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Abstract We study the one-loop corrections to Vector Boson Scattering (in particular W+W− elas-
tic scattering) within the framework of effective theories. Re-scattering via intermediate electroweak
would-be-Goldstone bosons dominate at high energies, as the corresponding loop diagrams with these
intermediate bosons scale like O(s2/v4) in the chiral effective counting. In the present article, we focus
our attention on fermion-loop corrections which scale like O(M2

Fers/v
4) in the Higgs Effective Field

Theory (HEFT). Although this dependency is formally suppressed for s → ∞ with respect to that
from boson loops, the large top mass can lead to a numerical competition between fermion and boson
loops at intermediate energies of the order of a few TeV. For the study of these fermion effects we have
calculated the imaginary part induced by loops of top and bottom quarks in W+W− →W+W− elastic
scattering and compared it to the loop contributions from purely bosonic loops. We have examined the
dependence of both amplitudes on the effective couplings, allowing an O(10%) deviation from the SM.
In some cases, boson loops dominate over top and bottom corrections, as expected. However, we find
that there are regions in the space of effective parameters that yield a significant –and even dominant–
imaginary contribution from fermion loops. In addition to our conclusions for the general HEFT, we
also provide analyses particularized to some benchmark points in the SO(5)/SO(4) Minimal Composite
Higgs Model.

1 Introduction

The discovery of the Higgs boson in 2012 by CMS and ATLAS [1,2] has provided the last missing piece
of the Standard Model (SM). Over the last decade, in the absence of new direct signals which may
suggest new physics (NP), much effort has been put into high precision tests of the SM through LHC
data. The hope is that by observing small deviations we may be able to elucidate the underlying NP
at higher energies.

Within this context, one of the main processes for this exploration is Vector Boson Scattering
(VBS). Deviations from the SM arising from a strongly interacting electroweak symmetry breaking
sector (EWSBS) [3] are expected to enhance the scattering of the longitudinal components of W and
Z bosons at high energies. In the absence of new states, the most general description of the NP is the
so-called Higgs Effective Field Theory (HEFT), which is a sort of Higgs-equipped Electroweak Chiral
Lagrangian (EChL) [4,5]. For VBS at a center-of-mass (CM) energy well over the WW threshold
(
√
s� MW ), an important tool is the Equivalence Theorem (ET) [6]. This relates, up to O(MW /

√
s)

corrections, processes with longitudinal electroweak (EW) gauge bosons W±, Z and amplitudes with
EW would-be Goldstone-bosons (WBGB) ωa. By neglecting these O(MW /

√
s) contributions, the so-

called näıve Equivalence Theorem (nET), the calculation of the amplitudes gets highly simplified.
For instance, in the case of this article, the more involved W+

LW
−
L → W+

LW
−
L computation would

be traded for the simpler ω+ω− → ω+ω− calculation. Notice that in the nET we have replaced
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the external longitudinal gauge bosons with WBGB’s, but all particles (gauge bosons and WBGB’s)
must be considered in the internal lines. However, WBGB’s interact through derivative operators and
formally dominate at high energies in strongly interacting models. For this reason, it often works in
this framework to consider only WBGB loops as a sensible first approach to the problem [7]. 1

In HEFT, leading order (LO) contributions to the amplitude appear at tree-level and scale like
O(p2/v2) ∼ O(s/v2). At next-to-leading-order (NLO) in HEFT’s chiral expansion, the amplitudes get
O(p4/v4) corrections, with p representing soft scales of the low-energy effective theory (masses, CM
energy, etc.). More precisely, WBGB loops are NLO in the chiral expansion and scale like O(s2/v4),
whereas fermion loops show an O(M2

Fers/v
4) dependence. Hence, the latter are usually neglected:

WBGB loops will produce stronger deviations from the SM as we increase the center-of-mass energy.

In the present article, we provide a systematical quantitative study of the importance of these
fermion-loop contributions to the W+W− scattering at the energies relevant at LHC within the context
of the HEFT. During this analysis, we have realized that in some cases an accurate calculation of the
boson loops requires going beyond the nET. At high energies, HEFT models with Higgs couplings very
close to the SM ones have boson loop contributions which are identically zero in the zero mass limit,
MW,Z,h,Fer → 0.

Hence, in this situation, the deviations from the SM enter in numerical competition with the
corrections to the nET. For this reason, in this article we go beyond the nET and perform the analysis
of W+W− scattering, rather than ω+ω−. Some preliminary results in the nET were provided in Ref. [8].

It is well known that fermion-loops are proportional to the masses of the particles in the EW
fermion doublet inside the loop and to their Higgs effective couplings. Experimentally, Higgs-fermion
couplings are still allowed for deviations within a ±O(10%) with respect to the SM values or larger [9].
We will focus on the heaviest quark doublet, given by the (t, b) quarks, but results can be extended
to the remaining Standard Model EW doublets in a straightforward way. Nevertheless, they will be
numerically negligible because their masses are much smaller than the Higgs vacuum expectation value
(MFer � v ≈ 246 GeV).

In this work we will focus on the imaginary part; since it first appears in the scattering amplitude
at NLO in the low-energy chiral counting, this imaginary part is not masked by the purely real LO
amplitude or the real tree-level corrections at NLO, determined by additional counter-terms. The
quantity of interest in this article will be the ratio of fermion and boson loop contributions to the
imaginary part of the scattering amplitude. More specifically, we will study the first two partial wave
amplitudes (PWA), J = 0 and J = 1. For this we will make use of perturbative unitarity which connects
the imaginary part of an intermediate two-particle-loop contribution with the amplitude of tree-level
processes with the same two-particle as a final state. The calculation and study of the real parts of
these one-loop amplitudes will be provided elsewhere [10].

The custodial limit (sometimes called isospin limit) also provides a convenient approximation to
our calculation. By neglecting explicit custodial breaking terms in the HEFT Lagrangian, expressions
are simplified and calculations become in general simpler. However, we have two sources of custodial
symmetry breaking. In the first place, the components of the EW fermion doublets have very different
masses (Mt 6= Mb). In addition, g′ 6= 0 introduces a small custodial symmetry violation which leads,
e.g., to the EW gauge boson mass difference (MW 6= MZ). In this article, we will always consider
the physical top and bottom masses while the custodial breaking due to the U(1)Y coupling will be
neglected in a first approximation to the problem ((M2

Z −M
2
W ) � M2

W ). This g′ = 0 limit makes the
analysis simpler and clearer as the number of intermediate channels is much smaller (photons decouple
when g′ → 0). However, we will later complement this computation with the full calculation for g′ 6= 0,
finding similar results.

In this article we have concluded previous preliminary studies [8,11] by including all possible two-
particle intermediate physical states for the elastic W+W− scattering, including all possible inter-
mediate gauge boson polarizations, and with Mt 6= Mb and g′ 6= 0. Thus, the available two-particle
absorptive cuts are tt̄ and bb̄ in the case of fermionic cuts, and W+W−, ZZ, hh, Zh, γγ, γZ and γh for
bosonic intermediate states.

1It is important to note that the full –generalized– Equivalence Theorem also provides the subdominant corrections [6]
and an exact relation can be established at the price, nonetheless, of making the computation more involved.
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2 Electroweak Chiral Lagrangian

In this Section we present the relevant EW Chiral Lagrangian for the elastic WW scattering analysis
discussed in this article. However, in a first approximation, we approached the study by making use of
the nET, where the longitudinal gauge bosons in the external legs of the amplitude are replaced by EW
Goldstone bosons, which is accurate up to MW,Z/

√
s corrections. Though not stated in the theorem, it is

also common in the literature to ignore gauge boson intermediate exchanges in this ET approximation,
considering only scalar exchanges (Goldstone boson interactions carry additional derivatives in their
interaction with respect to the gauge boson ones). Thus, individual scattering diagrams with Goldstone
vertices grow like E2, eventually violating the unitarity bound. Nevertheless, in the exact SM limit
there is a fine cancellation between the various contributions to the total amplitude, which behaves
like E0; the unitarity bound is always preserved and the theory is renormalizable. In that SM limit, the
contribution of the intermediate gauge boson exchanges is crucial. Hence, in BSM scenarios that are
nonetheless close to the SM these contributions cannot be ignored. Moreover, for energies below the
TeV, near the WW production threshold, the corrections to the nET eventually become important. For
these two reasons, we have also performed the present analysis beyond the nET limit: in addition to
the ω+ω− scattering in the nET, we have also computed the actual W+

LW
−
L longitudinal gauge boson

scattering. Although we will focus on the latter, we will briefly discuss the difference in the following
subsection.

2.1 Effective Lagrangian in the equivalence theorem limit

In this first approach we will just consider in our EFT description the scalar bosons and the fermions
we are interested in. Since the fermion contributions will be proportional to the masses of the fermions
in the weak doublets, we will only include the top and bottom quarks in the effective Lagrangian below.
The remaining fermions nonetheless can also be incorporated into the theory in a straightforward way,
if required.

At leading order (LO), O(p2), the relevant part of our effective Lagrangian is given by [4,5,12,13,
14,15,16]:

L2 = LS + Lkin−F + LYuk , (1)

where,

LS =
v4

4
F (h)Tr{∂µU†∂µU}+

1

2
∂µh∂

µh− V (h) , (2)

Lkin−F = it̄∂/ t + ib̄∂/ b , (3)

LYuk = −G (h)

[√
1− ω2

v2
(Mtt̄t+Mbb̄b) + i

ω0

v

(
Mtt̄γ

5t−Mbb̄γ
5b
)

+ i

√
2ω+

v
(Mbt̄PRb−Mtt̄PLb) + i

√
2ω−

v

(
Mtb̄PRt−Mbb̄PLt

) ]
, (4)

with LYuk providing the Yukawa interactions between fermions and scalars 2 (h is the Higgs, ωa the
WBGB fields with ω2 =

∑
j(ωj)

2), PR,L = 1
2 (1 ± γ5) are the chirality projectors and v ' 246 GeV.

For the Goldstones in Eq. (2) we are using in this article the coset representation U =
√

1− ω2/v2 +
iωaσa/v [17]. In front of these operators, symmetry invariance allows us to insert a general function of
the Higgs field singlet h with an analytical expansion of the form,

G (h) = 1+ c1
h

v
+ ..., F (h) = 1+2a

h

v
+ b

h2

v2
+ ... and V (h) =

M2
h

2
h2 +d3

M2
h

2v
h3 +d4

M2
h

8v2
h3 + ... (5)

In the SM case, one has a = b = c1 = d3 = d4 = 1, and zero for any higher powers of h. These couplings
(a, b, c1, d3) are the only relevant parameters in F (h), G (h) and V (h) for the present W+W− elastic
scattering study.

2The Yukawa Lagrangian provided in Eq. (4) is indeed the general chiral expression of the Yukawa interaction

LYuk = −G (h)QL U MQQR + h.c. expressed in the spherical coordinate coset representation U =
√

1− ω2/v2 +

iωaσa/v that we will be using throughout the article, with QT = (t , b) and MQ =diag(Mt,Mb).
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(a)
(b)

Fig. 1: Left: imaginary part of the SM top quark one-loop diagram in the aJ=0 partial wave amplitude (coming

from tree-level A (W+
L W

−
L → tt̄) and its ET analogue partial wave a

[ET]
J=0 (given by tree-level A (ω+ω− → tt̄) in the

Feynman-t’Hooft gauge). Right: ratio R0 = Im[a0]/Im[a
[ET]
0 ] of these same partial wave amplitudes.

As it was mentioned in the introduction, we first computed the boson loop contributions to WW

scattering in the context of the nET, neglecting diagrams with gauge bosons in the intermediate
internal lines. For strongly interacting beyond-SM (BSM) scenarios with a 6= 1, these nET simplified
calculations do reproduce well the behavior of WLWL scattering. However, in the SM case, the nET
does not recover the right prediction for WLWL → WLWL scattering if intermediate gauge boson
exchanges are not taken into account and the ωω → ωω scattering fail to yield the precise prediction in
this important case. Hence, we move beyond the nET and compute the loop contributions, including
physical gauge bosons in the tree-level calculation of this amplitude. This full tree-level amplitude
WLWL →WLWL has already been used for the g′ = 0 case in Ref. [8].

Regarding the fermion contribution via the tree-level scattering A (W+
LW

−
L → ff̄), we have first

reproduced the results in Ref. [18] for ω+ω− → ff̄ . 3 Nonetheless, we find that the nET shows further
complications in this case. The SM amplitude with same-sign fermion helicities (++, −−) does not
match its nET counterpart A (ω+ω− → ff̄) at high energies. In the limit when MW /

√
s → 0, at

fixed s and Mt, we find that this amplitude coincides with the corresponding WBGB scattering.
However, this is different to the high-energy limit s→∞, at fixed MW and Mt, where we have found
an important discrepancy between both amplitudes in the SM case. This difference can be observed
directly in the first partial wave amplitude aJ=0. Fig. 1 shows the SM J = 0 PWA for W+

LW
−
L → tt̄ and

ω+ω− → tt̄, where one can see that the difference is significant even at high energies (of the order of
70%). Fortunately, it is possible to recover the full W+

LW
−
L → ff̄ amplitude if instead of applying the

nET one employs the full generalized ET [6,17]. Similar concerns about the nET were raised in previous
works when dealing with WBGB amplitudes, effective Lagrangians and possible heavy scalars [19,20,
21]. The discussion of this topic is beyond the scope of this article and it is relegated to a future
work [10].

It is important to remark that this high-energy discrepancy only occurs in the SM due to a fine
cancellation. For BSM theories with ac1 6= 1, the nET works well and the WBGB scattering amplitudes
reproduce the longitudinal gauge boson scatterings at high energies. For instance, we find that in BSM
scenarios A (W+W− → tt̄) ≈ A (ω+ω− → tt̄) ∼

√
NC(1− ac1)

√
sMt/v

2 for s�M2
W , M2

t . However, the
latter leading term is cancelled in the SM. The first non-vanishing contributions for both amplitudes

differ at high energies by a term ∝
√
Nc

MtM
2
W√

sv2
.

In summary, given all these considerations, we will always be working with the actual W+
LW

−
L

scattering amplitudes, both for bosonic and fermionic intermediate absorptive cuts.

3Notice that the ω+ω− → ff̄ amplitude in Ref. [18] does not include gauge bosons in the internal lines. We have also
removed these contributions in our calculation for the comparison with this work.
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2.2 Effective Lagrangian beyond the equivalence theorem limit

Ultimately, for a study beyond the ET, one must also add the EW gauge boson interactions to the
EChL [4]. Thus, the relevant part of the LO, O(p2), Lagrangian for the WW study in this article is
given by [4,5,12,13,14,15,16],

L2 = LS + LYuk + Lkin−F + LYM , (6)

with

LS =
v4

4
F (h)Tr{(DµU)†DµU}+

1

2
∂µh∂

µh− V (h) , (7)

Lkin−F = it̄D/ t + ib̄D/ b , (8)

where the covariant derivatives in Lkin−F and LS now contain the couplings with the EW gauge
bosons, LYM is the standard SU(2)L×U(1)Y Yang-Mills Lagrangian and LYuk is the previous Yukawa
Lagrangian in Eq. (4).

3 Loop corrections to elastic W+
L W−L scattering

Starting from this Lagrangian, we have computed the fermion-loop contribution to the elastic W+
LW

−
L

scattering amplitude for the (t, b) quark doublet. At LO in the chiral expansion, O(p2), the amplitude
A2 is purely real and it is given by tree-level diagrams made from L2 vertices. Its first correction,
A4, shows up at O(p4) in the chiral counting. It acquires a real tree-level contribution A4,tree from
the corresponding effective couplings in the next-to-leading order (NLO) Lagrangian L4 (namely a4

and a5). Likewise, one-loop diagrams made of L2 vertices also yield a A4,1` contribution to the O(p4)
amplitude and provide the first contribution to the imaginary part of the amplitude A .

Up to the order studied in this work, O(p4), the real part of the amplitude is provided by the
aforementioned three contributions, ReA = A2 + A4tree + ReA4,1`. This makes the study of the NLO
one-loop corrections cumbersome. On the other hand, the imaginary part only receives contributions
from one-loop diagrams up to this order, ImA = ImA4,1`. This makes the study of the importance
of fermion corrections much simpler and clearer, and it will be the procedure followed in this article.
More specifically, we will be studying the imaginary part of the projected Partial Wave Amplitudes
(PWA) aJ (s), with

A (s, t) =
∑
J

16πK(2J + 1)PJ (cos θ) aJ (s) , (9)

with K = 1 (K = 2) for distinguishable (indistinguishable) final particles. In the physical energy region,
Im aJ (s) will be provided by the one-loop absorptive cuts in the s-channel, which we will use to label
the various contributions.

In scattering amplitudes with only bosons in the external legs, it is possible to clearly separate
fermion and boson loops. We will measure the relevance of each of these two contributions. For this,
we will use the following notation to refer the corresponding absorptive cuts:

FerJ = Im aJ |bb̄,tt̄ ,
BosJ = Im aJ |γγ,γZ,γh,W+W−,ZZ,Zh,hh . (10)

Notice that the channels are arranged by increasing mass, as they will be presented later in the figures.
The absorptive cuts with intermediate longitudinal vector bosons WW and ZZ, and hh can be found
in Refs. [19,22,23], respectively. The rest are provided in the Appendix. In this work we have not only
included the contribution from intermediate longitudinal modes but also the transverse ones. Beyond
the nET approximation there are also contributions from the intermediate channels Zh that we did
not include in a previous work [8,11].

However, in the massless limit, all the mentioned one-loop corrections contain forward (cos θ = 1)
and/or backward (cos θ = −1) divergences. In BosJ these singularities arise in the limit MW , MZ → 0
due to the exchange of W,Z, γ gauge bosons in crossed channels (as the photon is massless, one always
finds a forward divergence for the W+W− intermediate cut). On the other hand, the amplitudes with
intermediate tt̄ and bb̄ absorptive cuts have a forward divergence for Mb → 0 and Mt → 0, respectively.
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One can also identify a distinctive pattern for this large forward/backward contribution to the different
partial waves: the singular behavior of the ZZ, hh, γγ and γh channels is only relevant for even J ; the
forward/backward divergences of the Zh and γZ cuts arise just for odd J ; finally, since in the massless
limit, the tt̄, bb̄ and W+W− channels only have forward divergences, they are relevant both for even
and odd J PWA.

In general, the non-zero mass of weak gauge bosons and fermions regulate the indicated divergences,
except for one present in the W+W− absorptive cut. For the latter, we encounter a divergent diagram
arising from the exchange of a photon in the t-channel, making its PWA projection integral divergent
at cos θ → 1. To confront this issue, we will consider two strategies:

1. Assume g′ = 0 and integrate over the whole solid angle: in this scenario, MZ = MW and thus,
the photon decouples (e = g′ cos θW = 0) because the W+W− cut forward photon divergence is
absent. In addition, the γγ, γZ and γh channels vanish, simplifying the analysis. In this case we
can perform the complete angular integration and project onto PWA. This would correspond to
the custodial limit but for the fact that we keep Mt 6= Mb.

2. Impose angular cuts: In order to deal with the divergence from the W+W− channel, we perform
the PWA integration within the angular limits |cos θ| ≤ (cos θ)max for the intermediate particles
(with, e.g., cos θmax = 0.9). This approach allows us to go beyond the g′ = 0 limit, incorporating
all the aforementioned cuts in Eq. (10). We will refer to these amplitudes ãJ (s) as pseudo-PWA
(p-PWA). Although the p-PWA are now finite and well-defined (even in the massless limit), we
note that they lose many of the interesting PWA properties: the clear separation of the different
angular momenta no longer holds and analogous PWA unitarity relations fail.

Moving on, it is important to note which particular couplings enter in each PWA:

J = 0: Fer0 −→ a, c1,

Bos0 −→ a, b, d3,

J = 1: Fer1 −→ no dependence on a, b, c1 = SM,

Bos1 −→ a .

(11)

The main goal of the present work is to point out that there are regions of the parameter phase-
space where fermion-loops become as important as the bosonic ones and should not be neglected. To
this goal we introduce the ratio:

RJ =
FerJ

BosJ + FerJ
. (12)

Values of RJ close to zero will indicate that we can safely drop fermion-loops, while deviations
from this value will point out the relevance of fermions in WW scattering. Although it is commonly
assumed that fermion-loops are negligible in most of the parameter space, we will see that this is not
true for some particular channels and in some regions of the effective couplings.

In the following, we will focus on the contributions from fermion-loops to the first two partial waves
J = 0, 1. By using perturbative unitarity, we can write down the fermionic contribution to the one-loop
imaginary part of the partial waves in terms of the tree level amplitudes A (W+W− → FF ) ≡ Q∆λ,F

(one for the production of each intermediate fermion state FF ), with Q0, F = 1√
2
(Q++,F −Q−−,F ) =

√
2Q++,F , Q+−,F and Q−+,F . For J = 0 only the Q0,F combination is necessary for the partial-wave

projection Q∆λ,F
J , while for J = 1 three (Q0,F , Q+−,F , Q−+,F ) enter in the projection:

Fer0 = Im a0(s)

∣∣∣∣
tt̄,bb̄

=
∑
F=t,b

βF

∣∣∣Q0, F
0

∣∣∣2 θ(s− 4M2
F ) , (13)

Fer1 = Im a1(s)

∣∣∣∣
tt̄,bb̄

=
∑
F=t,b

βF

(∣∣∣Q0,F
1

∣∣∣2 +
∣∣∣Q+−,F

1

∣∣∣2 +
∣∣∣Q−+,F

1

∣∣∣2) θ(s− 4M2
F ) , (14)

where βF =
√

1− 4M2
F /s and the partial-wave projections are defined as [7],

Q∆λ
J =

1

64π2K

√
4π

2J + 1

∫
Q∆λ(s,Ω)Y ∗J,∆λ(Ω) dΩ , (15)
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where YJM (Ω) are the spherical harmonics and ∆λ is the helicity difference ∆λ = λ1 − λ2, with the
super-index F omitted for simplicity.

Additionally, we can also calculate the relative cumulative PWA, which we will denote as:

χJi =

i∑
n=1

Im aj

∣∣∣∣
n

Im aJ
,

where Nch is the total number of absorptive channels, Im aJ =

Nch∑
n=1

Im aJ

∣∣∣∣
n

is the total imaginary

part of the aJ PWA, and Im aJ

∣∣∣∣
n

represents the absorptive contribution from channel n –either

bosonic or fermionic– which are arranged in increasing order of their mass threshold. The analytical
expression of the tree-level amplitudes that provide the imaginary part of the one-loop diagrams is
rather lengthy and has been relegated to Appendix B. All calculations have been performed within
arbitrary renormalizable Rξ gauges with parameters ξW , ξZ and ξA. We have checked that the full
amplitudes are gauge independent, as expected.

4 Importance of fermion-loops in the g′ = 0 limit

We will start our phenomenological study by considering the g′ = 0 limit. In the absence of fermion
masses, this implies that custodial symmetry is preserved. Actually, fermion masses are not the problem
but rather the mass splitting of the fermion multiplets: custodial symmetry is restored in the limit g′ = 0
and Mt = Mb (and similarly for each quark and lepton doublet). This approximate custodial/isospin
symmetry is very useful to simplify and classify the contribution from bosonic channels, as the weak
bosons turn into a degenerate multiplet (MZ = MW = gv/2, at LO), the W 3–B mixing vanishes
(tan θW = g′/g = 0, at LO) and amplitudes with photons become zero (since e = g′ cos θW = 0, at LO).
Custodial symmetry breaking corrections are proportional to sin2 θW ∼ 0.2, which makes the isospin
limit scenario a suitable first approximation to the problem. In the following section, we will go beyond
this limit and consider the numerical relevance of the g′ 6= 0 corrections.

Nonetheless, for the purpose of the phenomenological analyses in this article, we will never consider
the true isopin limit, which also requires Mt = Mb. While it has been used for some theoretical checks
of the analytical expressions, the large experimental hierarchy Mt � Mb is crucial for the numerical
studies of the cross section and any comparison with the experiment.

For this work we will assume a 10% deviation on the parameters of the Effective Lagrangian. The
relevant effective couplings for the present one-loop computation are a (hWW ), b (hhWW ), d3 (hhh)
and c1 ( tt̄h), with their corresponding vertices within the brackets. While the experimental values of
a and c1 fall within this range [25,26], b and d3 present a much wider uncertainty [27]. Since the aim
of this study is to call attention on the often neglected fermion corrections which are proportional to
c1, we will not use its precise experimental range. A 10% deviation from the SM already shows their
relevance and the need to include them in future calculations.

Concerning the center-of-mass energy we have considered the interval 0.5 TeV≤
√
s ≤ 3 TeV, which

is the relevant one to look for NP at the LHC. We will use as inputs: MW=80.38 GeV, MZ=91.19 GeV,
MH=125.25 GeV, v=246.22 GeV, Mt=172.76 GeV and Mb= 4.18 GeV [9]. The value of the Weinberg
angle is found in the standard way from MW and MZ , cos2 θW = M2

W /M2
Z at LO.

4.1 J = 0 PWA: R0

In the following plots, we have scanned the value of R0 in the aforementioned region of the coupling
space one parameter at a time, while keeping the others fixed to their SM values for reference.

As we see in Figs. 2a and 2b, when we explore a and b, respectively, we find O(10%) corrections
around

√
s = 500 GeV. For

√
s >∼ 1.5 TeV bosons completely dominate, as expected. When it comes to

the dependence on c1, we can see in Fig. 2c, 22% corrections at
√
s ∼ 3 TeV when c1 deviates from the

SM. If we considered a broader phenomenological range for c1 this correction would be even larger. For



8

(a) R0 dependence on a for b = c1 = d3 = 1. (b) R0 dependence on b for a = c1 = d3 = 1.

(c) R0 dependence on c1 for a = b = d3 = 1. (d) R0 dependence on d3 for a = b = c1 = 1.

Fig. 2

Fig. 3: Cumulative relative contribution of each channel to J = 0 PWA in the SM.

the case of d3, we observe in Fig. 2d fermion corrections of the order of 8% around 500 GeV. Although
in absolute terms R0 barely changes with d3, it decreases when the center-of-mass-energy is increased.
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(a) a = 1.10 and b = c1 = d3 = 1. (b) a = 0.90 and b = c1 = d3 = 1.

(c) b = 1.10 and a = c1 = d3 = 1. (d) b = 0.90 and a = c1 = d3 = 1.

(e) c1 = 1.10 and a = b = d3 = 1 . (f) c1 = 0.90 and a = b = d3 = 1 .

Fig. 4: Cumulative relative contributions for each absorptive cut to the J = 0 PWA for a, b and c1 at the borders of
the considered parameter space. The bb̄ contribution is numerically negligible for this PWA.

This lack of sensitivity is due to the fact that d3 only enters in the hh cut and via a non-derivative
interaction.

From this analysis we extract that for R0 the most relevant parameter is c1. The further it is from
its SM value, the larger the fermion contribution is, as expected from the analytical expression of the
fermionic cuts.

It is also illustrative to show how each cut contributes to the total amplitude. These cumulative
relative amplitude curves χ for the SM are shown in Fig. 3. Each curve contains the contribution of
all intermediate cuts below the mentioned cut. They are ordered according to the value of the mass
threshold of the intermediate state: the first cut is bb̄, then WW and ZZ at the same energy (g′ = 0),
Zh, hh and finally tt̄. Clearly, in the SM case, in Fig 3, top loop-corrections are only relevant around√
s ∼500 GeV, reaching a maximum of R0 ∼ 10%. The bb̄ cut is present (blue line at the bottom) but

its contribution is absolutely negligible for J = 0.

Now aware that d3 is not relevant, we will explore the cumulative curves for BSM scenarios where
a, b and c1 have been modified one at a time. As seen in Fig. 4, WW , ZZ and hh provide a large
section of the total amplitude (Figs. 4a, 4b,4c and 4d), while tt̄ is only important (corrections of order
22 %) when c1 takes the extreme values (c1 = 0.9 or c1 = 1) and the rest of the parameters are set to
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(a) J = 0 PWA: largest fermion-loop contri-
bution of 75% found at 1.5 TeV for a = 1.023,
b = 1.100, c1 = 0.900 and d3 = 1.100.

(b) J = 0 PWA: largest fermion-loop contri-
bution of 94% found at 3 TeV for a = 1.008,
b = 1.035, c1 = 1.100 and d3 = 0.900.

Fig. 5

(a) (b)

Fig. 6: Sensitivity of R0 to each parameter when the rest are set to the highest correction value at
√
s=1.5 TeV (left)

and
√
s=3 TeV (right).

their SM values (Figs. 4e and 4f). The Zh cut is relevant only below
√
s ∼ 500 GeV and then rapidly

becomes insignificant, as can be seen in Fig. 4.
These previous plots give us a notion of the behavior of the amplitude at different energies and

values of the HEFT parameters. Now, we will explore the whole possible range these parameters can
take to find a set which maximizes R0. We will do this for two benchmark energies: 1.5 TeV and 3
TeV, a pair of typical energies at which NP is usually expected. We scanned the space of effective
parameters (a, b, c1, d3) within the aforementioned 10% deviation from the SM and located the point
that maximized R0 at a given CM energy

√
s. We find that a = 1.023, b = 1.100, c1 = 0.900 and

d3 = 1.100 give rise to a R0 = 75% at 1.5 TeV, and a = 1.008, b = 1.035, c1 = 1.100 and d3 = 0.900
to a R0 = 94% at 3 TeV. Some optimal couplings are found to lie on the boundaries of the considered
parameter space due to the structure of their analytical expression in the amplitude. We have plotted
the relative ratio for both of these configurations in Fig. 5. As seen in these optimal cases, fermion-loop
corrections provide most of the amplitude for J = 0 .

To test the sensitivity of R0 to these optimal points (a, b, c1, d3), we have plotted R0 varying one
parameter at a time while keeping the others fixed to the values that maximize R0. This is shown in
Fig. 6 for 3 TeV and 1.5 TeV, respectively. The full dots on each curve represent the optimal value
of the parameter which maximizes the ratio. We can observe that the R0 correction rapidly drops if
we change one of the values of a, b and c1. Thus, a fine interplay is needed among the couplings to
produce these large fermion-loop corrections. Again, R0 remains essentially constant with respect to
d3 variations.

In summary, it is possible to say that, in general, the assumption of neglecting the imaginary part
of top-quark loop corrections for the J = 0 channel is not well sustained since we have found many
sets of values of the HEFT parameters which yield meaningful contributions. Moreover, in some cases
they even dominate the total amplitude.
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Fig. 7: R1 dependence on the a parameter.

Fig. 8: Cumulative relative contribution of each channel to J = 1 PWA in the SM.

4.2 J = 1 PWA: R1

Now we consider the J = 1 PWA. The only diagrams from fermion loops which yield a non-zero
contribution to J = 1 are the boxes. However, they do not contain any NP parameter (i.e., deviations
from SM). Hence, Fer1 does not depend on the c1 parameter and is fully determined by the SM gauge-
fermion interactions. On the other hand, the bosonic part Bos1 depends only on a through the WW,ZZ

and Zh intermediate channels (the isoscalar hh channel does not contribute to J = 1). As can be seen
in Fig. 7, we find a wide range of corrections for low energies (30-40% at 0.5 TeV for 0.9 <∼ a <∼ 1.1)
and for high energies (10-15% at 3 TeV in the whole range of a).

In addition to WW and ZZ cuts, this J = 1 PWA also receives contributions from the Zh absorp-
tive channel, even for g′ = 0. The present work completes previous preliminary studies [8,11], which
neglected the Zh channel on the basis of nET and custodial symmetry arguments. This channel yields,
indeed, a large contribution to the amplitude, as can be seen in Figs. 8 and 9. This outcome is notable
as the Zh channel is usually not included when studying WW scattering. Since the only available HEFT
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(a) (b)

Fig. 9: Cumulative relative contribution of each channel to the J = 1 PWA for a = 1.100 (left) and a = 0.900 (right).

(a) J = 1 PWA: largest fermion-loop contribu-
tion of 17% at 1.5 TeV for a = 0.991 .

(b) J = 1 PWA: largest fermion-loop contribu-
tion of 11% at 3 TeV for a = 1.013 .

Fig. 10

parameter is a, we can easily describe the dependence of R1 on NP. Values of a close to 1 minimize the
boson contribution, thus yielding a high R1. Since the W+W− → Zh tree-level scattering vanishes in
the the näıve ET at lowest order in the chiral expansion, one needs to go beyond it to actually address
this important boson-loop contribution.

For this partial wave we can see in Figs. 8 and 9 that the bb̄ cut provides a significant contribution
to the total amplitude. Especially at large energies, the contribution from both cuts, tt̄, and bb̄ are
similar. In order to obtain a relevant fermion-loop contribution at high energies to the J = 1 channel
from a quark doublet, at least one of the fermions needs to be heavy.

If we look for the optimal value of a that maximizes R1 at the same benchmark energies as before,
we encounter that a = 0.991 yields R1 = 17% at 1.5 TeV and a = 1.013 yields R1 = 11% at 3 TeV.
In Fig 10 we show the cumulative relative amplitudes of each cut for these benchmark energies. These
values of a minimize the total boson loop contribution at the mentioned CM energies (WW , ZZ and
Zh cuts), giving more relevance to the fermion cuts.

In Fig. 11 we can see the optimal points for both curves. The dependence on one parameter is also
very revealing; even if we restrict ourselves to scenarios very close to the SM, we observe both curves
do not change dramatically. This is interesting because, unlike the J = 0 case where we needed a fine
interplay among the HEFT parameters, Fig. 11 shows significant fermion corrections above 5% (15%)
for
√
s = 1.5 TeV (

√
s = 3 TeV) in the whole range of a studied here.

As was the case for the previous partial wave, neglecting fermion-loop corrections is not appropriate
according to our work. Even if we restrict ourselves for scenarios close to the SM one where a ≈ 1, we
find significant fermion corrections.
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Fig. 11: Sensitivity of R1 to the a parameter for the highest contribution at
√
s = 1.5 TeV and

√
s= 3 TeV.

(a) R′0 dependence on a for b = c1 = d3 = 1. (b) R′0 dependence on b for a = c1 = d3 = 1.

(c) R′0 dependence on c1 for a = b = d3 = 1. (d) R′0 dependence on d3 for a = b = c1 = 1.

Fig. 12
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Fig. 13: Cumulative amplitude ratio for the J = 0 p-PWA in the SM.

5 Fermion-loops beyond the g′ = 0 limit: pseudo-PWA

5.1 J = 0 pseudo-PWA: R′0

Moving to the more realistic case g′ 6= 0, we have additional cuts: γγ, γh and γZ. As mentioned before,
the integration has been performed only in the |cos θ| ≤ 0.9 region due to a divergence in the t-channel
of the WW cut.

Thus, strictly speaking these are not partial waves so we will refer to them as pseudo-Partial Wave
Amplitudes (p-PWA’s). Apart from this the analysis, will be analogous to the g′ = 0 case.

As seen in Fig 12, the contour plots do not dramatically change from the g′ = 0 case. Areas around√
s ∼ 500 GeV are enhanced around 10% for Figs. 12a and 12b and 5% for Fig. 12d (sensitivity to a,

b and d3, respectively). On the other side, when it comes to the sensitivity to c1, shown in Fig. 12c,
we find larger contributions: from 20% around

√
s ∼ 500 GeV up to 70% at 3 TeV when c1 = 0.9 and

c1 = 1.1. Finally, the dependence on d3 is negligible just like in the g′ = 0 case, being only relevant for√
s ∼ 500 GeV.

Given the numerous absorptive cuts we have now (9 in total, 2 fermionic and 7 bosonic), the
cumulative ratios are difficult to read from one plot, so we have subsumed all boson cuts here. In
Fig. 13 we can see the corresponding cumulative relative ratios χ0 ′

i for the SM. We observe that in the
SM the fermion contributions are not relevant and can be neglected, as in the g′ = 0 case. In Fig.14 we
show the χ0 ′

i cumulative ratios for a and c1 on the borders of the parameter space. Again, the most
important parameter is c1, giving rise to corrections of the order of 60% and 70% at 3 TeV when it
reaches 1.1 and 0.9, respectively.

If we find the set of parameters which maximizes the fermion corrections, we have R′0 = 80% for
a = 1.011, b = 1.045, c1 = 0.900 and d3 = 1.094 at 1.5 TeV, and R′0 = 93% for a = 1.003, b = 1.011,
c1 = 1.100 and d3 = 1.100 at 3 TeV. The contributions for each benchmark energy are shown in Fig. 15.
Again, if we test the sensitivity of R′0 to these optimal parameters, we find that in order to produce
large fermion-loop corrections, one needs a fine interplay among the couplings. This is shown in Fig. 30
(in Appendix C.3 for the sake of clarity) and it is essentially similar to the previous R0 results in Fig. 6.

From the plot it is clear that for the J = 0 p-PWA, fermion-loop corrections should not be neglected
at high energies. They can provide a large contribution to the amplitude, even if one has several
additional bosonic cuts in the g′ 6= 0 case (e.g., γγ).

5.2 J = 1 pseudo-PWA: R′1

The contour plot for the next p-PWA, J = 1, is shown in Fig 16. In this case, the behavior of R′1
around the SM is qualitatively similar to R1, but the corrections are dramatically enhanced. We find
R′1 ∼ 60% from 0.5 TeV to 3 TeV in the neighborhood of the SM.
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(a) a = 1.10 and b = c1 = d3 = 1. (b) a = 0.90 and b = c1 = d3 = 1.

(c) b = 1.10 and a = c1 = d3 = 1. (d) b = 0.90 and b = c1 = d3 = 1 .

(e) c1 = 1.10 and a = b = d3 = 1 . (f) c1 = 0.90 and a = b = d3 = 1.

Fig. 14: Cumulative relative contributions for each absorptive cut to the J = 0 p-PWA for a, b and c1 at the borders
of the considered parameter space. The bb̄ contribution is numerically negligible for this p-PWA.

(a) J = 0 p-PWA: largest fermion-loop con-
tribution of 80% for J = 0 at 1.5 TeV
for a = 1.011, b = 1.045, c1 = 0.900 and
d3 = 1.094.

(b) J = 0 p-PWA: largest fermion-loop con-
tribution of 93% for J = 0 at 3 TeV hap-
pens fora = 1.003, b = 1.011, c1 = 1.100 and
d3 = 1.100.

Fig. 15

In Fig. 17, we see again that in the SM both fermions provide almost 70% of the amplitude from
500 GeV on when a = 1. In comparison, for a = 1.1 and a = 0.9, they reach a maximum around 500
GeV and they rapidly decrease to around 15% at 3 TeV, as can be seen in Fig. 18.

As for R1, the p-PWA ratio R′1 only depends on a. We then look for the point in parameter space
that maximizes R′1. The optimal values of a for 1.5 TeV and 3 TeV are a = 1.019 (with R′1 = 66%)
and a = 1.007 (with a R′1 = 67%), respectively.
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Fig. 16: R′1 dependence on the a parameter.

Fig. 17: Cumulative relative contribution of each channel to J = 1 p-PWA in the SM.

(a) (b)

Fig. 18: Cumulative relative contribution of each channel to the J = 1 p-PWA for a = 1.10 (left) and
a = 0.90 (right).

If we test the sensitivity of R′1 to these optimal parameters, we find in Fig. 31 (in Appendix C.4
for the sake of clarity) that fermion contributions remain sizable for the whole range of a studied here.
These are essentially the same conclusions found for R1 in Fig. 11.
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(a) J = 1 p-PWA: largest fermion-loop con-
tribution of 66% at 1.5 TeV to J = 1 for
a = 1.019.

(b) J = 1 p-PWA: largest fermion-loop contri-
bution of 67% at 3 TeV to J = 1 for a = 1.007.

Fig. 19

Again, values close to a = 1 yield significant fermion-loop corrections. These are of the order of
60% for the optimal value of a, around three times larger than the optimal value for R1. Hence, in the
case of angular cuts (e.g., |cos θ|≤ 0.9), top and bottom intermediate channels should not be neglected.

6 Specific Scenario: Minimal Composite Higgs Model

When it comes to the importance of fermionic cuts, it is clear that they are relevant for some regions
of the coupling space. Although these couplings could, in principle, take any value, we would like
to be able to link them to specific NP scenarios where, in general, all effective parameters deviate
from the SM in the particular way established by the model. For illustration, we will study here the
SO(5)/SO(4) Minimal Composite Higgs Model (MCHM) [28], where the Higgs is a pseudo-Goldstone
boson of an underlying strongly-coupled theory. In this model, the couplings depend explicitly on the
characteristic MCHM scale f .

The expressions for the relevant couplings for our analysis are [28,29],

a∗ = c∗1 = d∗3 =
√

1− ξ , b∗ = 1− 2ξ , with ξ = v2/f2 .

Due to the structure of the MCHM, only values smaller than 1 are allowed for these effective couplings.
Note that the four HEFT couplings are determined by the NP scale f . We have then computed the
previous PWA’s and p-PWA’s for various values of f within this model. To ease the analysis, we will
provide the corresponding value of the hWW coupling a together with f in the labels of the different
curves (Figs. 20–23). For 0.90 ≤ a∗ ≤ 1.00 this implies f ≥ 0.56 TeV, with a∗ → 1 for f →∞.

6.1 Limit g′ = 0

We have plotted the ratios R0 and R1 as a function of
√
s for different values of f in Figs. 20 and 21,

respectively.
As it can be seen in Fig. 20, R0 is drastically changed. Below the threshold of tt̄ production only bb̄

is present but its contribution is negligible. R0 rapidly increases when top corrections enter at
√
s '350

GeV. In the present study, we find the maximum value R0 = 11% for a∗ = 0.9, at the boundary of our
allowed range. It then quickly decreases for larger values of a∗ at all energies. The SM curve provides
the lowest limit for the fermion correction, while the a∗ = 0.9 curve provides the upper bound.

For R1, (see Fig. 21) we observe a similar behavior. When the tt̄ cut appears R1 reaches a maximum
of 41% around 500 GeV for an a∗ = 0.9. Again, all curves decrease rapidly but the behavior at large
energies is different. In this case, the SM curve provides the largest fermion correction while the a∗ = 0.9
curve the smallest ones.

In summary, in both R0 and R1 cases, when we restrict ourselves to the MCHM the largest cor-
rections appear always at

√
s ∼ 500 GeV, with a∗ = 0.9 the value that maximizes fermion corrections

at that energy point. At large energies,
√
s ∼ 3 TeV, R0 becomes negligible (maximum R0 ∼ 1%) for

a∗ = 0.9, while R1 presents a significant contribution (maximum R1 ∼ 10%) for a = 1.
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Fig. 20: Ratio for the R0 PWA in the MCHM.

Fig. 21: Ratio for the R1 PWA in the MCHM.

6.2 Beyond the g′ = 0 limit

As can be seen in Fig. 22, the result for R′0 is very similar to R0 in the g′ = 0 case; the largest fermion
contribution is found around

√
s ∼ 500 GeV, being around 17%. At high energies the R′0 decreases

rapidly, becoming negligible.
For R′1 we note an interesting behavior. As in the R1 analysis, we find a maximum for R′1 around

500 GeV but somewhat larger (R′1 ∼ 65%). However, as we increase the energy there are curves with
coupling values close to the SM which decrease very slowly with the CM energy. This shows the
amplitudes depend highly on the angular cut, as was mentioned for the W+W− →W+W− corrections
in [24]. Again, the maximum contribution is found for the SM-curve at high energies and is about 65%.

7 Conclusions

In this work, we have pondered in detail the widespread assumption that fermion-loop corrections can
be neglected at high energies within the HEFT framework. For this, we have compared the imaginary
part arising from top/bottom quark loops and that from boson loops in the elastic W+W− →W+W−

scattering. We have included all intermediate channels and all possible polarization states not included
in previous preliminary works [8,11].
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Fig. 22: Ratio for the R′0 PWA in the MCHM

Fig. 23: Ratio for the R′1 PWA in the MCHM

In order to analyze the importance of fermion loops, we have computed the ratios R0 and R1 for
the first partial wave amplitudes, J = 0 and J = 1, respectively. RJ close to 0 indicates a dominance
of boson loops whereas a value close to 1 points out that fermion cuts dominate.

Due to the presence of infrared divergences in boson-loop diagrams (WW cut) where the momentum
of a t-channel photon goes to zero, a full angular projection onto partial wave amplitudes (PWA) is
not possible. In order to deal with the PWA and to project onto the full angle domain, we have
considered two approaches: 1) set g′ = 0, which removes photon interactions and, hence, the infrared
divergent diagrams; 2) keep g′ 6= 0 but impose an angular cut (|cos θ| < 0.9), which restricts the angular
integration avoiding the angular divergence. These two approaches give rise to the ratios RJ for the
imaginary part of the PWA’s with g′ = 0 (approach 1) and the R′J ratios for the imaginary part of the
so-called pseudo-PWA’s (approach 2). We have explored these two types of ratios, scanning the possible
values of the relevant HEFT couplings. This has allowed us to assess the validity of the assumption of
neglecting top/bottom quark loops.

In the first scenario, g′ = 0, there are wide regions where the bosonic loop contributions are
dominant as can be seen for the J = 0 PWA in Fig. 2. However, this is not the case in some ranges
of the parameter space; large deviations of c1 (ht̄t coupling) from the SM yield significant top-quark
contributions. The bb̄ contributions to J = 0 are not relevant as can be seen in Figs. 3 and 4, given the
fact that they are proportional to Mb. For the J = 1 PWA, the same occurs when a (hWW coupling) is
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√
s (TeV) a− 1 b− 1 c1 − 1 d3 − 1 J = 0

1.5 (PWA) 0.023 0.100 -0.100 0.100 R0=76%

3 (PWA) 0.008 0.035 0.100 -0.100 R0=94%

1.5 (p-PWA) 0.011 0.045 -0.100 0.094 R′0=81%

3 (p-PWA) 0.003 0.011 0.100 0.100 R′0=93%

Table 1: Corrections to J = 0 PWA for the g′ = 0 case (first two rows) and the J = 0 p-PWA (last two rows). In
the second, third, fourth and fifth columns, we provide, respectively, the values of a, b, c1 and d3 that maximize the
fermion-loop contributions.

√
s (TeV) a− 1 J = 1

1.5 (PWA) -0.009 R1=18%

3 (PWA) 0.013 R1=12%

1.5 (p-PWA) 0.019 R′1= 66%

3 (p-PWA) 0.007 R′1= 67%

Table 2: Corrections to J = 1 PWA for the g′ = 0 case (first two rows) and the J = 1 p-PWA (last two rows). In
the second column, we provide the value of a that maximizes the fermion-loop contributions.

close to 1, as can be seen in Fig. 7. This minimizes the bosonic contribution and leads to a higher R1.
In this case, the bb̄ cut yields a relevant contribution as it can be seen in Figs. 17 and 18. In particular,
the amplitudes of both fermion cuts present a similar correction at high energies, showing that just
one heavy quark in the EW doublet is enough to obtain significant corrections to the J = 1 PWA.

In the second scenario, g′ = 0 with angular cuts, we find that the results for the J = 0 p-PWA
R′0 are similar to those for R0, as one can see in Fig. 12. Large deviations of c1 from the SM yield
important top quark contributions, again with negligible effects from the bb̄ cut. For the J = 1 p-PWA.
we observe a significant raise in the ratio R′1 with respect to R1. This can be seen in Fig. 16, indicating
that the J = 1 partial wave amplitude is highly dependent on angular cuts. Fig. 17 shows a significant
contribution to R′1 from the bb̄ cut, due to the same reasons discussed in the g′ = 0 case for R1 in
Fig. 9.

There are also configurations for the four HEFT couplings (a, b, c1 and d3) which make these fermion
contributions even more important. We summarize the largest corrections we have found for the PWA
and pseudo-PWA in Tables 1 and 2, respectively J = 0 and J = 1. We have looked for the point in
parameter space that maximizes fermion contributions at two benchmark energies:

√
s = 1.5 TeV and√

s = 3 TeV. We have computed the sensitivity of these optimal HEFT coupling values by fixing three
of them and varying one at a time. We can observe that there is a fine interplay of the couplings a, b
and c1 which maximize R0 and R′0 for these benchmark energies (Figs. 6 and 30, respectively). One can
also see that the value of d3 is not relevant for the analysis. For J = 1, we find that values close to a = 1
minimize the bosonic contribution, yielding higher R1 and R′1 ratios (Figs. 11 and 31, respectively).

Based on what has been described above, we conclude that the assumption of neglecting the imag-
inary part of top-/bottom-/quark-loop contributions to W+W− → W+W− in favor of the imaginary
part of bosonic loops does not entirely hold. For the case J = 0, it is true there are wide ranges
where fermion-loops contributions are negligible. However, this is false in some regions, where a ±0.1
deviation of c1 from 1 (SM) would give a 22% and 18% top-quark-loop contribution to R0 and R′0,
respectivelye. Likewise, some configurations of a, b, c1 and d3 can make fermion loops even dominant,
as shown in Table 1. For J = 1 something similar occurs since we do not need to deviate so much from
a = 1 (SM). Values of a close to 1 yield significant top- and bottom-quark-loop contributions to both
PWA and p-PWA for J = 1, as shown in Table 2.

For the MCHM case, we do not find meaningful contributions to the J = 0 ratios, as can be seen
in Figs. 20 and 22. Both plots show maximums around 500 GeV, but the ratios decay rapidly with the
CM energy. For J = 1, a value of a = 1 (f → ∞ TeV ) produces a maximum R1 = 10% at 3 TeV, as
can be seen in Fig. 21. When it comes to the g′ 6= 0 case, given the strong dependence on the angular
cut, R′1 (Fig. 23) is enhanced and takes an almost constant value R′1 ≈ 65% for an hWW coupling close
to the SM one (a ≈ 1). Therefore in the MCHM scenario, the imaginary top-/bottom-/quark- loop
corrections would enhance the J = 1 partial wave considerably more than the J = 0. Note that in the
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MCHM, the HEFT relevant parameters need to be smaller than 1 due to their particular dependence
on the NP scale f .

Currently we are working on the full one-loop contribution [10]. We plan to complete the present
computation with the real part of the one-loop amplitudes, where fermion contributions might also be
important or even dominant, as we have found in some cases for the imaginary part. Along with this,
we plan to deal with the possibility of a strongly interacting electroweak symmetry breaking sector
and the problem of unitarization of the whole amplitude for all VBS channels [10,30].

Acknowledgements

We would like to thank our collaborators A. Castillo, R. L. Delgado and F. Llanes-Estrada, who
participated in the earlier parts of the research presented in this article [31]. We also want to thank
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Appendix A: Kinematics

We present the following kinematics in the center-of-mass frame used to calculate the required pro-
cesses. With this and the Mandelstam variables defined as usual, one should be able to obtain the
amplitudes in Appendix B. In order to not repeat a large quantity of same polarization and momenta
vectors, we will only detail the polarization and momentum of the new final states. For example, if
one wants to calculate the amplitude A (W+(p1, ε

L
1 )W−(p2, ε

L
2 ) → γ(p3, ε

a
3)Z(p4, ε

b
4)) one needs to use

the polarization and momentum defined in Appendix A.4 for the photon and the polarization and
momentum defined in Appendix A.3 for the Z -boson. The only exception to this is the amplitude
with fermions in the final state, where we use the momenta and polarizations for the W-bosons detailed
in Appendix A.5.

Appendix A.1: W+(p′1, ε
L′

1 )W−(p′2, ε
L′

2 )→ t(p3, λ3)t̄(p4, λ4)

For the special case of fermions in the final state, we will set their momenta in the z-axis, facilitating
the calculation of the product of spinor chains. The angular dependence hence comes from the initial
states of the W-bosons.

As usual, θ is the angle between particles 1 and 3, φ is the azimuth angle and εL
′

1 and εL
′

2 refer to
the longitudinal polarization of the W-bosons:

p′1 = (E, |~p| sin(θ) cos(φ), |~p| sin(θ) sin(φ), |~p| cos(θ)) , p′2 = (E,−|~p| sin(θ) cos(φ),−|~p| sin(θ) sin(φ),−|~p| cos(θ)) ,

p′3 = (Et, 0, 0, |~pt|) , p′4 = (Et, 0, 0,−|~pt|) ,
(A.1)

εL
′

1 =
E

MW
(|~p|, E sin(θ) cos(φ), E sin(θ) sin(φ), E cos(θ)) ,

εL
′

2 =
E

MW
(|~p|,−E sin(θ) cos(φ),−E sin(θ) sin(φ),−E cos(θ)) ,

(A.2)

u+
3 (p3,Mt) =


√

Et − pt
0√

pt + Et
0

 , u−3 (p3,Mt) =


0√

pt + Et
0√

Et − pt

 ,

v+
4 (p4,Mt) =


√

pt + Et
0

−
√

Et − pt
0

 , v−4 (p4,Mt) =


0√

Et − pt
0

−
√

pt + Et

 ,

(A.3)
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where uλ3
3 and vλ4

4 are the spinors for the particle and antiparticle in the Weyl basis and λ3 and λ4

their polarizations, respectively.

Appendix A.2: W+(p1, ε
L
1 )W−(p2, ε

L
2 )→W+(p3, ε

a
3)W−(p4, ε

b
4)

For the full bosonic case, since there is no angular dependence on the azimuth φ, we can set the
momentum in the x-z plane to make the calculations easier:

p1 = (E, 0, 0, |~p|) , p2 = (E, 0, 0,−|~p|) ,
p3 = (E, | ~p3| sin(θ), 0, | ~p3| cos(θ) , p4 = (E,−| ~p3| sin(θ), 0,−| ~p3| cos(θ)) ,

(A.4)

εL1 =
1

MW
(|~p|, 0, 0, E) , εL2 =

1

MW
(|~p|, 0, 0,−E), (A.5)

εL3 =
1

MW
(|~p|, E sin(θ), 0, E cos(θ)) , εL4 =

1

MW
(|~p|,−E sin(θ), 0,−E cos(θ)), (A.6)

ε+3 =
1√
2

(0, cos(θ), i,− sin(θ)) ε−3 = ε+3
∗
,

ε+4 =
1√
2

(0, cos(θ),−i,− sin(θ)) ε−4 = ε+4
∗
,

(A.7)

where εL1,2 refer to the longitudinal polarization of the initial particles and ε
+/−/L
3,4 refer to the polar-

ization of the particle 3 or 4 with positive, negative or longitudinal polarization, respectively.

Appendix A.3: W+(p1, ε
L
1 )W−(p2, ε

L
2 )→ Z(p3, ε

a
3)Z(p4, ε

b
4)

For ZZ scattering, the positive and negative polarizations are given by the same vectors as for the
WW case, except for the longitudinal modes which depend on the mass:

εL3 =
1

MZ
(| ~p3|, E3 sin(θ), 0, E cos(θ)) , εL4 =

1

MZ
(| ~p3|,−E3 sin(θ), 0,−E cos(θ)) , (A.8)

p3 = (E3, | ~p3| sin(θ), 0, | ~p3| cos(θ)) , p4 = (E3,−| ~p3| sin(θ), 0,−| ~p3| cos(θ)) , (A.9)

where E3 is the energy of the particle 3.

Appendix A.4: W+(p1, ε
L
1 )W−(p2, ε

L
2 )→ γ(p3, ε

a
3)γ(p4, ε

b
4)

The polarizations ε+−3,4 refer to the positive and negative polarization of the particle 3 and 4, respectively

ε+3 =
1√
2

(0, cos(θ),−i,− sin(θ)) , ε−3 = ε+3
∗
,

ε+4 =
1√
2

(0, cos(θ), i,− sin(θ)) , ε−4 = ε+4
∗
,

(A.10)

p3 = (E3, | ~p3| sin(θ), 0, | ~p3| cos(θ)) , p4 = (E3,−| ~p3| sin(θ), 0,−| ~p3| cos(θ)) . (A.11)

Appendix A.5: W+(p1, ε
L
1 )W−(p2, ε

L
2 )→ h(p3, )h(p4)

p3 = (E3, | ~p3| sin(θ), 0, | ~p3| cos(θ)) , p4 = (E3,−| ~p3| sin(θ), 0,−| ~p3| cos(θ)) . (A.12)
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Appendix B: Scattering amplitudes

For the calculation of the O(p4) one-loop WLWL elastic scattering beyond nET, we will need the O(p2)
(tree-level) WLWL amplitudes to all possible intermediate states, which are provided below. Since we
are always dealing with longitudinal polarized electroweak gauge bosons in the initial state, we will
only label the amplitudes with the polarization state of the final particles. Given the length of the
analytic expression of some amplitudes, we will write the amplitude (without contracting) for each
diagram in terms of the particle exchanged and the channels s, t, and u. For example, Aπ,t means this
diagram is exchanging a Goldstone-π in the channel t. Since we have performed the calculation in an
arbitrary gauge, the various contributions to amplitudes contain the gauge parameters ξW , ξZ and ξA.
We have checked that the full amplitudes are gauge independent, but for the sake of achieving compact
expression when it comes to the polarized amplitudes,the expressions are shown in the unitary gauge.

All calculations have been performed by hand and checked via FeynArts [32], which generates all
diagrams considered and evaluated using FeynCalc [33]. For compactness the amplitudes are written

in terms of x = cos θ and βX =
√

1− 4M2
X/s.

Appendix B.1: A (W+(p1, ε
L
1 )W−(p2, ε

L
2 )→ t(p3, λ3)t̄(p4, λ4))

We will provide tt̄ amplitude in terms of the diagrams involved, where PR and PL are the right and
left chirality projectors and and NC is the number of colors.

Appendix B.1.1: Amplitudes in terms of the polarization

AH,s =− ac1

(
i
√
NcgMW ε1

µε2
νηµν

)
(p3 + p4) 2 −M2

H

×
(
ū3
λ3(p3,Mt)

)
.

(
− igPRMt

2MW
− igPLMt

2MW

)
.
(
vλ4
4 (p4,Mt)

)
,

(B.13)

Aγ,s =− i
√
NCgSW ε1

µε2
ν [(−p2 − p3 − p4) µηνρ + (p2 − p1) ρηµν + (p1 + p3 + p4) νηµρ]×

×
[

(1− ξA) (−p3 − p4) ρ (p3 + p4) σ

s2
+
ηρσ

s

]
×

×
[(
ū3
λ3(p3,Mt)

)
.

(
−2

3
igSW γ̄σ.PR −

2

3
igSW γ̄σ.PL

)
.
(
vλ4
4 (p4,Mt)

)]
,

(B.14)

AZ,s =i
√
NCgCW ε1

µε2
ν [(−p2 − p3 − p4) µηνρ + (p2 − p1) ρηµν + (p1 + p3 + p4) νηµρ]×

×

[
ηρσ

(p3 + p4) 2 −M2
Z

+
(−p3 − p4) ρ (p3 + p4) σ (1− ξZ)(

(p3 + p4) 2 −M2
Z

) (
(p3 + p4) 2 −M2

ZξZ
)]×

×

(ū3
λ3(p3,Mt)

)
.

 ig
(

1
2 −

2S2
W

3

)
γ̄σ.PL

CW
− 2igS2

W γ̄σ.PR
3CW

 .
(
vλ4
4 (p4,Mt)

) ,
(B.15)

AZ,s =i
√
NCgCW ε1

µε2
ν [(−p2 − p3 − p4) µηνρ + (p2 − p1) ρηµν + (p1 + p3 + p4) νηµρ]×

×

[
ηρσ

(p3 + p4) 2 −M2
Z

+
(−p3 − p4) ρ (p3 + p4) σ (1− ξZ)(

(p3 + p4) 2 −M2
Z

) (
(p3 + p4) 2 −M2

ZξZ
)]×

×

(ū3
λ3(p3,Mt)

)
.

 ig
(

1
2 −

2S2
W

3

)
γ̄σ.PL

CW
− 2igS2

W γ̄σ.PR
3CW

 .
(
vλ4
4 (p4,Mt)

) ,
(B.16)

Ab,t =−
√
Ncε1

µε2
ν

(p4 − p2) 2 −M2
b

(
ū3
λ3(p3,Mt)

)
.
igγ̄µ.PL√

2
. (γ̄ · (p2 − p4) +Mb) .

igγ̄ν .PL√
2

.
(
vλ4
4 (p4,Mt)

)
.

(B.17)
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Appendix B.1.2: Polarized amplitudes

We have checked these amplitudes via the unitarity relation finding an agreement with the imaginary
part of top-quark loops A (W+W− →W+W−) given in [18] when we do not consider the exchange of
Z − /γ-bosons. We provide the polarized amplitudes A (W+

LW
−
L → t(λ3)t̄(λ4)) = Qλ3λ4 , with definite

helicities λ3 and λ4 for NC = 3:

Q++ =
g2Mt

16
√

3M2
W

[
12ac1

√
sβt
(
s− 2M2

W

)
M2
H − s

+
3
(
4
√
sxM2

W βW +
√
sβt
(
sβ2
W − s

(
2x2 − 1

)))
M2
b − t

−

32S2
W xβW

(
2M2

W + s
)

√
s

+
4
√
s
(
8S2
W − 3

)
xβW

(
2M2

W + s
)

s−M2
Z

]
,

(B.18)

Q−− =−Q++, (B.19)

Q+− =
g2
√

1− x2e−iφ

16
√

3M2
W

[
−

3s (βt − 1)
(
sβt (βW + x)− 2M2

W βW
)

t−M2
b

+

+
2sβW

(
2M2

W + s
) (

8S2
W + 3βt − 3

)
s−M2

Z

− 16S2
W βW

(
2M2

W + s
)]

,

(B.20)

Q−+ =
g2
√

1− x2eiφ

16
√

3M2
W

[
3s (βt + 1)

(
sβt (x− βW )− 2M2

W βW
)

t−M2
b

+

+
2sβW

(
2M2

W + s
) (

8S2
W − 3βt − 3

)
s−M2

Z

− 16S2
W βW

(
2M2

W + s
)]

.

(B.21)

Appendix B.2: A (W+(p1, ε
L
1 )W−(p2, ε

L
2 )→ b(p3, λ3)b̄(p4, λ4))

Appendix B.2.1: Polarized amplitudes

Since the top and bottom quark form a doublet with the same weak hypercharge, we can relate
the amplitudes of the last subsection with the amplitudes A (W+

LW
−
L → b(λ3)b̄(λ4)) = Q

′λ3λ4 for bb̄

scattering, where λ and λ′ are the polarization of particle 3 and 4. Then, the amplitude Q
′λ3λ4 is

obtained by applying the following substitutions: SW → SW /
√

2, βt ↔ βb, Mt ↔ Mb, u ↔ t and
cos θ → − cos θ on the amplitudes Qλ3λ4 .

Q
′++ = Q++ (SW → SW /

√
2, βt ↔ βb,Mt ↔Mb, u↔ t and cos θ → − cos θ), (B.22)

Q
′+− = −Q+− (SW → SW /

√
2, βt ↔ βb,Mt ↔Mb, u↔ t and cos θ → − cos θ), (B.23)

Q
′−+ = −Q−+ (SW → SW /

√
2, βt ↔ βb,Mt ↔Mb, u↔ t and cos θ → − cos θ), (B.24)

Q
′−− = Q−− (SW → SW /

√
2, βt ↔ βb,Mt ↔Mb, u↔ t and cos θ → − cos θ). (B.25)

Appendix B.3: A ((W+(p1, ε
L
1 )W−(p2, ε

L
2 )→W+(p3, ε

a
3)W−(p4, ε

b
4))

Appendix B.3.1: Amplitudes in terms of the polarization

Acontact =− iε1µε2νε3∗ρε4∗σ
(

2ig2ηµσηνρ − ig2ηµρηνσ − ig2ηµνηρσ
)
, (B.26)

AH,s =− a2 g
2M2

W ε1
µε2

νε3
∗ρε4

∗σηµνηρσ

(p3 + p4) 2 −M2
H

, (B.27)
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Aγ,s =− g2S2
W ε1

µε2
νε3
∗ρε4

∗σ [(p3 − p4) γηρσ + (−2p3 − p4) σηγρ + (p3 + 2p4) ρηγσ][
(p2 − p1) δηµν + (p1 + p3 + p4) νηδµ + (−p2 − p3 − p4) µηδν

]
[

(1− ξA) (p3 + p4) γ (−p3 − p4) δ

s2
+

1

(p3 + p4) 2
ηγδ
]
,

(B.28)

AZ,s =− C2
W g2ε1

µε2
νε3
∗ρε4

∗σ [(p3 − p4) γηρσ + (−2p3 − p4) σηγρ + (p3 + 2p4) ρηγσ] [ (p2 − p1) δηµν+

(p1 + p3 + p4) νηδµ + (−p2 − p3 − p4) µηδν ][
ηγδ

(p3 + p4) 2 −M2
Z

+
(p3 + p4) γ (−p3 − p4) δ (1− ξZ)(

(p3 + p4) 2 −M2
Z

) (
(p3 + p4) 2 −M2

ZξZ
)],

(B.29)

AH,t =− a2 g
2M2

W ε1
µε2

νε3
∗ρε4

∗σηµρηνσ

(p4 − p2) 2 −M2
H

, (B.30)

Aγ,t =− g2S2
W ε1

µε2
νε3
∗ρε4

∗σ [(−p2 − p4) γηνσ + (2p2 − p4) σηγν + (2p4 − p2) νηγσ][
(−p1 − p3) δηµρ + (p1 − p2 + p4) ρηδµ + (p2 + p3 − p4) µηδρ

]
[(

1

(p4 − p2) 2

)2

(1− ξA) (p4 − p2) γ (p2 − p4) δ +
1

(p4 − p2) 2
ηγδ

]
,

(B.31)

AZ,t =− C2
W g2ε1

µε2
νε3
∗ρε4

∗σ [(−p2 − p4) γηνσ + (2p2 − p4) σηγν + (2p4 − p2) νηγσ][
(−p1 − p3) δηµρ + (p1 − p2 + p4) ρηδµ + (p2 + p3 − p4) µηδρ

]
[

ηγδ

(p4 − p2) 2 −M2
Z

+
(p4 − p2) γ (p2 − p4) δ (1− ξZ)(

(p4 − p2) 2 −M2
Z

) (
(p4 − p2) 2 −M2

ZξZ
)] .

(B.32)

Appendix B.3.2: Polarized amplitudes

We will label the 9 polarized amplitudes with Aε3ε4 , where ε3 and ε4 refer to the polarization of particle
3 and 4, respectively. We have checked the ALL → ALL amplitude with[19]. We only have 4 independent
amplitudes; the other 4 can be found through the relations ANN = APP ,ANP = APN ,APL = ANL =
−ALP = −ANP .

ALL =
a2g2

(
4M2

W + s(x− 1)
)

2

8M2
W

(
2M2

H − s(x− 1)β2
W

) +
a2g2

(
s− 2M2

W

)
2

4M2
W

(
M2
H − s

) +

+
g2C2

W

(
−4s2(x− 1)(x(x+ 10)− 3)M2

W + 16s(x(10x− 7) + 1)M4
W − 64(x+ 1)M6

W + s3(x− 1)2(x+ 3)
)

16M4
W

(
4(x− 1)M2

W + 2M2
Z − sx+ s

) −

−
g2sxC2

W β2
W

(
2M2

W + s
)

2

4M4
W

(
s−M2

Z

) −

−
g2S2

W

(
−4s2(x− 1)(x(x+ 10)− 3)M2

W + 16s(x(10x− 7) + 1)M4
W − 64(x+ 1)M6

W + s3(x− 1)2(x+ 3)
)

16s(x− 1)M4
W β2

W

−

−
g2xS2

W β2
W

(
2M2

W + s
)

2

4M4
W

+
g2s

(
(8− 24x)M2

W + s(x(x+ 6)− 3)
)

16M4
W

(B.33)
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APP =
a2g2s

(
x2 − 1

)
4
(
2M2

H − s(x− 1)β2
W

) − a2g2
(
s− 2M2

W

)
2
(
M2
H − s

) +

+
g2(x− 1)C2

W

(
−4s(x− 3)(x− 1)M2

W + 32(x+ 1)M4
W + s2(x− 3)(x− 1)

)
8M2

W

(
4(x− 1)M2

W + 2M2
Z − sx+ s

) −

−
g2sxC2

W β2
W

(
2M2

W + s
)

2M2
W

(
s−M2

Z

) +

+
g2S2

W

(
−4s(x− 3)(x− 1)M2

W + 32(x+ 1)M4
W + s2(x− 3)(x− 1)

)
32M4

W − 8sM2
W

−

−
g2xS2

W

(
s− 4M2

W

) (
2M2

W + s
)

2sM2
W

+
g2
(
s
(
x2 + 3

)
− 8M2

W

)
8M2

W

,

(B.34)

APN =
a2g2s

(
x2 − 1

)
4
(
2M2

H − s(x− 1)β2
W

) +
g2
(
x2 − 1

)
C2
W

(
−4s(x− 1)M2

W + 32M4
W + s2(x− 1)

)
8M2

W

(
4(x− 1)M2

W + 2M2
Z − sx+ s

) +

+
g2(x+ 1)S2

W

(
−4s(x− 1)M2

W + 32M4
W + s2(x− 1)

)
32M4

W − 8sM2
W

+
g2s

(
x2 − 1

)
8M2

W

,

(B.35)

ALP =
a2g2

√
s− sx2

(
4M2

W + s(x− 1)
)

4
√

2MW

(
2M2

H − s(x− 1)β2
W

) +

+
g2C2

W

√
s− sx2

(
−4s

(
x2 + x− 2

)
M2
W + 16(5x− 3)M4

W + s2(x− 1)2
)

8
√

2M3
W

(
4(x− 1)M2

W + 2M2
Z − sx+ s
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−
g2C2

W

√
s− sx2

(
s− 4M2

W

) (
2M2
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)

2
√

2M3
W

(
s−M2

Z

) −

−
g2
√
s− sx2S2

W

(
−4s

(
x2 + x− 2

)
M2
W + 16(5x− 3)M4

W + s2(x− 1)2
)

8
√

2s(x− 1)M3
W β2

W

−

−
g2s

√
2−2x2

s S2
W β2

W

(
2M2

W + s
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4M3
W

+
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√
s− sx2

(
s(x+ 3)− 12M2

W

)
8
√

2M3
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Appendix B.4: A (W+(p1, ε
L
1 )W−(p2, ε

L
2 )→ Z(p3, ε

a
3)Z(p4, ε

b
4))

Appendix B.4.1: Amplitudes in terms of the polarization

Acontact =− iε1µε2νε3∗ρε4∗σ
(
iC2
W g2ηµσηνρ + iC2

W g2ηµρηνσ − 2iC2
W g2ηµνηρσ

)
, (B.37)

AH,s =− a2 g
2M2

W ε1
µε2

νε3
∗ρε4

∗σηµνηρσ

C2
W

(
(p3 + p4) 2 −M2

H

) , (B.38)

Aπ,t =− g2S4
WM2

W ε1
µε2

νε3
∗ρε4

∗σηµρηνσ

C2
W

(
(p4 − p2) 2 −M2

W ξW
) , (B.39)

AW,t =− C2
W g2ε1

µε2
νε3
∗ρε4

∗σ [(−p2 − p4) γηνσ + (2p2 − p4) σηγν + (2p4 − p2) νηγσ][
(−p1 − p3) δηµρ + (p1 − p2 + p4) ρηδµ + (p2 + p3 − p4) µηδρ

]
[

ηγδ

(p4 − p2) 2 −M2
W

+
(p4 − p2) γ (p2 − p4) δ (1− ξW )(

(p4 − p2) 2 −M2
W

) (
(p4 − p2) 2 −M2

W ξW
)] ,

(B.40)

Aπ,u =− g2S4
WM2

W ε1
µε2

νε3
∗ρε4

∗σηµσηνρ

C2
W

(
(p3 − p2) 2 −M2

W ξW
) , (B.41)
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AW,u =− C2
W g2ε1

µε2
νε3
∗ρε4

∗σ [(−p2 − p3) γηνρ + (2p2 − p3) ρηγν + (2p3 − p2) νηγρ][
(−p1 − p4) δηµσ + (p1 − p2 + p3) σηδµ + (p2 − p3 + p4) µηδσ

]
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ηγδ
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+
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W ξW
)] .

(B.42)

Appendix B.4.2: Polarized Amplitudes

We will label the 9 polarized amplitudes with Aε3ε4 , where ε3 and ε4 refer to the polarization of particle
3 and 4, respectively. We have checked ALL → ALL with reference [34]. Just like in the previous case,
we only have 4 independent amplitudes: ANN = APP , ANP = APN ,ALP = ANL = −APL = −ANL.
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+
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+
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+
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APP =
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ALP =
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Appendix B.5: A (W+(p1, ε
L
1 )W−(p2, ε

L
2 )→ γ(p3, ε

a
3)γ(p4, ε

b
4))

Appendix B.5.1: Amplitudes in terms of the polarization

Acontact =− iε1µε2νε3∗ρε4∗σS2
W

(
ig2ηµσηνρ + ig2ηµρηνσ − 2ig2ηµνηρσ

)
, (B.47)
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Appendix B.5.2: Polarized amplitudes

We have checked the polarized amplitudes with [35], finding an agreement. We only have two indepen-
dent amplitudes since A++ = A−−,A+− = A−+, where + and − refer to the positive and negative
polarization of the photons:

A++ = − 8g2M2
WS2

W

x2
(
4M2

W − s
)

+ s
, (B.52)
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(
4M2
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)

x2
(
4M2

W − s
)

+ s
. (B.53)
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Appendix B.6: A (W+(p1, ε
L
1 )W−(p2, ε

L
2 )→ h(p3)h(p4))

Appendix B.6.1: Amplitudes
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We have checked the amplitude with references [23,36]. Since the Higgs boson h is a scalar particle,
the only amplitude is:

AW+W− →hh =
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Appendix B.7: A (W+(p1, ε
L
1 )W−(p2, ε

L
2 )→ Z(p3, ε

a
3)h(p4))

Appendix B.7.1: Amplitudes in terms of the polarization
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Appendix B.7.2: Polarized Amplitudes

We will label the polarized amplitude with Aε3 , where ε3 refers to the polarization of the Z-boson. We
only have two independent amplitudes since AP = AN .
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Appendix B.8: A (W+(p1, ε
L
1 )W−(p2, ε

L
2 )→ γ(p3, ε

a
3)h(p4))

Appendix B.8.1: Amplitudes in terms of the polarization
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Appendix B.8.2: Polarized amplitudes

We will label the polarized amplitudes with Aε3 , where ε3 refers to the polarization of the photon. The
only independent amplitude is (A+ = A−), where + or − refers to the polarization of the photon:
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) .

Appendix B.9: A (W+(p1, ε
L
1 )W−(p2, ε

L
2 )→ γ(p3, ε

a
3)Z(p4, ε4))

Appendix B.9.1: Amplitude

Acontact =− iε1µε2νε3∗ρε4∗σCW g2SW (−iηµσηνρ − iηµρηνσ + 2iηµνηρσ) , (B.72)
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Appendix B.9.2: Polarized Amplitudes

We will label the polarized amplitudes with Aε3ε4 , where ε3 and ε4 refer to the polarizations of the pho-
ton and the Z-boson. We only have 3 independent amplitudes since A+L = A−L,A+P = A−N ,A+N =
A−P .
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Appendix C: Complete contribution of each channel to the p-PWA’s.

In this Appendix we will provide the plots for the cumulative ratios χJ
′

i for the p-PWA’s for g′ 6= 0. For
the sake of clarity, in the main text we separated the plots in bosonic cuts, bb̄ cuts and tt̄ cuts. Therefore,
we did not specify the contributions from each individual channel, as they were very numerous for
g′ 6= 0. The plots must be read in the same way as the PWA cumulative ratios χJi in Sec. 4 (g′ = 0
case): each line contains the relative cumulative contribution of the past cuts. Hence, the shaded area
accounts for the contribution of the same-color curve directly above it.
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Fig. 24: Ratio for the R′0 p-PWA at the SM

Some contributions are difficult to see because the curves are close to each other and some of them
directly overlap. For the J = 0 p-PWA, we observe this for the bb̄ cut and γγ in Figs. 24, 25 and 26.
While the γγ contribution (bottom in pale blue) can still be appreciated (barely) between the x-axis
and the orange curve, the bb̄ channel is very suppressed and sits on top of the γγ, impossible to see
because of its negligible contribution. The same occurs for the γh and γZ curves in the mentioned
plots, where the γh channel is essentially negligible and its curve sits on top of the γZ one. For the
J = 1 p-PWA in Figs. 27, 28 and 29, this time it is the γZ curve which sits on top of the bb̄ and cannot
be seen as is shown in the Figures. The same occurs for the ZZ cut which sits on top of the WW curve
in the same plots mentioned.

In general, if the shaded area is not of the same color of the curve immediately above it, a second
curve with a negligible contribution sits on top of the first one.

Appendix C.1: J = 0 pseudo-PWA: χ′0

We provide the Figs. 24, 25 and 26 corresponding to the ratios χ′0 for a |cos θ| ≤0.9 angular integration
for all absorptive cuts explained in explained in Sec. 5.1.

Appendix C.2: J = 1 pseudo-PWA: χ′1

We provide the Figs. 27, 28 and 29 corresponding to the ratios χ′1 for a |cos θ|=0.9 angular integration
for all absorptive cuts explained in Sec. 5.2.

Appendix C.3: J = 0 pseudo-PWA: sensitivity of R′0 to the optimal points

For the case of the J = 0 p-PWA R′0, we have plotted the sensitivity to the optimal parameters
(a, b, c1, d3) in Fig. 30. All notations are analogous to those for R0 in Fig. 6.

Appendix C.4: J = 1 pseudo-PWA: sensitivity of R′1 to the optimal points

For the case of the J = 1 p-PWA R′1, we have plotted the sensitivity to the a parameter in Fig. 31. All
notations are analogous to those for R1 in Fig. 11.
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