b)
represents a minimal parametrization of a general tramsftbon of a diagonalizable mass matrix
[17.WithU ~1—-06U,U,, ~1—-0U,,, Z=1+6Z andZ, = 1+ 67y, we obtain

1
1][)072‘ ~ ¢z + §5Z2]¢] — 6UZ]¢J s (A2a)
Mg i; ~ M+ M5 + [6Up, M5, (A.2b)
hoi = p(hi + 62y, 55h;) (A.2¢)

whereoU anddU,, are real anti-symmetric matrices. Instead Af2C) we can also writeH ~
w*(H + 6H), which definessH = 67, H + H6Z,i. These expressions are to be compared to
(2.2). In this parametrization equation3.?) take the form

d
u@(M% + OM: + [6Up, M?)i5) =0, (A.3a)
d . o i
,u@(,ueZhjhj) =0. (A.3b)

—10 -



Inserting relations A.2) into the bare Lagrangiar2(l) and comparing with4.3) and @.4)
reveals the relations tA M2, Ak andAZ, modifying 2.5):

1 1
1
Ahi = p(0Zn,ij + 5025 + 0Uij)h; - (A4c)

Deriving RGE’s involves solving relation#\(4) for 6M?2, 62, 6Z (andéU, 6U,,) such that we
can express the bare paramet&2] in terms of renormalized ones apd To compute the renor-
malization group we choose MS-scheme counterterms as iméie text. As in 2.22), we use
AZ =67 =0andAh = 0, but AM? = ReH /(1672%¢). Different RGE's are obtained by making
different additional assumptions f6t/ andsU,,,. ChoosinghU = 0, we obtain from A.4b):

SMP + [6Un, M?)ij = AM]

2, (A.5)

which has nonzero off-diagonal elements and which we caartims (A.3a) without solving for
oU,, itself. Similarly, from @A.4c) we getdZ, = 0 and thereforeZ, = 1 in (A.3b). This leads
again to the result obtained i8.8) and @.4). The mass-matrix acquires off-diagonals during RG-
evolution unless RE5 = 0. The anomalous dimension of the fields,

Vij = pddZy i/ dp, (A.6)

is given by~;; = 0.

A second possibility to solveA(4) consists in choosingU,,, = 0. In this case the requirement
[M?,5M?] = 0 is fulfilled (assuming a diagonal basic mass mafixX) only if §1/? is diagonal.
From (A.39) it then follows that a diagonal mass matrix will always stdiggonal under RG-
evolution with this choice. As can be inferred frod.4b) the off-diagonals ofA /2 have to be
absorbed intdyU in this case. SincéU is anti-symmetric, in the basis wherng? is diagonal
[6U, M?] is symmetric with vanishing diagonals and

[6U, M]3 = [6U, M?]o1 = 6Uo (M3 — M?). (A.7)
It follows with (A.4b) that

SM} =6;5 AM;,

(I

(A.8a)
AMZ,

ULy = — 0Uy = ——12_
12 21 M22_M12>

(A.8b)
where we used MS-scheme countertedi@s= AZ = 0 again. Furthermore, withhh = 0, we
getdZ, = —oU and therefore

(A.9)

—2ReH 2 Hip — Hoao
0H = —[6U, H| = —6U
16U, H] 12 <H11—H22 2ReH )7

—-11 -



where we used the definition 6, (A.4b) and the fact thabU is anti-symmetric. Using these
relations in A.3), solving these systematically neglecting higher ordethé couplings, and taking
the limite — 0 we get:

sz‘Q‘ H:.
L = ;;—2 A.10a
dH;; ReH —2ReH5, Hy — H.
M i > . 12 - 12 11 22 (A.lOb)
d,u 8 (M2 — Ml) H11 — H22 2ReH12
The anomalous dimension of the fields may be obtained fo2af and A.8by):
6Zy i = 02 — 26U, = — . R (A.11)
) ] Z 871'2(Mj2 _ ]\422)6
This results in
ReH 1 01
Yij = —4772(M22 ) <_1 0) . (A.12)

It describes how the fields corresponding to the eigenvalfibe mass-matrix change their identity
as the scale changes since these behave under RG-runnidgagu = —%fyijzpj.

For M2 = M? itis apparent fromA.7) and @.4b) that there is in general no solution to the
counter-term relations with diagon&d/2. Therefore this case must be treated separately. We may
rotate to the basis in which RB5 = 0. In this basis the solutions for the counter-terms are then
givenby 07 = AZ = 0):

SM7 =0i; AM (A.13)
6Up = — 06Uy =0, (A.14)
67y, =0. (A.15)

Using these relations irA(3), solving for the derivatives of the renormalized quaesitand finally
taking the limite — 0 yields

dM? H:.
— =62 A.16a
M d‘UJ J 87T2 9 ( )
i _ (A.16h)
dp

In fact we did not have to choos#/,, = 0 above. If we solveA.4b) for §M? and use the
requirement M2, §M?] = 0, we find thatsU’ = §U + §U,, is fixed in terms of basic quantities
and the counterterm& /2 andA Z. Equations A.4) therefore become

AZZ‘J' = 6ZZ] s
1 1
AM} = SME + 5Ml?;gazkj + §5ZikM,fj + U7, M2y,

1
Ahz = (5Zf/l,2j =+ 5621] + 6U;j)h] R
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where we introducedz;L = 04, — 0U,,. We know from the previous considerations that, once
we choose the countertermsZ, AM? andAh using the MS-scheme renormalization conditions,
8Z,6M?, 07, andéU’ are completely fixed by these equations. The quantity, can however be
varied freely as long a&7;, anddU are varied simultaneously so as to compensate the change. Th
(anti-symmetric) changes in the matric®s,,, §Z; anddjU affect the mass-matrix, couplings and
bare fields respectively. One can show from the requirenfentthe bare quantities stay invariant
that this anti-symmetric matrix which depends on a singtaipeter transforms the basic quantities
as a rotation which can for instance be used to diagonaliZzeln this representation the choice of
basis used in arguments above appears as a degree of freettoerénormalization prescription
which leaves the counterterms unchanged. With respecet®@rrunning derived above we can
therefore equivalently use a prescription in which the nmaagix develops off-diagonals, such as
that given in R.2), to fix the finite parts of the counterterms and diagonalizdterwards (run-and-
diagonalize approach).

Let us now study the evolution of théP-odd basis-invariant under RGE-evolution. Since the
mass-matrix stays diagonal in this scheme we may 246)( Differentiating with respect tp we
find:

d
y@J =21m B1osRe Hyo My My(M3 — M?)

+ 21m HyoRef19 My My(M3 — M3)
—21Im H1oReH1o My Ma (2, 09 — Yoa1) + - - - (A.18)

wheres = pudH /dy, v, = —pdM?/dp and the ellipses indicate terms proportional to the deriva-
tives of My and M,, which have the sam€éP-properties as/ itself. We first consider the case
M2 # M%. Since o« ReH, ImB;; = 0 and the first term vanishes identically. The second
and third term vanish if either I, = 0 or Rep15 = 0, which, according toA.10b), is the
case if it was the case for = pg. Therefore,J remains zero if it has been zero initially. For
M3 (10) = M#(110) we work in the basis in which R&;> = 0. According to A.16b), the first two
terms vanish. Since R, stays zero, the last term vanishes as well dnd 0, even though the
eigenvalues oft/ evolve under RG-running.
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