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1. Introduction

The discovery of the Higgs boson in 2012 [1, 2] marked an ingmirmilestone in the study
of fundamental particles and their interactions. The SaathdModel (SM) of particle physics is
now complete. Indeed, there are no definitive departuras fiee Standard Model observed in
experiments conducted at high energy collider facilitisievertheless, some fundamental micro-
scopic phenomena must necessarily lie outside of the puwiehe SM. These include: neutrinos
with non-zero mass [3]; dark matter [4]; the baryon asymynetithe universe [5]; the suppression
of CP-violation in the strong interactions (the so-callémbrsg CP problem [6]); gauge coupling
unification [7]; inflation in the early universe [8]; dark egg [9]; and the gravitational interaction.
None of these phenomena can be explained within the frankesidhe SM alone.

As a result, the SM should be regarded at best as a low-en#eptive field theory, which
is valid below some high energy scale For example, a credible theory of neutrino masses (e.g.,
the type-l seesaw model [3]) posits the existence of a tgimided electroweak singlet Majorana
neutrino of mass of order 3GeV. The gravitational force is governed by Planck-scalgsus
corresponding ta\ ~ 10'° GeV. Henceforth, we shall defin® to be the lowest energy scale at
which the SM breaks down. The predictions made by the SM deépara number of parameters
that must be taken as input to the theory. These paramegesgasitive to ultraviolet (UV) physics,
and since the physics at very high energies is not known, ameat predict their values. In general,
fermions and boson masses depend differently\da0]. On the one hand, fermion masses are
logarithmically sensitive to UV physics, due to the chirghsnetry of massless fermions, i.e.
Omp ~ mfln(/\z/m,%). In contrast, no such symmetry exists to protect massesifOsposons
(in the absence of supersymmetry), and consequently weegpadratic sensitivity of the scalar
boson squared mass to UV physiég;3 ~ A2,

In the SM, the Higgs scalar potential,

V(®) = —p?(dTd) + 12 (0'P)?, (1.1)

where u? = %)\ v? depends on the vacuum expectation value (vegj the Higgs field. The pa-
rameteru? is quadratically sensitive t&. Hence, to obtain ~ 246 GeV in a theory where< A
requires a significant fine-tuning of the ultraviolet paréeng of the fundamental theory. Indeed,
the one-loop contribution to the squared mass parameterould be expected to be of order
(g%/16m)\2. Setting this quantity to be of order of (to avoid arunnatural cancellation between
the tree-level parameter and the loop corrections) yialds4mnv/g ~ O(1 TeV). A natural theory

of electroweak symmetry breaking (EWSB) would seem to regnéw physics at the TeV scale
associated with the EWSB dynamics.

There have been a number of theoretical proposals to exghlaiorigin of the EWSB energy
scale: (1) naturalness is restored by supersymmetry wigislite bosons to the more well-behaved
fermions [11]; (2) the Higgs boson is an approximate Goldstboson, the only other known
mechanism for keeping an elementary scalar light [12]; (8 Higgs boson is a composite scalar,
with an inverse length of order the TeV-scale [12]; (4) the &8\scale is chosen by some vacuum
selection mechanism [13]. Of course, maybe none of theskmeqons are relevant, and the
EWSB energy scale (which appears to us to be highly fine-juisesimply the result of some
initial condition whose origin will never be discernible.
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In light of these remarks, how do we make further progress?&Ve at our disposal a very
successful experimental particle physics facility—thedeaHadron Collider (LHC), which has
only begun a comprehensive probe of the TeV-energy scal¢heTexperimentalists, | say: “keep
searching for new physics beyond the SM (BSM).” Any obsemegartures from SM predictions
will contain critical clues to a more fundamental theory tEreentary particles and their interac-
tions. To the theorists, | say: “find new examples of BSM pbygivhich might provide a natural
explanation to the EWSB scale) that may have been overlowk&tHC searches.” But what if
no signals for BSM physics emerge soon? My answer is: “loothéoHiggs sector.” After all,
we have only recently discovered a most remarkable pattieleseems to be like nothing that has
ever been seen before—an elementary scalar boson. Showklprobe this state thoroughly and
explore its properties with as much precision as possible?

Putting considerations of naturalness aside, two critigastions to be addressed in future
LHC experimentation are:

1. Are there additional Higgs bosons to be discovered? (ihblades new charged scalars of
interest to this conference.) If fermionic matter and theggasector of the SM are non-minimal,
why shouldn’t scalar matter also be non-minimal? To paragdt.l. Rabi, “who ordered that?”

2. If we measure the Higgs properties with sufficient precisivill deviations from SM-like
Higgs behavior be revealed?

One might be concerned that adding additional Higgs sctdarse theory will exacerbate the
fine-tuning problem associated with the EWSB scale. Of @yuhere are many examples in which
natural explanations of the EWSB scale employ BSM physidh extended Higgs sectors. The
minimal supersymmetric extension of the SM (MSSM ), whiclpéys two Higgs doublets, is the
most well known example of this type, but there are numerdherdBSM examples as well. If
you give up on naturalness (e.g., vacuum selection), it bag largued that it may be difficult to
accommodate more than one Higgs doublet at the electroveosdd [44]. However, it is possible
to construct “partially natural” extended Higgs sectors/trich one scalar squared mass parameter
is fine-tuned (as in the SM), but additional scalar mass peiens are related to the EWSB scale
by a symmetry [15].

In the rest of this talk, | will take an agnostic approach antegain the possibility of an
extended Higgs sector without providing a specific thecaétmotivation. | shall focus on the
theoretical constraints on extended Higgs sectors in bflturrent experimental data (including
the fact that the observed Higgs boson is SM-like). Thesetcaints will provide an important
framework for considering the phenomenology of additidtiglgs bosons that could be discovered
in future experimentation at the LHC (or at future collidetsrently under consideration).

2. Theoretical implications of a SM-like Higgs boson

Based on the Run-I LHC Higgs data [16], it is already appatteattthe observed Higgs boson
is SM-like. Thus any model of BSM physics, including modelsrtended Higgs sectors, must
incorporate this observation. In models of extended Higgs$oss, a SM-like Higgs boson can be
achieved in a particular limit of the model called Wégnment limit [L7-21].

Consider an extended Higgs sector withiypercharge-one Higgs doubl&bsandm additional
singlet Higgs fieldgg. After minimizing the scalar potential, we assume that ahé/neutral scalar
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fields acquire vevs (in order to preserve electromagnetiamgtehconservation)(,d)?> =v;/v/2 and
(@?) = x;j, wherev? = 5, |v;|* = 4mf, / ¢* ~ (246 GeVJ>. We define new linear combinations,, of
the hypercharge-one doublet Higgs fields (this is the sleat@liggs basis [22—24]). In particular,

N
Hy = (Z?) = %ZV?(D:', (HD) =v/V2, (2.1)

andH»,Hs, ..., H, are the other mutually orthogonal linear combinations afldet scalar fields
such that(H?) = 0 (for i # 1). That isHY is aligned in field space with the direction of the
scalar field vev. In the alignment limit, = /2 Rer— v IS a mass-eigenstate, and the tree-level
couplings ofx to itself, to gauge bosons and to fermions are preciselyetbbthe SM Higgs boson.

In general,\/2 Rer — v is not a mass-eigenstate due to mixing with other neutral scaldras,
the observed Higgs boson is SM-like if at least one of thetailhg two conditions are satisfied:

1. The diagonal squared masses of the other scalar field# Enga compared to the mass of
the observed Higgs boson (the so-caltledoupling limit [17,25]), and/or

2. The elements of the scalar squared mass matrix that gdvemmixing of /2 ReH? — v
with other neutral scalars are suppressed.

In the SM,m2 = Av? wherev ~ 246 GeV, and is the Higgs self-coupling [cf. eq. (3.1)] which
should not be much larger th@r1). Thus, we expeot;, ~ O(v). In extended Higgs sectors, there
can be a new mass paramefdr;> v, such that all physical Higgs masses with one exception are
of O(M). The Higgs boson, withn, ~ O(v), is SM-like due to approximate alignment. This is
the decoupling limit. After integrating out all the heavygdees of freedom at the mass scéle
one is left with a low-energy effective theory which corsist the SM patrticles, including a single
neutral scalar boson. This low-energy effective theoryrézisely the SM!

The alignment limit is most naturally achieved in the dedimgpregime. However, in this case
the additional Higgs boson states are very heavy and mayffimillito observe at the LHC. In the
case of approximate alignment without decouplitidue to suppressed scalar mixing), non-SM-
like Higgs boson states need not be very heavy and thus aeeasily accessible at the LHC.

3. Examples of extended Higgs sectors near the alignment limit

3.1 Extending the SM Higgs sector with a singlet scalar

The simplest example of an extended Higgs sector adds acadat $ieldS. The most general
renormalizable gauge-invariant scalar potential (sulifg@Z, symmetry to eliminate linear and
cubic terms inS) is [29—-31]

V(®,5) = —m?dTd — 252 + A (@)% + 1,84 +- Ag(d )52 (3.1)
After minimizing the scalar potentia|®°) = v/v/2 and(S) = x/+/2. The squared mass matrix of
the neutral Higgs bosons is [32, 33]

A2 Agux
2 1 3
= . 3.2
A (Agvx A2x2> (3.2)

1In some models, alignment without decoupling can be achidwea symmetry [26, 27]. The inert doublet
model [28] is a noteworthy example in which the exact aligntienit is a consequence of a discréfe symmetry.
In most cases, approximate alignment without decouplirzgiaccidental region of the model parameter space.
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The corresponding mass eigenstates/aead H with m;, < my. As discussed in Section 2, an
approximate alignment limit can be realized in two diffdrerys: eitherAz|x < v and/orx >> v.
In the case wher@Az|x < v, h is SM-like if A;v? < Ax? and H is SM-like if A1v2 > Axx?. In
contrastx > v corresponds to théecoupling limit, whereh is SM-like andmy > my,.

The Higgs mass eigenstates are explicitly defined via

h) (cosa —sina ) [v2Red®—v (3.3)
H| \sina cosa V2s—x )’ '
where
Av? = m2cog a +m5sirfa, (3.4)
Aox? = m2sir? a +m? cog a, (3.5)
Asxv = (m% —m2)sina cosq . (3.6)

The SM-like Higgs boson is approximately given 2 Red® —v.
If his SM-like, thervn? ~ A;v? and

|Az|vx |Ag|vx

|sina| = ~— > <1, (3.7)
\/(mlzi —m?2)(m% —Ap?)  H T
If H is SM-like, therm?, ~ A;v? and
A A
|cosa| = Al ~ 3|vx2 < 1. (3.8)

— 2
\/(mlzq —m2)(Ap2—m?2)  H T

A phenomenological analysis presented in Ref. [33] showas tine allowed parameter regime
(consistent with the LHC Higgs data) roughly satisfis;ma| < 0.3 if my > m;, = 125 GeV and
|sina| 2 0.9 if m, < my =125 GeV.

3.2 The two-Higgs doublet model (2HDM)

Consider the 2HDM with hypercharge-one, doublet fisldsand®, [34, 35]. After minimiz-
ing the scalar potentia(®?) = v, /v/2 (fori = 1,2), wherev? +13 ~ (246 GeVj? and tar = v/v1.
The Higgs basis fields are defined as,

Hi Vi +vidy Hf —vo®1 + 11Dy
oy — () 2n®ate®e o () TvePatn®s (3.9)
H % H3 %

such thatH?) = v/+/2 and(H?) = 0. The Higgs basis is uniquely defined up to an overall rephas-
ing of the Higgs basis field>.
In the Higgs basis, the scalar potential is given by [23, 8%, 3

V = YiH]H1 + Y2HJHp + [Y3H{ Hp +h.c) + 171 (H H1)? + 3Zo(HIHo)? + Zs(H H) (HI H?)
+Z4(H H) (H Hy) + {%25(H1*H2)2 + [Zo(HT Hy) + Z7 (HIH) HI Hp + h.c.} . (3.10)

whereYy, Y» andZ,,...,Z4 are real, wherea®s, Zs, Zg andZ; are potentially complex. After
minimizing the scalar potentialty = —3Z;1? andY; = —3Zg2.
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For simplicity, we consider here the case of a CP-consersaadar potential. In this case,
one can rephase the Higgs basis filldsuch that In¥s = ImZg = ImZ7 = 0. We identify the
CP-odd Higgs boson as= /2 Im HY, with m3 = Yo+ 3(Z3 + Zs — Zs)v?. After eliminating¥,
in favor of mﬁ, the CP-even Higgs squared mass matrix with respect to thgsHiasis states,
{V2ReH? —v,+/2 ReH?}, is given by

Zlv2 Zev2
M = . 3.11
" <26v2 mf\ + Z5v2 ( )

The CP-even Higgs bosons ar@ndH with m;, < my. The couplings of/2 ReH? — v coincide
with those of the SM Higgs bosohThus, the alignment limit corresponds to two limiting cases
1.|Zs| < 1. In this casek is SM-like if m3 + (Zs — Z1)v? > 0; otherwise H is SM-like.
2. mﬁ > (Zy —Z5)v2. This is thedecoupling limit; h is SM-like andmy ~ myg ~ myg+ > my,.
In particular, the CP-even mass eigenstates are:

H [ ¢B—a —SB-a \/i ReHO—v
<h> B (sB—Cf CB—a) ( \/éRe}-IzO ) ’ (3.12)

wherecg_, =cogB —a) andsg_, = sin(B — a) are defined in terms of the anglethat diagonal-
izes the CP-even Higgs squared mass matrix when expressiael dmiginal basis of scalar fields,
{V2Red{ — vy, V2 Red) — 15}, and tar = v, /v1. Since the SM-like Higgs boson is approxi-
matelyv/2 ReH? —v, it follows that is SM-like if [cs_q| < 1, andH is SM-like if [s5_q| < 1.

The approximate alignment limit can be derived more expfias follows. The CP-even
Higgs squared mass matrix yields [38, 39]

2 2.2 2.2
Z]_V :thB_a +mHCB_a,

ZeV? = (mj; — m?,)s[;,acﬁ,a )
751 = m,z_lslzg_a —i—m%c%_a — mﬁ .
If his SM-like, thervn? ~ Z;1? and

Ze|v? Ze|v?
[ Z6lv :’6W2<L (3.13)

|C370(| = 2
V0 — i) (i, — Z22) MM

The decoupling limit is realized wheny > my. In contrast, alignment without decoupling re-
quires thatZs| < 1 andmy ~ O(v). If H is SM-like, thervn?, ~ Z;v? and [40]

Isp—al = s :'?M2<L (3.14)
0 = mR) (2 =) M

which can only be achieved j#s| < 1. In particular a SM-likeH can only arise in the limit of
alignment without decoupling.

2The more general case in which no scalar basis exists suchlttiae parameters of eq_.-fS_'llO) are simultaneously
real is treated in Refs. [36, 37].

SAlthough the tree-level couplings af2 Rer — v coincide with those of the SM Higgs boson, the one-loop
couplings can differ due to the exchange of non-minimal Kigigtes (if not too heavy). For example, the charged Higgs
boson loop interferes with th& and fermion loop contributions to the amplitude for the gecathe SM-like Higgs

boson toyy or yZ.
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So far, we have not yet discussed the couplings of the Higgsrmoto fermions. In thé—®,
basis, the 2HDM Higgs-quark Yukawa Lagrangian is [37]:

— L =T 0" Ug — DK O W Ur + UKD P "D+ D 0% D+ hic. (3.15)

whereK is the CKM mixing matrix,hY"? are 3x 3 Yukawa coupling matrices, and there is an
implicit sum overi = 1,2. Unlike in the SM, the diagonalization of the quark massessdot
automatically diagonalize the neutral-Higgs—quark Yu&aupling matrices. Hence, the gen-
eral 2HDM possesses tree-level Higgs-mediated flavorgihngmeutral currents (FCNCs) which
are generically too large and thus inconsistent with expental data. In order teaturally elim-
inate tree-level Higgs-mediated FCNC [41, 42], one can sepa discrete symmetry to restrict
the structure of4, .Two different choices for how the discrete symmetry actshenquarks then
yield: Type-I Yukawa couplings [43,44] if{ = h? = 0, and Type-Il Yukawa couplings [44, 45] if
h{ = hY = 0. (Similar considerations can also be applied to the Higgtn Yukawa couplings.)

It is straightforward to work out the Higgs couplings in thmpeoximate alignment limit. Some
examples are provided in Table 1 in the case wheie SM-like with a CP-conserving scalar
potential and Type-I or Il Yukawa couplings. In the third wwin of Table 1, the first non-trivial
corrections to the alignment limit are presented. Note thase corrections are correlated, and
the approach to decoupling is governeddy ,. Thus, any deviations from SM-like behavior
of the observed Higgs boson can provide important cluesectiucture of the extended Higgs
sector. The phenomenology of the 2HDM in the approximatmnatient limit and its implications
for future LHC experimental studies have recently beenigtied in Refs. [39, 40] in the case
whereh or H, respectively, is identified as the observed Higgs bosonassi25 GeV.

Higgs interaction|| 2HDM coupling approach to alignment limit
hvVV SB—q 1- %cf;fa
hhh * 1+ 2(Ze/Zl)cB_a

hH*H~ * 2 [(Z3/20) + (Z7)Z1)cp 4]

Hhh * ~Z6/Z1+ [1— 3(Zsas/Z1)] cp_a
hhhh * 1+43(Zs/Z1)cp_a
hDD sg_al+cp_aPf 1+cg_aPf
huu sg_al+cp_aPy 1+cg_aPy

Table 1: The 2HDM couplings of the SM-like Higgs bos@mormalized to those of the SM Higgs boson,
in the approach to the alignment limit. Th&/ "H~ andHhh couplings are normalized to the SMii cou-
pling [17,39] (WwhereZzss = Z3 + Z4 + Zs5). The scalar Higgs potential is taken to be CP-conservirgy. F
the Higgs couplings to fermiong®) is a column vector of three down-type fermion fields (eithewd-type
quarks or charged leptons) abidis a column vector of three up-type quark fields. For TypeH#atua cou-
plings,p? = p¥ = 1 cotB, and for Type-Il Yukawa couplingg? = —1tanf andpf = 1 cot [19]. In the
third column above, the first non-trivial correction to aligent is exhibited. Finally, complete expressions
for the entries marked with a * can be found in Refs. [36, 37].
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3.3 The MSSM Higgs sector

The MSSM Higgs sector is a CP-conserving Type-ll 2HDM. Thaelision-four terms of the
scalar potential are constrained by supersymmetry. licpdat, the scalar potential parameters (at
tree level) in the Higgs basis are determined by the eleeaévgauge couplings [36],

Z=7y=3(8+8% s,  Zs=3("+8%)skp,  Zi=—Zs=3(8°+87)s2pcap,
Zs=Zs+3(8*—¢?), Za =75 38°%, (3.16)

in a convention where tgh > 0, wherec,g = cosPB and s,z = sin2B. It then follows from

eq. (3.13) that,
42

Mz S55C53
cog(B—a)= . 3.17
B0 = Gz =), - iy 549

The decoupling limit is achieved whewy; > my, as expected. Exact alignment without decoupling
is (naively) possible at tree-level whefg = 0, which yields sinf8 = 0 andm? = Z;1? = m%cgﬁ
However, these results are inconsistent with the obseniggsHnass of 125 GeV.

Itis well known that radiative corrections can significgntiodify the tree-level Higgs proper-
ties [46]. In particular, consider the limit whete,, ma, my, my+ < Ms, WhereM§ = my m;, is the
product of top squark masses. In this case, one can fornrmidlgriate out the squarks and generate
a low-energy effective 2HDM Lagrangian (which is no longéthe tree-level MSSM form). At
one-loop, the dominant contributions to the effectiyeandZs parameters are given by [47]

32sth? M2 X? X?
2 22 7Bt
Zyve =mycop+ —5 5 a2 [In < > —|—M2 (1— 12M2>} , (3.18)
I (ME\  X(X,+Y) X%,
Ze? = — 2 In( =3 A 3.19
6V = TP {mzczﬁ 16n2 [ <m,2> T T [ (3.19)

wheresg = sinf, h, is the top quark Yukawa coupling; = A, — pcotB andY; = A, + ptanp.

Note thatmﬁ ~ 7Z1v2 is consistent withiy, ~ 125 GeV for suitable choices fofg andX,. Exact
alignment (i.e.Zs = 0) can now be achieved due to an accidental cancellationeestiree-level
and loop contributions [47],

2214
negs = oS8 [ (ME) | XXt y)  XP, (3.20)
T m2 Mz 12mE | '

One can manipulate ed. (3:20) into a 7th order polynomiahtgu in tan3. The alignment condi-
tion is then achieved by (numerically) solving this equatior positive real solutions of tgh. Fol-
lowing a recipe provided by Refs. [48,49], one can furthgsriove egs.,(3.18) an¢ (3:19) to include
the leading two-loop corrections of(a;h?) by replacingh, with i, (A), whereA = [m, (m,)Ms] 1z

in the one-loop leading log contributions ahd= M in the leading threshold corrections. Impos-
ing Zg = 0 now leads to a 11th order polynomial equation inBahat can be solved numerically.
Three positive solutions are exhibited in Fig. 1 as a fumctibu /Mg andA, /Mg [50].

4CP-violating phases , which could appear in the MSSM paramsstich ag and4;,, are neglected.
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Figure 1: Contours of taf8 corresponding to exact alignmei#s = O, in the(u/Ms, A, /Ms) plane.Z; is
adjusted to give the correct Higgs mass. The leading ong-dmal two-loop corrections ab(a,h?) to Z;
andZg have been included. Taking the three panels together, anemwraediately discern the regions of
zero, one, two and three values of fam which exact alignment is realized. Taken from Ref. [50].

In light of the SM-like nature of the observed Higgs bosome ATLAS Collaboration con-
cluded thain, > 370 GeV [51]. However, this analysis failed to consider thegibility of approx-
imate alignment without decoupling [47], which can be aebikin certain regions of the MSSM
parameter space [50]. The direct searchesf@ndA (decaying intor*17) by the ATLAS and
CMS Collaborations in the mass region from 200-370 GeV pi@vio constraints for values of
tanf < 8-10[52,53]. In this parameter regime, approximate aligminms still possible for suitable
choices ofu /Mg andA, /Ms. A recent pMSSM parameter scan [50], which takes into adctien
observed Higgs data, direct searchesHoandA, indirect constraints from heavy flavor physics,
and supersymmetric particle searches, finds that values, @fs low as 200 GeV are withind2
of the best fit point obtained by a global likelihood analysiader the assumption thatis the
observed Higgs boson of mass 125 GeV.

Alignment without decoupling can also be achieved in the NEWIS(where an additional
Higgs singlet superfield is added to the MSSM). For furtheaitle see Ref. [54].

3.4 Beyond Higgs singlets and doublets

If one considers a scalar sector with triplet Higgs fieldentbne must also include additional
Higgs multiplets in such a way that the electrowegadparameter is approximately equal to 1.
Georgi and Machacek constructed a model in wiich 1 at tree-level due to a well chosen scalar
potential that respects the custodial symmetry [55]. Timeidel contains a complék= 1 doublet,

a complexy = 2 triplet and a real’ = 0 singlet. After minimizing the scalar potential, there is a
doublet vevy,, and a common triplet vevy, with v? = v% + 8\/)2( ~ (246 GeV}2.

The physical scalars make up custodial SU(2) multipletsptebof statesKz =, H; andHY)
with common massis, a triplet H;f, Hg) with common mass:3, and custodial singlets that mix
with squared mass matrix [56]

N lev% vovy (Z12— 2V/3m3/1v?) (3.21)
vovx(Zaz—2V/3m3/v?)  Smi— GmE+vi(Zoo—12m5/V?) | 7

where theZ;; depend on the dimensionless quartic couplings. The cudtsidiglet CP-even Higgs
bosons aré and H with m;, < my. An approximate alignment limit can be realized in two dif-

5The same analysis also yields an allowed parameter regiraeeiihis the observed Higgs boson of mass 125 GeV.
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ferent ways. First, iy < v, thenh is SM-like if Z1? < 3m% — im2; otherwise H is SM-like.
Alternatively, in the decoupling limit; is SM-like andmy ~ m3 ~ ms > my, [56].

One interesting feature of the Georgi-Machacek model istkiaexistence of doubly-charged
Higgs bosons modifies the unitarity sum rule [57],

2 glzl,-W+W* = gzm‘ZV + Z |ng++W*W* |27 (3.22)
i 3

where the sum is taken over all CP-even Higgs bosons of theeindthe presence on the last
term on the right hand side of ed. (3.22) means that indiVidaV couplings can exceed the
corresponding SM Higgs coupling W/ . Itis convenient to writey = costy = v(p/(v%+8v)2()1/2,
andsy = sinBy. Then, the following couplings are noteworthy [58]:

HfW"’W_ . gegmy H10W+W_ © \/8/3gmysy,
HSWJFW* : \/1/3gmwsy, H "W W™t v 2gmy sy

wherer andHiO are the custodial singlet interaction eigenstates. Ambaddur Higgs states that
couple toWWw, whose couplings are listed abovq,o, Hg andH/* have no coupling to fermions,
whereas théi?f f coupling is—gm, /(2mwcy).

In generalH? andH;° can mix. In the absence &f?-H;° mixing, c; = 1 corresponds to the
alignment limit. But consider the strange casef= 1/3/8, where thet;° coupling toW W~
matches that of the SM. Nevertheless, this does not satilmedfgW W sum rule! Moreover, it is
possible that thé11°W+W‘ coupling islarger than the SM value ogmy , without violating the
sum rule given by eq; (3.22). Includirfgf—Hi0 mixing allows for even more baroque scenarios
that are not possible in a multi-doublet extension of the Siygll sector.

4. Conclusions

Given the non-minimal nature of the observed spectrum afldomental fermions and gauge
bosons, it would be remarkable if the Higgs boson were a stiloTdus, the search for additional
scalars that exist in an extended Higgs sector will be an itapbenterprise in the experimental
program at the LHC and at any future collider facility.

The current Higgs data strongly suggest that the observgdsthoson is SM-like. This al-
ready places a strong constraint on the theoretical steictiany non-minimal Higgs sector. In
particular, the alignment limit, in which the mass eigetestrresponding to the observed Higgs
boson is aligned with the direction (in field space) of thdacdoublet vev, must be a good approx-
imation. The simplest way to achieve the alignment limitighie case where all additional Higgs
scalars are significantly heavier than the observed Higgsrb¢corresponding to the decoupling
limit). But, we have also argued for the possibility of thggament limit without decoupling if
the mixing between the SM Higgs boson and the additionalrakEdiggs scalars is suppressed, in
which case all Higgs scalars may be light {@fv)] and thus more accessible to LHC searches.

Finally, as the Higgs data become more precise, deviatimms EM properties of the Higgs
boson may eventually be observed. Indeed, departures fieralignment limit encode critical
information that can provide important clues for the stuoetof the non-minimal Higgs sector.
Pursuing Higgs physics into the future by theorists and expntalists is likely to lead to profound
insights into the fundamental theory of particles and thet@ractions.



Future Higgs Studies: A Theorist’s Outlook Howard E. Haber

Acknowledgments

This work is supported in part by the U.S. Department of Epgrgnt number DE-SC0010107.
Travel support and the hospitality of Rikard Enberg, Arnkadari and Uppsala University are also
gratefully acknowledged.

References

[1] G. Aader al. [ATLAS Collaboration], Phys. Lett. B16 (2012) 1.
[2] S. Chatrchyart al. [CMS Collaboration], Phys. Lett. B16 (2012) 30.

[3] Seee.g., K. Nakamura and S.T. Petk®eytrino mass, mixing, and oscillations, in the2016 Review
of Particle Physics, C. Patrignanér al. [Particle Data Group], Chin. Phys.40 (2016) 100001.

[4] See e.g., M. Drees and G. GerbiByrk Matter, in the2016 Review of Particle Physics, Op. Cit.

[5] Seee.g., G.A. Whited Pedagogical Introduction to Electroweak Baryogenesis (IOP Publishing,
Bristol, UK, 2016).

[6] Seee.g.,J.E. Kim and G. Carosi, Rev. Mod. PI825(2010) 557.

[7] See e.g., A. Hebecker and J. Hisawand Unified Theories, in the 2016 Review of Particle Physics,
op. cit.

[8] See e.g., J. Ellis and D. Wandgjlation, in the2016 Review of Particle Physics, 0Op. Cit.

[9] See e.g., M. J. Mortonso, D.H. Weinberg and M. Whidask Energy, in the2016 Review of Particle
Physics, op. Cit.

[10] V. F. Weisskopf, Phys. Reg6 (1939) 72.
[11] See e.g., H.E. HabeSupersymmetry, Part I (Theory), in the2016 Review of Particle Physics, 0p. Cit.
[12] Seee.g., C. Csaki, C. Grojean and J. Terning, Rev. Mbygs B8 (2016) 045001.

[13] V. Agrawal, S. M. Barr, J.F. Donoghue and D. Seckel, PRey. Lett.80 (1998) 1822; Phys. Rev. D
57 (1998) 5480.

[14] N. Arkani-Hamed, K. Blum, R.T. D’Agnolo and J. Fan, JHER01 (2013) 149.

[15] P. Draper, H. E. Haber and J. T. Ruderman, JHE65 (2016) 124.

[16] G. Aadet al. [ATLAS and CMS Collaborations], JHER08 (2016) 045.

[17] J.F. Gunion and H.E. Haber, Phys. RewD(2003) 075019.

[18] N. Craig, J. Galloway and S. Thomas, arXiv:1305.242pfiph].

[19] See Chapter 1 of D.M. Asner al., ILC Higgs White Paper, arXiv:1310.0763 [hep-ph].
[20] M. Carena, I. Low, N.R. Shah and C.E.M. Wagner, JHA®4 (2014) 015.

[21] H.E. Haber, in Proceedings of the of the Toyama Inteomai \Workshop on Higgs as a Probe of New
Physics 2013 (HPNP2013), arXiv:1401.0152 [hep-ph].

[22] H. Georgi and D. V. Nanopoulos, Phys. Le&2B (1979) 95.
[23] G.C. Branco, L. Lavoura and J.P. SiN@P Violation (Oxford University Press, Oxford, UK, 1999).
[24] S. Davidson and H.E. Haber, Phys. ReviZY(2005) 035004 [E: Phys. Rev. T2 (2005) 099902].

10



Future Higgs Studies: A Theorist’s Outlook Howard E. Haber

[25] H.E. Haber and Y. Nir, Nucl. Phys. B35 (1990) 363.

[26] P.S.Bhupal Dev and A. Pilaftsis, JHAR12 (2014) 024 [E: JHERS511 (2015) 147].
[27] A. Pilaftsis, Phys. Rev. B3 (2016) 075012.

[28] R. Barbieri, L.J. Hall and V.S. Rychkov, Phys. Rev7®(2006) 015007.

[29] V. Silveira and A. Zee, Phys. Lett61B (1985) 136.

[30] C.P. Burgess, M. Pospelov and T. ter Veldhuis, Nucl. 28619 (2001) 709.

[31] H. Davoudiasl, R. Kitano, T. Li and H. Murayama, PhysttLB 609 (2005) 117.

[32] G.M. Pruna and T. Robens, Phys. Re\8§(2013) 115012.

[33] T. Robens and T. Stefaniak, Eur. Phys. J532015) 104; Eur. Phys. J. T (2016) 268.

[34] J.F. Gunion, H.E. Haber, G.L. Kane and S. Dawsb, Higgs Hunter’s Guide (\Westview Press,
Boulder, CO, 2000).

[35] G.C. Branco, P.M. Ferreira, L. Lavoura, M.N. Rebelo,8her and J.P. Silva, Phys.Refpt6(2012) 1.
[36] H.E. Haber and D. O'Neil, Phys. Rev. T4 (2006) 015018 [E: Phys. Rev. T (2006) 059905].
[37] H.E. Haber and D. O’Neil, Phys. Rev. &3 (2011) 055017.

[38] H.E. Haber and O. Stal, Eur. Phys. J7£(2015) 491 [E: Eur. Phys. J. T (2016) 312].

[39] J. Bernon, J.F. Gunion, H.E. Haber, Y. Jiang and S. Kr&hys. Rev. D2 (2015) 075004.
[40] J. Bernon, J.F. Gunion, H.E. Haber, Y. Jiang and S. Kr&hys. Rev. D3 (2016) 035027.
[41] S.L. Glashow and S. Weinberg, Phys. Red3(1977) 1958.

[42] E.A. Paschos, Phys. Rev.I3 (1977) 1966.

[43] H.E. Haber, G.L. Kane and T. Sterling, Nucl. Physl@ (1979) 493.

[44] L.J. Hall and M.B. Wise, Nucl. Phys. B87 (1981) 397.

[45] J.F. Donoghue and L.F. Li, Phys. Rev1® (1979) 945.

[46] See e.g., P. Draper and H. Rzehak, Phys. Rdpt(2016) 1.

[47] M. Carena, H.E. Haber, I. Low, N.R. Shah and C.E.M. WagRays. Rev. @1 (2015) 035003.
[48] H.E. Haber, R. Hempfling and A.H. Hoang, Z. Phys7831997) 539.

[49] M. Carena, H.E. Haber, S. Heinemeyer, W. Hollik, C.EWagner and G. Weiglein, Nucl. Phys. B
580 (2000) 29.

[50] P. Bechtle, H.E. Haber, S. Heinemeyer, O. Stal, T. $iaig G. Weiglein and L. Zeune,
Eur. J. Phys. C, in press [arXiv:1608.00638 [hep-ph]].

[51] G. Aadet al. [ATLAS Collaboration], JHEP1511 (2015) 206.

[52] The ATLAS Collaboration, ATLAS-CONF-2016-085.

[53] The CMS Collaboration, CMS-PAS-HIG-16-037.

[54] M. Carena, H.E. Haber, I. Low, N.R. Shah and C.E.M. WagRays. Rev. 3 (2016) 035013.
[55] H. Georgi and M. Machacek, Nucl. Phys2B2 (1985) 463.

[56] K. Hartling, K. Kumar and H.E. Logan, Phys. Rev9D (2014) 015007.

[57] J.F. Gunion, H.E. Haber and J. Wudka, Phys. Re43[01991) 904.

[58] J.F. Gunion, R. Vega and J. Wudka, Phys. Re42[§1990) 1673.

11



