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Abstract. In this work we present the computation of the one-loop electroweak radiative correc-
tions to the scattering process WW — H H within the context of the Higgs Effective Field Theory
(HEFT). We assume that the fermionic interactions are like in the Standard Model, whereas the
Beyond Standard Model interactions in the bosonic sector are given by the Electroweak Chiral
Lagrangian. The computation of the one-loop amplitude and the renormalization program is per-
formed in terms of the involved one-particle-irreducible functions (1PI) and using R covariant
gauges. The renormalization of 1PI functions at arbitrary external momenta is a more ambitious
program than just renormalizing the amplitude with on-shell external legs and it has the advan-
tage that they can be used in several scattering amplitudes. In fact, we use here some of the 1PI
functions already computed in our previous work (devoted to WZ — WZ). We will complement
them here with the computation of the new 1PI functions required for WW — HH. From this
renormalization procedure we will also derive the full set of renormalized coefficients of the EChL
that are relevant for this scattering process. In the last part, we will present the numerical results
for the EChL predictions of the one-loop level cross section, c(WW — HH)|1_100p, as a function of
the center of mass energy, showing the relative size of the one-loop radiative corrections respect to
the tree level prediction in terms of the EChL coefficients. The results of the one-loop corrections to
WW — HH for the SM case will be also presented, for comparison with the EChL case, following
the same computational method, i.e., by means of the renormalization of 1PI functions.
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1 Introduction

The use of Effective Field Theories (EFTs) to study the phenomenological implications of anomalous
Higgs couplings beyond the Standard Model (SM) of Particle Physics is nowadays a very common
strategy, widely employed, to test at colliders the new Higgs physics implied by those anomalous
couplings in a model independent way, namely, without assuming a particular Beyond Standard
Model (BSM). The information of the anomalous Higgs couplings is encoded in a set of effective
operators, built with the SM fields and with the unique requirement of being invariant under the
SM gauge symmetry, SU(3) x SU(2) x U(1). The coefficients in front of these operators (usually
called Wilson coefficients) are generically unknown and encode the information of the particular
underlying fundamental theory that generates such EFT at low energies when the new heavy modes
of this theory are integrated out. Depending on the kind of dynamics involved in the fundamental
theory, it is more appropriate the use of one EFT or another. Usually, the so-called SMEFT
(Standard Model Effective Theory) is more appropriate to describe the low energy behaviour of
weakly interacting dynamics, whereas the so-called HEFT (Higgs Effective Field Theory) is more
appropriate to describe strongly interacting underlying dynamics (for reviews, see for instance,
[1, 2]). Here we choose this second case, the HEFT, and focus on the bosonic sector which is
described in terms of the so-called Electroweak Chiral Lagrangian (EChL). The fermionic sector
will be assumed to be as in the SM, so that no BSM interactions nor effective operators are
considered in the fermionic sector of the HEFT.

Our main goal here is to determine, within this EChL context, the size of the one-loop elec-
troweak (EW) radiative corrections for the subprocess at colliders, WTW~ — HH, where two
Higgs bosons are produced from the scattering of two W gauge bosons which are radiated from
the initial colliding particles (also called WW fusion in the literature). From now on, for brevity,
we omit the explicit charges of the W bosons. This WW scattering subprocess is known to be
relevant for both types of colliders, ete™ and pp, with energies at the TeV domain. We also wish to



compare in this work these EW radiative corrections in the EChL context with the corresponding
ones of WW — H H within the SM context, thus we do here the two computations in parallel. Our
calculations of the amplitudes and corresponding cross sections in both cases, the EChL and the
SM, are full bosonic one-loop computations, including all kind of diagrams in the loops, and are
valid for physical W and H particles in the external legs, with all possible polarizations for the W
gauge bosons, longitudinal and transverse. That means that we do not make any approximation
for the external legs, and do not use the Equivalence Theorem which replaces the external Wp’s
by the corresponding Goldstone bosons (GBs) and is valid only at high energies, /s > mw. Our
computation of the radiative corrections within the HEFT is therefore valid at all energies, from
the low energies just above the two Higgs boson threshold production, 2my ~ 250 GeV, up to the
typical EFT scale which, in the EChL framework, is set by 4wv ~ 3 TeV with v = 246 GeV.
Regarding the technicalities involved in the present computation we follow closely our previous
work in Ref. [3] which was addressed to the case of WZ — W Z scattering. Concretely, we follow
the standard Feynman diagrammatic approach and describe the full renormalization program also
in terms of one-loop Feynman diagrams. We organize this computation in terms of the involved
one-particle-irreducible (1PI) Green functions, with two, three and four external legs, and perform
the renormalization program of these Green functions in covariant gauges. As we showed in our
previous work [3], the renormalization of the EChL coefficients must be gauge invariant and there-
fore independent of the { parameter of the R covariant gauges. This is an important point of
doing the analytical computation of the amplitude in covariant gauges. Regarding the numerical
evaluations for the WW — HH scattering we will choose here in particular the Feynman ’t Hooft
gauge with £ = 1. The renormalization conditions are also fixed here as in Ref. [3], using the
on-shell scheme for the EW parameters, like boson masses, mw, myz, myg, and gauge couplings,
and the MS scheme for the EChL coefficients. Our work presented here of the full one-loop cor-
rections for WW — HH in the EChL is the most complete one in the literature, and improves the
previous related works in the literature in various aspects. The first computation of WW — HH
in [4] was done just for the case with external longitudinal W bosons, replaced by external GBs by
using the ET, and include only scalar particles both in the external legs and in the loops, working
always with massless GBs. A more recent computation of the one-loop radiative corrections for
WW — HH in the EChL context, in [5], also refers to the case of longitudinal W’s and also uses
the ET that replace the external Wp by the GBs which are taken massless. They consider all
kinds of loops for the GBs scattering and compute them in the Landau gauge. They make the
additional approximation of taking equal the W and Z boson masses (called isospin limit in the
literature). Our best improvement respect to these works is that we do not use the ET, i.e. we
work with external gauge bosons, instead of GBs, we do not take equal masses for W and Z, and
we do not take massless GBs, since we work in the Feynman 't Hooft gauge. Consequently, the
set of Feynman 1-loop diagrams considered here and in [4, 5] are also different. Another important
aspect, that we cover in a different way than in those references is the renormalization program,
that we implement here in terms of general renormalized Green functions, with generic external
momenta, in contrast to Refs. [4, 5] that apply the renormalization program directly to the on-shell
scattering amplitude. The advantage of doing renormalization at the more general off-shell Green
functions level, is that these same renormalized functions can be used as well for the computation
of radiative corrections in another observables. For instance, we have used the same renormalized
vertex function WWH here for WW — HH than in our previous computation in Ref. [3] for
WZ — WZ. The difference is just in the particular setting of the external legs momenta of the
vertex function which must be done properly for each case. On the other hand, the renormalization
program using 1PI Green functions instead of just on-shell amplitudes requires the renormalization
of a larger set of EChL coefficients. It is, therefore, also more complete in this sense. Due to the



relevance of this latter issue, we will devote some part of the present work to the comparison of our
results on the renormalization of the EChL coefficients with some related previous results [4-7].

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we briefly describe the main features of the
EChL with R¢ gauge-fixing and set the relevant operators for the WW — HH scattering process.
The diagrammatic computation by means of the 1PI functions is presented in Section 3. The
Section 4 is devoted to the renormalization program, including the prescriptions for regularization
and renormalization assumed and the summary of all the divergent counterterms. The numerical
predictions for this observable within the EChL and the SM are presented and discussed in Section 5.
Finally, we conclude in Section 6.

2 Relevant part of the electroweak chiral Lagrangian

In this section we introduce the part of the bosonic EChL that is needed for the present computation
of the EW radiative corrections of the WW — H H scattering, and provide some necessary notation.
In the EChL context, the active fields are the EW gauge bosons, B, and W (a = 1,2,3), their
corresponding GBs 7 (a = 1,2,3), and the Higgs boson H. The unique requirement for the
building of the EChL is the invariance under the EW gauge, SU(2)r, x U(1)y, transformations. On
the other hand, the scalar sector of the EChL has an additional invariance under the EW chiral
SU(2)r x SU(2)g, transformation. Under this EW chiral transformation the GBs transform non-
linearly. This peculiarity implies multiple GBs interactions among themselves and also with the
other fields. The Higgs boson field, in contrast, is invariant under all transformations. Usually the
GBs are introduced in a non-linear representation via the exponential parametrization, by means
of the matrix U, which transforms linearly under the EW chiral transformations:

U(r®) = ™7/ (2.1)

where, 7%, a = 1,2, 3, are the Pauli matrices and v = 246 GeV. On the other hand, the Higgs field
is a singlet of the EW chiral symmetry and the EW gauge symmetry. Hence the interactions of H
are introduced via generic polynomials since there are not limitations from symmetry arguments
on the implementation of this field and its interactions with itself and with the other fields, in
contrast to linear EFTs as the SMEFT. Finally, the EW gauge bosons are introduced by the gauge
invariance principle. Thus, they appear in the following pieces of the EChL:

B, =¢B,/2, B =0,B,—0,B,,

W, = gWir®/2, W = 0,W, — O,W,, +i[W,, W, ],
DU = d,U +iW,U —iUB,, V,=(D,U)U", D,0=9,0+i[W,,0]. (2.2)
As it is usual, the chiral counting arrange the effective operators in the EChL into terms with
increasing chiral dimension. The most relevant ones are the leading order Lagrangian, with chiral

dimension two, Lo, and the next to leading order one with chiral dimension four, £4. The relevant
EChL for the present computation can then be summarized as follows:

Lecnn, = L2+ Ly, (2.3)

In this chiral dimension counting, it is important to keep in mind that all derivatives and masses
count as momentum, namely, 0, , mw , mz , mu, gv, gv, v ~ O(p).
Firstly, the leading order Lagrangian, Lo is given by,

2 2
Ly = UZ (1 + Za% +b (H) + .. ) Tr [DMUTD“U] - %aMHauH — V(H)

v



1 A 1 Ao
—@T&r[WwW“ |- WI&[BWB“ | + £ar + Lre. (2.4)
Here V(H) is the Higgs potential, Lor and Lpp, are the gauge-fixing Lagrangian and Fadeev-
Popov Lagrangian, respectively. From now on, the dots in the presentation of the relevant pieces
in the EChL stand for terms that do not enter in our processes of interest, WW — H H, neither
at tree level nor at one-loop level and then we omit them. The Higgs potential in £y is given by:

1
V(H) = (—p® + M?)vH + 5(7;12 + 3\ H? 4 kg v H? + K4%H4 . (2.5)

For the posterior discussion on renormalization in this EChL context, it is convenient to define
m%{ = —12 4+ 3\v?, then we can eliminate the 2 parameter in terms of m%l In this case, the linear
term (Higgs tadpole) can be simply written as,

T = (m¥ — 22?0, (2.6)

and the minimum of the potential, corresponding to vanishing tadpole, sets m%l = 2\v2.
Here, we quantize the EChL as in our previous work [3], i.e., using the linear covariant R
gauges [8] with the gauge-fixing Lagrangian given by,
1 5 1

Lop=—FF — 5F} — 3

2 2.7
2 A7 ( )

and the gauge-fixing functions given by:
_ 1 € €
Ve Ve Ve

Here ¢ is the generic gauge-fixing parameter of the R¢ gauges. Some comments about the ¢
dependence are worth to be added here. Notice that in our renormalization program, we demand
the renormalization of all the 1PI functions involved at arbitrary momentum for the external legs,
and not just the finitess of the one-loop scattering amplitude. Thus, in order to demonstrate
explicitly the gauge invariance of the renormalized EChL coefficients, i.e., to check that these are £
independent, the computation of the loop diagrams involved in the 1PI functions should be done for
arbitrary £ parameter, as it was done in our previous work [3] devoted to WZ — W Z scattering.
All the final scattering amplitudes with external on-shell particles are of course finite and gauge
invariant, but the involved 1PI functions are £ dependent, so the cancellation of the £ dependence
in the final one-loop amplitude is an excellent check of the computation. In the present paper,
for all the numerical estimates of WW — HH we will choose in particular the Feynman 't Hooft
gauge and, accordingly, for definiteness, we set £ = 1 in the presentation of all our results.

From this previous R¢ gauge-fixing Lagrangian, one derives as usual, the corresponding
Faddeev-Popov Lagrangian [9], given by:

/.:Fp = N Z C 5aj07, (2.9)
i,j==+,—,2Z,A

Fy ("W —tmwr™), Fz=—(0"Z,—&mgr®), Fa=—(0"A,). (2.8)

where ¢/ are the ghost fields and aj (j =+,—,2Z,A) are the corresponding gauge transformation
parameters under the local transformations SU(2);, x U(1)y given by L = ¢¥79L(®)/2 and R =
eig/’r3ay(x)/2.

Formally, the expressions in Eqs. (2.7)-(2.9) and the gauge bosons field transformations are
the same as in the SM. However, the scalar transformations in this non-linear EFT differ from



the corresponding ones in the SM. This particularity yields to the absence of interactions among
the Higgs boson and ghost fields, and the presence of new interactions with multiple GBs and two
ghost fields.

Secondly, the relevant chiral dimension four Lagrangian for the computation of all the one-loop
1PI functions involved in the WW — H H scattering amplitude is given by:

O*H O"H O'H 0, H
Ly = —tapyr— 5 —Tr [VNVV} - addeT“Tr [V"Vu}

H H?
+ <an tann -+ CLHH11?}2> Tr [DHVMDUVV}

mi H H?
—TH <2anv + CLHHVVUQ> Tr [V“ Vu}

H H? SN _ H\ 0"H__ .-
- (aHWWv + GHHWWUQ) Tr [WWWW} +1 (ad2 + aHd2v) ” Tr [WWV“}

H\ UOH H\ 0"H
+ <a|jvv + aHDVV@) TTT [VHV“} + (ad3 + aHd31)> Tr [VVDHV“ }

v
H\ OHUOH OrH 8MH OH
+ | aoo + aroo P A + aqd0 3

2 2 2
m m m H
+ (aHddvg + addWTgv + addZvQZ> ;a”H o,H (2.10)

These relevant effective operators are taken from the full HEFT Lagrangian in Ref. [6, 10], but
we use here a different notation for the EChL coefficients in L4, that are referred here generically
as a;’s. The correspondence among the two set of coefficients, a;” here and the coefficients in Ref.
[6, 10] can be summarized, in short, by: agqyy1 <> €8, Gdggvye <> C20, a1 <> Co, AaHWW > AW,
agaww < bw, ag2 < C5, agge < as, agyy < Cr, agoyy < ar, 43 <> Clo, AH43 <> a10,
apg < com, GO0 < AOH, Gdd0 < CAH, apyy < ac and agpyy <> be.

It is worth noticing that, in contrast to our one-loop computation here, for a tree level com-
putation of the scattering amplitude (see for instance [11]) the previous set of operators in £4 can
be reduced to a smaller set by the use of the equations of motion (EOMs). Concretely, one may
use the following EOMs involving the pieces LJH and D, V*:

_ OV(H) v?F(H) i
OH = -2 - 252 Tr[v Vu] N
3, H? b

= 0H = —m}H — JfsmE -~ %UTI“ [V“Vu] - iHTr [V“Vu}
Tr [rj DHV“} F(H) = —Tr |:’7'j w} 0, F(H) =
= Tr|r/D V"] = ~ T v] %“aﬂH. (2.11)

Then, one may eliminate the terms in £4 involving these two pieces, by re-writing them in terms
of the other effective operators. This reduces in practice the number of effective operators in L4 as
follows:

OMH & H a«  OHOH [
= —(adayv1 — 4a’ay; + 2aad3)TTr[VuVu} — (agayve + *addD)TuTr [V Vu}

+EOMs

m? H
—TH (agvy — 2apyy + 2aamn) ?Tr [V“VN}



2 2

m
_TH (ammvy — 6r3anyy — danovy + dbaog + Gksaann + daanop) 5 Tr [VHV“]
m2 H m? my\ H
+(apag — addD)TQHZaHH o,H + (addwvgv + addZv2Z> ;6“H ouH

H H? “ A . H\ 0"H N
—agww— +agaww — | Tt WHVW’W +1 | age +agga— Tr WMVV“ (2.12)
v v2 v v

In this reduced Lagrangian, agqy1, a11 and ag3 have been grouped together in the first operator,
agavye and aggn in the second operator, etc. We then redefine these combinations of coefficients as
follows:

- _ 2

N = Qddyyv1 = adayy1 — 4a”ay1 + 2aags
N a

0 = Gddyv2 = Gddayv2 + 5 0dd0

agyy — 2anyy + 2aanp

agyy
aggvy = aggyy — bkzanyy — 4dagnyy + 4bamn + 6k3aamn + 4aapon
AHdd = QHdd — QddD) (2.13)

Notice, that in the two first coefficients we have also used the alternative notation given by n and
0, which is the one frequently used in some related literature. In particular, the contributions to
the scattering amplitude WW — HH of these two first operators in the above list with  and §
coefficients, were studied firstly in [4, 5]. We will compare our results with these and more references
in the next sections. Notice also that some coefficients, like a1, agmi1, aHq43, have disappeared
in Eq. (2.12) since, after the use of the EOMs, they contribute to effective operators with at least
three Higgs bosons which do not enter in the process of our interest here.

The main consequence of using the EOMs when computing the scattering amplitude is, that
these combinations of the EChL coefficients are the ones appearing precisely in the on-shell scatter-
ing amplitudes. On the other hand, this means that only these combinations of coefficients are the
ones that are really testable at colliders via this particular WW — H H scattering. In particular,
only n and 4 in Eq. 2.13 and not the separate coefficients, aggyy1, a11, @43, adqvy2, and aqgo are the
appropriate parameters for a phenomenological analysis of this scattering WW — HH process.
Similarly for the other combinations appearing in Eq. (2.12). However, for our most ambitious
computation and renormalization program, where the finite renormalized one-loop scattering am-
plitude is obtained in terms of finite renormalized one-loop 1PI functions, this reduced Lagrangian
is not sufficient and we must use the full Lagrangian in Eq. 2.10. As we will see in the following
sections, this full Lagrangian provides not only a finite one-loop amplitude with on-shell exter-
nal particles but also finite one-loop 1PI functions with arbitrary external momenta (generically
off-shell). This renormalization program in terms of one-loop 1PI functions is also relevant for
the check of the gauge invariance of the final one-loop amplitude, and to demonstrate the gauge
invariance of the renormalized EChL coefficients. The great advantage of using this procedure by
means of the 1PI functions to compute the radiative corrections in scattering amplitudes is that
the same 1PI one-loop renormalized functions, once computed at arbitrary external momenta, can
be used for several processes, by just adjusting the external momenta to the ones of that particular
process, including the proper on-shell setting for the external legs when needed. For instance, the
one-loop 1PI function I'yww can be used for both WW — HH and WZ — W Z, the one-loop
1PI function 'y can be used for both WW — HH and HH — HH, and similarly with other
processes. Therefore, our renormalization program based on 1PI functions is more powerful than
just to renormalize concrete scattering amplitudes.



Finally, to end this section we remind that in order to reach the SM tree level vertices from
the above presented EChL, one has to set the EFT coefficients to the following reference values: 1)
the coefficients in Lo, a, b, k3 and k4 should be set to 1, and 2) all the coefficients a; ’s in £4 should
be set to zero. Accordingly, the new BSM physics encoded in the EChL is parametrized in terms of
the departures from these reference parameter values. The corresponding derived Feynman Rules
(FRs) from this EChL that are needed for the present computation, together with the corresponding
FRs within the SM, were provided in our previous work, concretely in Appendix A of [3], so we do
not repeat them here.

3 Diagrammatic computation using 1PI Green functions

In this section we present our procedure for the computation of the radiative corrections to the
amplitude A(WW — HH) by means of the 1PI Green functions. We apply this procedure to both
cases, the EChL and the SM.

Within the EChL formalism, the full one-loop scattering amplitude can be splitted into two
parts corresponding to the leading order (LO), O(p?), and the next-to-leading order contributions
(NLO), O(p*), which are denoted as A©®) and A respectively, yielding to

AECRLra = A(WW — HH)ECME = AOWW — HH) + AYWW — HH). (3.1)

In this EChL context, the LO amplitude comes from Lo at the tree level, and the NLO one receives
typically two contributions. One contribution comes from L4 at the tree level and the other one
comes from the loops computed with Lo. Thus, these LO and NLO contributions are written
generically as,

AO(WW — HH) = APCHLS. | (3.2)
AD(WW — HH) = APCPLS 4 ABCILE, | (3.3)

The one-loop amplitude in the EChL can also be written in an alternative way, accounting for the
quantum corrections expansion, i.e., in powers of A. Then, the full one-loop amplitude is written
as:

AECBLpa _ qECRLGEY I AECthO)Op 7 (3.4)

Tree

where, the tree level amplitude, O(A°), has contributions from both L5 and L4, generically written

(2+4) (2) (4) . . .
as APChLme.” = APChLy.. 4 AEChLy.. - whereas the one-loop correction, O(hl), is obtained by

computing loops with just Lo, generically written as, AEChL(L20>0P. Remember that within the EChL
framework, the a; coefficients in L4, have a double role and will act as well as counterterms of the
extra divergences generated by these loops which can not be absorbed by just the renormalization
of the parameters in Lo.

On the other hand, we wish to compare the EChL predictions with the SM ones using the
same procedure of 1PI functions. Thus, we will present in parallel the two predictions for the
EChL and SM cases. To our knowledge, our SM computation is the first full bosonic one-loop
computation of WW — HH scattering using the R¢ gauges in the literature. This SM amplitude
is defined as the sum of the LO contribution, which in this case, is the tree level contribution of
O(RY), and the NLO contribution, which is of O(h'):

ASMFull — ASMTree + ASMLOOP . (35)



For the technical description of the one-loop radiative corrections we then organize the one-
loop full amplitude in terms of the 1PI Green functions as follows:

AEChLFuH = ALO + Al—leg + -A2—legs + A3—legs + A4—legs + Ares ) (36)

where A" is the result from the LO Lagrangian, i.e., A*© = A© and Ay —iegs means the contribu-
tions to the amplitude from the n-legs 1PI functions. The LO contribution is that from Ly to tree
level and therefore it is O(hY). The Aj_iegs terms contain the NLO contributions, including the
contributions from the a; coefficients and also the O(h!) contributions from the loop diagrams in the
corresponding 1PI functions. Notice also, that we have separated explicitly the extra contribution
to the amplitude from the finite residues of the external particles A, ¢s.

Wi H wik H W, H
-®-0 . z
bzi N v, Z N Se
W, H W, H w, H
H Wit H
—————— AVAVAVAV. TR
+1
™ |
(]
i
—————— ANNAN@ - - - - -~
W H W H W H W H

(4 crossed diagrams T—U)

Figure 1. Full 1PI functions (black balls) contributing to the full one-loop amplitude A(WtW ™~ — HH)

From now on, we fix the notation for the momenta assignments and Lorentz indexes for the
process of interest as follows:

W) W, (p-) — H (k1) H(ka) (3.7)

where p, _ are the incoming momenta of the gauge bosons, with polarization vectors e‘i = e(py)
and € = €”(p_), respectively, and k; 2 the outgoing momenta of the Higgs bosons (with p; +p_ =
k1 + ko). Thus, the amplitude A can be written as:

A=Ay, e (3.8)

where the tensor amplitude with explicit Lorentz indexes is defined by A,,. Fig. 1 collects the
full 1PI functions and full propagators, represented by black balls, that contribute to the one-loop
amplitude AWW — HH). These full functions (denoted with a hat) correspond to: 1) the
full propagators, AHH Amm  AWW, AW“ A™W  AAA and AZZ, 2) the full 1PT vertex functions
with three-legs, Fwa, FﬂWHa FHHHa FAWW7 szw, FAHH, FZHH; and 3) the full 1PI vertex
function with four-legs, TwwiH- Notice, that some of these full functions receive contributions of
both orders, O(h°) and O(h'). However, there are some Green functions that vanish at LO and
only receive contributions from NLO, such as, AW’T, A”W, I AHH and fZHH. This is the reason
why the diagrams in Fig. 1 involving these particular NLO Green functions have only one black
ball, since including two black balls in this case would produce NNLO corrections that are not our
aim here. For the other diagrams, not involving these particular 1PI functions, there can appear



the product of several black balls containing each one both LO and NLO contributions, and one
has to perform this product accordingly to extract the final result for the amplitude containing all
the terms of both orders, O(h?) and O(h!).

The tensor amplitude in Eq. (3.8) is obtained by adding the s, ¢, u and contact ¢ channel
contributions as represented in Fig. 1. These contributions by channels can be written in terms of
the full Green functions as follows:

PAR = T AT T
LG4 (COAN DAy + TG, ()AL Ty
AL = iU (=AY Thyw + Uy AT iy g
+ilH g AT Ty + T g IAT T
PAR = iTRE e (DAY D + T AT Ty
+il g ATV i + DM g iAT T
(D TgE) EA— (3.9)
At one-loop level, it is convenient to write the full propagators in terms of the self-energies. Fol-

lowing our procedure and conventions defined in [3], we get the following expressions for the full
propagators in terms of the LO propagators and the full self-energies:

iATH (2 = i APH G ABE () Sy i ATH
PATT (@) = iATT 4 AT (—i) S iA™T
—iAFW(¢?) = =AY =i ARV Sy (=) AW
—IAPY (@) = Al =iV Sy ()ap"
AVT(?) = AT — iAW S i AT (3.10)

where all functions on the right hand side are functions of ¢?> and the LO propagators in the R
gauges are summarized by:

i i
Nttt = ——— AP = :
q? — my; q? —miy
. —i€ . i W
—iAVW = > AT = AT =0
¢? — Emiy ¢? —Emgy
AAA _ Tl aAA _ —iE NZZ —i NZZ —ig
SiARA = L iAo DN = —iAf = (3.11)
¢’ ¢ ¢* —my’ ¢ — &my

As commented previously, only A#H AIW W AEVW and A™ are involved in the LO contribution
to the amplitude in Eq. (3.1). On the other hand, the relevant vertex functions at LO are:

ZF!IL{VWW — iagmwg'u’y7 ,LFHHH — _3ZK‘3mI2‘I/v7
Z.Fj;WH = agpﬁ, ZT'LI/L[I/jV[/[ﬂL] = Z'ngQMV/2’ (3.12)
Next, we present the computation of the LO amplitude using the R gauges. This can be

easily done by plugging the corresponding LO functions of Eq. (3.11) and Eq. (3.12) in Eq. (3.9).
Namely, using I instead of I', and A instead of A.
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Figure 2. Diagrams at LO contributing to WtW~ — HH in the covariant R¢ gauges.

The result for the LO amplitude in the R¢ gauge, corresponding to the tree level diagrams in
Fig. 2 is given by:

AO® = 4O 4 4D 4 40) 4 4O (3.13)
where the contributions by s, ¢, u and contact channels are given, respectively, by:
2 2
0 _9 My
Ag ) = 530//‘?35_7”1%16+ €
2 Ce_ ke -k
Ago) _ g2a2 My €+ 6T+ 6+2 1€ 2 7
AD Z 22 miyes - e— + e+2- kae_ - ki
U—miy
g2
AO = Lpe, e, (3.14)

2

From this equation, notice that the corresponding result of the SM amplitude at LO is simply
obtained from this same formula by setting @ = b = k3 = 1. We have checked explicitly the
gauge invariance of our LO result above, namely, that the dependence on £ disappears in the final
amplitude as expected. The cancellation of the {-dependent terms is achieved once the external
gauge bosons are on-shell, i.e., by contracting the tensorial amplitude with their corresponding
polarization vectors in A® . Concretely, the cancellation of the £&-dependent terms occurs separately
in the two channels ¢ and u, and it happens between the contribution of the longitudinal part of
the W propagator and the GB propagator in Eq. (3.9).
Finally, we present the result for the complete amplitude to tree level, i.e.,

(2+4) (2) (4)
AEChL’I‘ree = AEChLTree + AEChLTree (315)

(2) . . . )
where APChmee = AO) is given in Eqs. (3.13)-(3.14) and APl is computed from £4 and
contains the a; coefficients. As we have explained in the previous section, this can be written in
two ways, depending if one uses the EOMs to reduce the list of operators or not. We provide here

the short version, i.e., using £7F°Ms in Eq. (2.12).

@) &) ©) ©) )
AEChLy. AEChLTree’8 + AEChLTree‘t + AEChLTree‘u i AEChLTree|C (3.16)
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where the contributions by channels are:

2
AEChL<4) g

Tree|s e 7272
2v2 S —my
+6r3agwwmi((S —2mi ey €. — 2y -p_e_-py)

—(3k3agyymiy + al@gagm¥ + agawmiy + agazmz)(S + 2m¥))ey - e,)

@ 2 a
-AEChLTmC|t = %W (ad2(4m%vm%{e+ € + 2(T + Sm%v — m%)@r . kle, . ]{72
A%

(3/{3ad2m12{(56+ c€_ — 264 -p_€_-py)

—4miy(ey - kie_ py + ey poe k)
—Sagwwmsy (T +miy —m¥)ey - +ep kie -py+ep-p_e_ ko)
_4aHVVm12{(m%V6+ “€_ F €y - kie_ - kg))

(4) (4) .
AEChLTree|u = AEChLTree|t with T — U and k; < ko
2

(4) ~
AEChLTree‘C = % (—2addyv1 (6+ . k?g €_ - kl + €4 - kl €_ - k?)

+(_2dddvv2(5 — Qm%{) + 4aHwa(S - 2m\2,v) + aggS — dHHVVm%{)E+ c €
—2(agq2 +4agHWww)es - p—€— - py) (3.17)

Notice that we have used the new coefficients defined in Eq. (2.13). Notice also that the above results
are given in terms of the polarization vectors of the initial W gauge bosons. Therefore, our results
above apply to all the possible polarized channels, WxWy — HH, with XY = LL, TT, LT, TL by
just inserting the proper polarization vectors e; and e_.

We next comment shortly on the comparison of our analytical results in this section for the
tree level amplitude within the EChL with the previous literature. First of all, the LO amplitude in

Egs. (3.13)-(3.14) is in full agreement with [12]. Secondly, regarding AECRLE. we have compared
our results with those in [5]. We have checked the full agreement in the contributions from the
coefficients, aggyy1 (= 1), Gaayyve (= 0), age (= bix) and aggs (= 2b2x) with their results. The
other coefficients in our result of Eq. (3.17) were not considered in [5]. On the other hand, the
results of [4] in terms of § and 1 where provided using the Equivalence Theorem, so they can only
be compared for the longitudinal modes and in the high energy regime /s > mw, my. By an
exploration of our amplitudes for the case of the longitudinal modes in that high energy regime, we
have also checked agreement of the  and § contributions with that reference. The other parameters
were not studied either in that reference.

Finally, it is important to keep in mind the existent hierarchy among the various polarization
channels and among the relevance of the various coefficients for each polarization channel. Firstly,
it is well known the dominance in the total cross section for this WW — HH process of the lon-
gitudinal polarized modes over the transverse modes. Namely, c(WW — HH) is fully dominated
by o(Wr Wy — HH). The other polarization channels with initial W7Wz or Wy Wy are highly
subdominant at the center of mass energies in the TeV domain. Therefore, by studying the lon-
gitudinal polarized case one can approximate quite well the total cross section. This dominance
of the o(W Wy, — HH) over the other polarized channels also happens in the EChL case, in the
tree level estimates of the cross section, at both orders the LO and the NLO ones. A recent phe-
nomenological study of the corresponding BSM effects in Ref. [11] for all the polarized channels and
considering all the EChL coefficients in Eq. (3.17), has shown that the most relevant coefficients of
the EChL, for the LL modes and at the tree-level NLO, are indeed n and §. Here, by ‘the most
relevant coefficients’ we mean those EChL coefficients in £4 that lead to the largest cross sections
in this WW — HH scattering process at the TeV energy domain. For definiteness here, and to
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Figure 3. Tree level cross section predictions for W+W~ — HH within the EChL setting a = b = k3 =
kg = 1. All EChL coefficients in the NLO Lagrangian are set to zero except for n and §. Plots in the left
column are for non-vanishing 7 and plots in the right column are for non-vanishing §. The predictions for
the total unpolarized case are displayed in the plots of the first row, and the ones for the polarized LL case
in the second row. The SM predictions are displayed in all the plots, for comparison.

summarize this LL dominance in the tree level-NLO prediction from the EChL, we show in Fig. 3
our predictions, as a function of the center-of-mass-energy /s, of the cross sections: 1) for the total
unpolarized case (the two plots on the first row), and 2) for the LL polarized case (the two plots
on the second row). We display in this figure the BSM departures respect to the SM predictions
from the separate effects of the two most relevant coefficients, assuming different numerical values
for those coefficients (£0.1,0.01,0.001,0.0001): 1) the effect from 7 is displayed in the plots on the
first column; 2) the effect from 0 is displayed in the plots on the second column. We can clearly see
in these plots that the cross section for the LL case fully dominates the total (unpolarized) cross
section for all the studied cases. Indeed, the two lines for LL and for ‘total’ practically coincide in
the studied TeV domain (up to the obvious reducing 1/9 factor in the unpolaized result due to the
average over the possible initial helicities). The other evident conclusion from this figure is that
large values of the cross sections and large departures from the SM predictions can be reached at
the TeV energies for the cases with the larger input coefficients 7 and 6. For a more devoted study
of the phenomenological consequences of these tree level predictions within the EChL at NLO we
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address the reader to Ref. [11]. In particular, the relevance of these predictions for the di-Higgs
production at future ete™ colliders via WW fusion has also been explored in that reference. In
the following part of the present work, we do not go further in these phenomenological issues and
focus instead in our main purpose here: the computation of the EW radiative corrections for the
WW — HH scattering process.

4 Renormalization procedure

4.1 Generalities

In this section we present our renormalization program to compute the renormalized 1PI functions
within the EChL in covariant R¢ gauges using a diagrammatic approach. These renormalized
1PI functions, denoted here generically by f‘, receive contributions from the tree level Lagrangian
Lo + L4, T, from the one-loop diagrams using the interaction vertices of Lo only, I'"°P; and

from all the counterterms of £y + L4, TCT:
r Tr L cT
Fn—legs = Fn—eleegs + Fniolle)gs + Fn—legs . (41)

Notice again the double role of £4 in the chiral Lagrangian approach: on the one hand, it contributes
to a tree level scattering amplitude, and on the other hand it also acts as source of new counterterms
in order to remove the extra divergences emerging from the loops computed with L9, which are not
removable by a simple redefinition of the parameters in this part of the Lagrangian.

Our analytical computation here is performed with the various softwares associated to Wolfram
Mathematica [13] and starts by implementing our model in FeynRules [14], generating and drawing
the Feynman diagrams with FeynArts [15] and performing the main calculations with FormCalc
and LoopTools [16]. Some extra checks of the involved one-loop divergences were made using
FeynCalc [17] and Package-X [18]. The SM results were obtained following the same steps.

The renormalization program followed in this work is similar to the one we already presented
in [3] in the EChL context for Vector Boson Scattering (VBS) processes, like WZ — W Z, etc. Next
we briefly summarize the main aspects of the regularization and multiplicative renormalization
prescriptions, the renormalization conditions and then we present the new one-loop diagrams, the
new divergences, and the solutions for all the counterterms relevant for WW — H H scattering.

4.2 Regularization and Renormalization prescriptions

As it is usual, our regularization procedure of the loop contributions is performed with dimensional
regularization [19, 20] in D = 4 — e dimensions. This method preserves all the relevant symmetries
in the bosonic sector of the theory, including chiral invariance (Dirac 5 is not involved in this
work since we do not consider the fermionic contributions). Consequently, the scale of dimensional
regularization is set to u and all the one-loop divergences are expressed in terms of:

2
A = e + log(4m) . (4.2)

Concerning the renormalization procedure, we generate the counterterms of all the parameters and
fields appearing in the tree level Lagrangian, Lo + L4, by the usual multiplicative renormalization
prescription that relates the bare quantities (here denoted by a specific sub- or super-script with a
label 0) and the renormalized ones (here with no specific sub- or super-script labels). We have the
following relations:

Hy=/ZyH, Bou=\ZpBu, Wy, =VZIwW**, m*" =22,
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w =V Ze(v+v), Xo=Zg (A+N),

—1/2 —1/2
g6 = Z5"%(d' +09), 90="25"(g+09), &2=601+02),
a® =a+da, B=b+db, IigA = K34+ 0K34, a? =a; + da;, (4.3)

where the Z; = 1 + §Z; are the usual renormalization multiplicative constants and we use the
generic notation dp (da;) for the counterterm of each involved EW parameter p (effective coefficient
ai).

With these definitions, our final results for both the renormalized 1PI functions and the
WW — HH scattering amplitude are expressed in terms of the renormalized quantities, mwy,
myz, my, ¢, ¢, v, a, b, k3, A and the a;’s. Notice that x4 and the ghost counterterms do not
enter in the present computation and we omit to show them for shortness. On the other hand,
the renormalization of the covariant gauge fixing parameters have set to a common renormalized
¢ parameter for all the involved EW gauge bosons. For more details on the technicalities of our
renormalization method, see Ref. [3].

Next, we summarize the renormalization conditions. As in Ref. [3] we adopt here a hybrid
prescription in which we choose the on-shell (OS) scheme for the EW parameters in the lowest
order Lagrangian L2 and the M S scheme for all the EChL coefficients. The list of conditions are
as follows:

e Vanishing (Higgs) tadpole:

~

T=0. (4.4)

e The pole of the renormalized propagator of the Higgs boson lies at m%l and the corresponding
residue is equal to 1:

Re [i}HH(m%{)} = 0, Re

diHH(m%{)] =0. (4.5)

e Properties of the photon: residue equal one; no A — Z mixing propagators; and the electric
charge defined like in QED, since there is a remnant U (1)ey, electromagnetic gauge symmetry:

(0)] =0, xT,0) =0, fgeebs = jeyt. (4.6)

e The poles of the transverse renormalized propagators of the W and Z bosons lie at ¢% = m%v

and ¢% = m%, respectively:
Re [i%w(m%v)} =0, Re [igz(m%)} =0. (4.7)

e The poles of the renormalized propagators in the unphysical charged sector {W=*, 7+} lie at
q? = ém3y. Therefore:

Re [i%vw(gm%v)] —0, Re [im(gm%v)} ~0. (4.8)

e M S scheme for all the involved EChL coefficients.
In particular for a, b, k3, k4 in Eq. (2.4) and the a;’s in Eq. (2.10)
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The above renormalization conditions on all the EChL parameters determine both the diver-
gent and finite parts involved in all the 1PI functions, and therefore also in the one-loop scattering
amplitudes. Notice that the residue for the Higgs and photon fields are set to one in the previous
conditions, but the resulting residues Zyy () of the gauge bosons W (Z), are different to one. Since

each external W provides a factor Z%Z to the observable S matrix, then the corresponding contri-
bution from the residues ( A¢s in Eq. (3.6)) of the two external W’s in the WW — H H scattering
is given by:

3 (m%v)] A (4.9)

In addition, the Higgs tadpole enters in many parts of the different diagrams contributing to the
amplitude. However, with the renormalization condition of Eq. (4.4), the A;_j, in Eq. (3.6)
vanishes.

4.3 Summary of contributions to the renormalized 1PI functions

We emphasize again that our renormalization program in the R¢ gauges makes finite all the relevant
1PI Green functions for arbitrary momentum of the external legs (hence, generically, off-shell) and
no transversality condition for the EW gauge bosons, p;-€(p;) = 0, is applied, for those 1PI results.
This means, that our renormalization program is more demanding than the usual renormalization
program which gets just finite results for the scattering amplitudes with on-shell external legs.
Notice also that in this later case the trasversality conditions for the external gauge bosons are
usually used as well.

In the following of this section, we collect the various contributions to the renormalized 1PI
functions, already mentioned in Section 3, that enter in WW — HH scattering and that were
not involved in our previous computation [3] which was addressed to the WZ — WZ case. In
particular, we exhibit now the results for the Green functions involving Higgs bosons in the external
legs, corresponding to the vertices HHH, HWW «WH, AHH, ZHH and WWHH. And, for
completeness, we also include in Appendix A a short summary of the other renormalized 1PI
functions derived in [3] that also enter here, for the WW — HH scattering. For definiteness, all
the explicit analytical results presented in the present paper (and in the appendices) are provided
in the Feynman 't Hooft gauge with £ = 1.

The results of the 3-legs functions corresponding to H (p1)H (p2)H (p3), H(q)WH(k1)W" (k2),
m(q)WH(pw)H (pr) and VP(q)H (p1)H (p2) (with V = A, Z), are given by the sum of the LO part
(if any), loop contributions, EFT coefficient’s contributions and CT contributions, as follows:
mé Loop m¥ <5/€3 n Sm¥  0Z. v n 35ZH>

ZfHHH = —3i/€3
K3 m¥ 2 v 2

T TRy — Sikg L
+UL'3 (ada(pt + p3 + p3) + 2(amon — agan) (pip3 + P3p3 + p3p?)
+(apaam + agawmiy + aaazmz) (pi + ps + p3))

2 2
- L9V _ag®v
s = za—g2 e S i Z—QQ <

2
—i% ((—(QQHWW + aqo + 2a|]yv)q2 + QCLHWV[/(]C% + k%) + aHyym%{) gt

+ (adg + adg) (k/fkf + l{igkjg) + 2 (adg — CLHH) k?kg + 2 (Q(IHWW + adg) ]{:gkly) ,

A . . . da O
iy = —iag(pw + )P +iTE, — iag (a + ;g +0Zp/2 + 5Z7r/2> (pw + o)
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g
tiz 5 (=20 + Pl Qeovoply + aaply — aasd® - amvmi)

+p‘évq2(ad2 — 3agz +4api1) + phy (ag + aas) Py — p%{))

NP _ .mLoop

Uypr = Lagy

O _ .mLoop

gy =g (4.10)

Similarly, the result of the 4-legs function corresponding to WH(p1)W" (p2)H (p3)H (p4) is given by
the sum of the LO part, the loop contributions, the EFT coefficients contributions and the CT
contributions as follows,

. bg? bg? (b 20
o= i%g“” +ilkeoR i% (b + —gg + 5ZH> g
ig v
~5,2 (9" (— (3 + P3)(—2a4avv2 + dagpww + 2amovy) + (p1 + p2)*(—2adavve — apas)

+4((p1 + p3)® + (p1 + pa)?)agrww + agmyymi)
+4(ag i — 20gaww)PaPs — (ara2 — apas + 8ammww )ph (ps + i)
+(apdaz — apas + 4amaww) (P + pi)ps + (amaz + anas)(P5ps + PivYL)
+(—2aqayv1 + agaz + agas)(P5v4 + Pips)) (4.11)

In all the previous expressions above, in Eqs. (4.10)-(4.11), the explicit a; coefficients entering are
the bare a? coefficients, but for shortness we have dropped the superindex 0. Therefore, the a;’s
included in these equations must be all understood rather as (a; + da;), with these a;’s being the
renormalized coefficients in the M S, and éa; the corresponding divergent CT needed to cancel the
new divergences from the loops of the 1PI functions. As we have said, the computation of the loop
contributions to all these 1PI functions are performed with the help of FormCalc and LoopTools.
For illustrative purposes, we show in Figs. 6-7, all the generic one-loop diagrams entering in the
computation of the previous I'°°P functions. Notice, that since we are working with covariant R
gauges we have considered all the possible particles propagating in the loops, namely, GBs, Higgs,
EW gauge bosons and ghosts.

Next we provide our results for the divergent (singular) parts of these Loop contributions for
the relevant 1PI functions in Eqgs. (4.10)-(4.11). All these divergent contributions will set the values
of the O(A.) counterterms, both for the EW parameters and the a; coefficients, that are relevant
for our computation. We get the following results:

. A, 3
iCyinlan = 17557 (9k3k4miy + 12ab(2myy + my) — 2a° (pTp3 + p3p3 + P3pT)

—a(a® — b)(p + p3 + p§ — 2(2m%y + m%) (P} + p3 + pd)))

A 2
T L 2e 9 24 2 2 2, .2
iL i ldiv = T6r2120 ((Sa(2 +a“)q” + a(a® —b) (ki + k3)
_3(a2 —b)(2a — 3&3)m%{ — 18abm%v + 78am%v — lgam%) g
+2a(a® + 20) (K'KY + kb kY) + 120 kY k)
. 00 . Ae
ZFEW%‘CM BT % (o + Pliy) (—9(a® — b)rsmit — a®(3pF; + piy — 6mit + 3¢°)

+a(—6p3; — 3dmiy + 14m3 + b(psy, — 6mi + 18my — 3¢%)))
plya((2+ a® + 2b)p3r — a®(ply — 11¢%) + 2(miy + my — b(p}y + ¢%))))

.~Loop _ .mLoop o
i lai = iUz ldiv = 0
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A 2
s S —i 6;2 131)2 (9" (3(—8a* + 12a’k3 — 12abrkz + a®(10b — 3k4) — 2b + 3brg)m¥

+3b((6b — 26)m3y + 6m2)
(92 + p2)a®(6 + 6a2 — 3b)
+6(p1 + p2)%(1 4+ a®)(a® — b) + ((p1 + p3)? + (p1 + pa)?)(4a — 5a2b + b%))
—8(4a* — 5a°b + b°)php + 2(4a* + a®b — 26°)ph (p4 + ph)
—2(20a* — 19a%b + 2b°) (p§ + pi)ph + 2(4a* + a®b — 2b°) (P54 + Py p})
+6a*(2a” + b) (P p} + piph)) (4.12)

Finally, we present the corresponding results in the SM for the Green functions that are
involved in the WW — HH computation and were not given in [3]. We use the ‘bar’ notation for
all the 1PI functions in the SM, not to be confused with the previous ones of the HEFT. Notice
that, contrary to the HEFT, in the SM case, the multiplicative renormalization constant for the
Higgs and GBs fields are the same (Zy4) since they form a doublet. We get the following SM results:

2 2 2
= .m .—=Loop .M 5mH v
T = —3i—2 44T —3i—8( —H 467y —
iCrrH i= - Tumn 1v<m12{+ ¢ U>
~=Loop A3 4 4 4 2 (0, 2 2
ZFHHH’diU = 17167['2 ﬁ (6mH + 6(2mw + mz) — mH(sz + mz))
g g% =L g*v (26 v
L aww- = 1792 9" +ilww + 1792 (gg t 5Z¢> g,

~L A g2
zf;gfwldw = 116;2 5 (10m%v — Bm%) g

~

g . =L g (0
T = ~50w -+ 2w+ T8 —i8 (% + 02, ) G + 2"
- Ac g

1672 02

—Loop

il gwrldiv = (2myy — m3)(pw + 2pg )"

2 2
il .g v =L .g 259 v

2
T o = i Ly (i —m3)
ifAHH = if%;%
Z'fi(ﬁll)ﬂdw =0
Z‘fZHH = ir?ﬁ%
T laiw = 0 (4.13)

4.4 Renormalization of the EFT parameters

In this section we present the results for the renormalization of the EFT parameters. These include
the EW parameters entering in Lo, like g, ¢/, etc., and the EChL coefficients, namely, a, b, k3
entering in Lo, and the a; coefficients entering in Ly.

First, we determine the divergent parts (called in short J¢) of all the counterterms requiring
that all the renormalized 1PI functions at arbitrary values of the external leg momenta (generically
off-shell) results finite. This procedure leads to a system of equations by demanding the cancellation
of the O(A,) contributions for each involved Lorentz structure and in each term in the momentum
powers expansion of the Green functions, that it is solved sequentially. The CTs corresponding to
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the Lo parameters in Eq. (2.4), except for b, k3 and A, and some of the a;’s coefficients in Eq. (2.10)
were already derived in our previous work [3]. Respect to this reference, we add now the Green
functions with Higgs bosons corresponding to the vertices HHH, HWW, tWH and WW HH
(notice that the corresponding ones to AHH and ZHH are finite and do not have new EChL
coefficients). In partigular, we derive d A from the tadpole’s counterterm; Typpy sets 555/13, SeQgdr,
deapgon and deapqq; U'aww sets dcagww, deaqz, deapyy, deamyy, deaqz and dcagir; P'wwman sets
Ocb, Ocaddyyi, OcAddvve, O0c@HHWW , OcAHH11, 0c@HOVY, OcdHd2, Ocaraz and dcampyy; and with the
singular parts of all the CTs, we check that I' gy gives a finite contribution to the scattering
amplitude.

Second, these divergent parts of the CTs can also be determined by using the renormalization
conditions of Eqs. (4.4)-(4.8). They allow us to write the counterterms as functions of the undressed
1PI functions. Then we have used this second procedure as a check of our results that we obtain
solving the system described in the previous paragraph. Also, with this second procedure we
can determine the finite contributions to the counterterms (if any) and we use them in the final
numerical computation of the one-loop cross section in the next section. Therefore, we postpone
the estimates of the finite contributions for the next section and focus here in the derivation of
the singular parts of the EChL counterterms. For completeness, we also provide in Eq. (A.5) the
divergent counterterms for the EW parameters derived in our previous work together with d.A
(that enters now in the s channel) in Eq. (A.5). The corresponding SM results, obtained from the
1-leg and 2-legs Green functions, were presented and compared with the EChL in [3] and we do
not repeat them here.

Our results for the divergent parts of the full set of EChL coefficients are then summarized as
follows:

A, 3
dea = 16;2 392 ((a2 —b)(a—r3)mi+a ((1 — 3a® + 2b)méy + (1 — aQ)m%)) ,
A 1
dcb=— 16;2 53 ((a® — b)(8a® — 2b — 12ak3 + 3K4)mf;
+6a%b(2m3y + m3) — 6b(m3y + m3) — 6b°miy )
A 1
dekz = 162 T ot (/{3(&2 — b+ 9K2% — 6k4)mi; — 3(1 — a®)ram¥ (miy + m%))
H
5ot _ A a* + a?b+b? 5.y _ A, (aQ—b)(2a2+b+6)
€ AVAVA 1672 3 ) € AVA V) 1672 12 )
Soant — A, aj 5 A a(a? — b) 5 A 4a* — 5a2b + b2
M1 = 727y e@H11 = 672 2 eCHH11 = 1672 4
A a(a? —b) Ac 4a* — 5a%b + b2

OaHWW = (e 1 0 OAHHWW = ~ipo 24 ’
5 A a(a? —b) Sa A¢ 4a* — 5a%b + b

a = — —_— =

ed2 1672 6 ) el HJ2 1672 6 ’
5a A a2+4Y) boa A 4a* 4 a*(4—3b) — 2b

edOyy = 167T2 4 ; eCHOVY — 167'('2 4 )
50— A a(a® +b) PN —4a* + a?b + b?

BT 16m2 2 cTHAS ™ 1672 2
deapg = — A E deaprn = Ac Sa(2a” —b)

‘ 1672 4 ) 1672 2 ’

Ac 3a(a® —b A

deaadn = 16;2 ( 5 ) » 0capdd =0, 0cagaw /2 = deQaaz = —F;Q?M(az —b),
deapyy = bcamnyy =0, (4.14)
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where we have used the bold notation for the new EChL coefficients in this computation respect
to [3]. As it is expected from the SU(2); x U(1)y gauge invariant construction of L4, we have
found no &-dependence in any of the CTs of the EChL coefficients (in contrast to the results for
the CTs of the EW parameters, like g etc that are in general £ dependent, see [3]). We also see in
these results that some of these CTs vanish for the choice a = b = k3 = k4 = 1, and some others
do not, like agayy1, aaavye, ai1, agvy, agovy, @43, agd3, aoo and agoo.

Some comments about the previous results in Eq. (4.14) are in order. First, we wish to notice
that these results, to our knowledge, are the only ones within the EChL that apply to the most
general and complete renormalization program of off-shell one-loop 1PI functions and including all
types of bosonic loop diagrams in the ¢ gauges. However, it is pertinent to compare our results
with some previous results of the EChL one-loop divergences and counterterms in the literature.
We will summarize this comparison in the following. Firstly, we compare with previous works
computing the one-loop scattering amplitude. The renormalization of the Wy W — HH process
was studied to one-loop within the EChL previously in [4]. It was done by means of the ET, i.e.,
replacing the external W ’s by the w GB’s and studying the corresponding ww — H H scattering
with just chiral loops (meaning loops with only GBs and Higgs in the internal propagators), and
assuming massless GBs (as in Landau gauge, i.e., for £ = 0). More recently in [5], the loop
contributions to the Wy Wy — HH scattering amplitude were computed as well by means of the
ET,i.e also for ww — H H scattering, but improving the previous computation of [4], by considering
all kind of bosonic one-loop diagrams in this scattering of GBs. They also used the Landau gauge,
i.e. with massless GBs, and simplify the computation by assuming the so-called isospin limit with
mw = my. We have further improved those two computations, in several aspects. We do not use
the ET, i.e, we consider gauge bosons in the external legs, we work in generic R¢ gauges (i.e. with
massive GBs) and we do not work in the isospin limit, i.e. for us mw and my are different, as
corresponds to the physical on-shell gauge boson masses. Furthermore, we consider the full set of
1PI functions involved in the amplitude and include all kind of diagrams in those functions. The
full set of one-loop diagrams computed here are in consequence different than in [5]. However,
we can make contact with some of the results in this reference, by specifying our results for the
particular assumptions and approximations of that reference. For instance, taking into account the
differences in the conventions, and setting myz = mw, we find agreement for the CTs of a, b, A, k3,
and ago. On the other hand, to compare with this reference, it is convenient to use the reduced set
of NLO coefficients that, as explained in the previous sections, can be obtained by the use of the
equations of motion. Concretely, the EChL NLO coefficients appearing in the scattering amplitude
are those presented in Eq. (3.17) and appear within the particular combinations of coefficients given
in Eq. (2.13). Therefore these are the ones that should be compared with [5]. From our results in
Eq. (4.14), our prediction for the divergences of these combinations are:

Ae 2 b 2
8en = Setigaryr = Oe(agayr — 4a’ars + 2aaq3) = — 6.2 (ag) ;
_ a A (a® —b)(7a®> — b —6)
5.6 = 6. s @) =
addvv2 (@dgavv2 + 5 adan) 6.2 5
A
dc(amyy — 2apyy + 2aa0n) = 167r2a(l —a?)

de(armyy — 6k3amyy — dapoyy +

A
+4bang + 6k3aaon + 4daapon) = (3k3a(1 — a?) + 2b — 2a%(2 + 3b) + 8a?)

1672
A, 3a(a®? -0
be(a@pdd — agan) = T ( 5 ) (4.15)
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The two first lines in the above equation are in agreement with the result for n and § in [4, 5],
where a11, ag3 and aggn were not considered. It is interesting to remark that the combinations in
Eq. (4.15) indeed vanish for a = b = k3 = 1 as expected in the comparison with the SM.

Secondly, we compare our results with Ref. [6]. In this work, the renormalization of one-loop
1PI functions was performed for off-shell external legs but they considered the pure scalar theory,
i.e., only the Higgs and GBs sector of the EChL and worked with massless GBs (as in Landau
gauge, with £ = 0). No gauge or ghost fields were included and, therefore, no gauge-fixing. We
find agreement in the divergences found for the subset of a;’s involved in the scalar sector (the
coefficients in the notation of [6] are specified inside the parentheses). Concretely, we agree in: a
(ac), b (bc), k3 (13), agavvi (c8), adgavve (c20), a11 (co), ami1 (ag), ampm1 (be), adgan (cam), aoyy
(¢7), agoyy (ar), ags (c10), apmas (a10), aon (com) and agoo (aoH).

Thirdly, we compare our results with others that do not study scattering amplitudes but are
devoted to the renormalization of the Lagrangian. In particular, the renormalization of the EChL
was studied in the path integral formalism, using the background field method, in [7, 21, 22]. The
most complete comparison of our results should be done with the bosonic loop results of [7, 22] since
they also included all loops of scalar and gauge particles. However, the comparison with the path
integral results is tricky since they use the equations of motion to reduce the number of operators
in the Lagrangian. Therefore, some off-shell divergences do not appear in their results and some
others are redefined by the use of the equations of motion. They also use redefinitions of the fields
(in particular the Higgs field) to reach the canonical kinetic term in the Lagrangian. On the other
hand, the parametrization used in [7, 22] is also very different than here and not straightforward
to compare with. For example, the divergence canceled by ours a1, aqqz and agqq in the HHH
Green function is absorbed via the Higgs field redefinition in their context.

Finally, we summarize in the following the main results regarding the renormalization group
running equations (RGEs) for the NLO EChL coefficients, which complement those given in our
previous work [3]. These RGEs can be easily derived from the previous results in Eq. (4.14) and
taking into account the relation between the renormalized and bare coefficients given by a? =
a; + da;. In the MS scheme (with u being the scale of dimensional regularization in D = 4 — €
dimensions), the running a;(x) can be written as follows:

Ya;
1672

where the divergent d.a; is written in terms of the anomalous dimension ,, of the corresponding
effective operator. The running and renormalized a;’s can then be related, in practice, by:

Ya;
1672

The set of RGEs for all the a;’s then immediately follow:

log ,u2, det; =

ai(p) = af — dai(p), da;(p) = deca; — F;Q’Yai ; (4.16)

ai(p) = a; + log p? (4.17)

1 2
/
) = ai(i) + Sg7a, g (HQ) , (4.18)
where the specific value of 7,, for each coefficient can be read from Eq. (4.14). For instance, in
the case of the two most relevant NLO-EChL coefficients for the present WW — H H scattering,

n and J, we get the following RGE’s:

_ / 1 } 2 _ 1210 ﬁﬁ
n(p) = n(w) (a” =) 1g<ﬂ,2>,

16723
500) = () + —— L (a2 — b)(7a® — b— 6)log [ 12 (4.19)
. F)T 16n212 s\ ) ‘
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which are in agreement with the RGEs given in [4]. Notice that, in particular, for a = b =1 these
two EChL coefficients 17 and § do not run, therefore they are RGEs invariants.

5 Numerical results for W,/ W, — HH

In this section we study the numerical predictions from the EChL for the cross section of the
scattering process WW — HH and compare the tree level rates with the one-loop rates. We also
compare these rates with the SM case which have been computed independently here following
the same procedure as for the EChL case. It is also interesting the comparison of this SM case
with previous SM results in the literature [23]. Since, as we have already said, the dominant
contribution to this scattering process at the TeV domain is that coming from the longitudinally
polarized gauge boson modes, we will focus in this section in this most relevant cross section, i.e in
J(WB_ W, — HH). In addition, this numerical study of the radiative corrections will be devoted
to the most relevant coefficients of the NLO-EChL, that as already said are the parameters n and
0. For simplicity, the LO-EChL parameters will be set here to the SM default values, i.e. in the
following we set a = b = k3 = k4 = 1. All the numerical computations presented here have been
performed with the help of FormCalc and LoopTools and, for definiteness, we choose the Feynman
't Hooft gauge, i.e we fix £ = 1.

First of all, it is worth mentioning that we have done a numerical check of the finiteness of the
predicted one-loop cross section in both cases, the EChL and the SM. This is done indirectly, by
checking numerically the renormalization p scale independence of the result. This is not a trivial
check at all, since the computation of the one-loop amplitude from the 1PI functions amounts to
the evaluation of more than 500 one-loop diagrams where each one depends on this p scale. Thus,
the cancellation of the u dependence among the various diagrams found in the final result is a quite
convincing check. Notice that for the studied case here of a = b = 1 the two parameters, § and 7,
as already said, do not run, therefore they have equal value at any assumed p scale.

We next summarize our numerical results for (W, W; — HH) as a function of the center-
of-mass energy +/s in the two figures 4 and 5. In Fig. 4 we study the effect of 7, and in Fig. 5 we
study the effect of 6. In both cases, we have explored the following values for those coefficients,
+0.01 and 4+0.001, which are allowed by present experimental data. In both plots we have included,
for comparison, the following rates: 1) the tree level predictions for the EChL, EChLZ™ 2) the

Tree

full one-loop predictions for the EChL, EChLp), 3) the tree level predictions for the SM, SMryee
(which coincide with the LO result in the EChL, EChL? ), and 4) the full one-loop predictions

Tree

for the SM. In the lower part of these plots we display the predictions for the relative size of the
one-loop correction respect to the tree level prediction, by means of d1100p that is defined by,

(UFull - UTree)

OTree

51—100p = (51)

The main features learnt from these two figures are the following:

* We get a one-loop correction in the SM case that is negative and increases in size with energy.
The size of §1_1p0p can be up to ~ —20% at the maximum energy studied of /s = 3 TeV and
it is in accordance with [23].

* The predictions from the EChL, both at tree level and one-loop level, show a clear departure
from the corresponding SM prediction. The largest deviations occur for the largest |§| and/or
|n| considered values.
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One - loop EChL versus SM : 7 effect
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Figure 4. Cross section prediction for W]j’ W, — HH as a function of the energy /s within the EChL at
one-loop level (solid lines) and comparison with the tree level prediction (dashed lines). The effect of the
NLO parameter 7 is displayed, assuming values for this parameter of 1072 and £10~3. The LO parameters
are set to a = b = k3 = k4 = 1. The other NLO-parameters are set to zero. The SM predictions at tree level
(pink) and 1-loop level (red) are also included. The relative size of the one-loop prediction respect to the
tree level one, defined by means of §1_100p in Eq. (5.1), is displayed at the bottom of this figure. The color
code is: red (SM), orange (EChL, n = 10~2), brown (EChL, n = —1073), bright green (EChL, n = 1072),
green (EChL, n = —1072).
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One - loop EChL versus SM : ¢ effect
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Figure 5. Cross section prediction for W]j’ W, — HH as a function of the energy /s within the EChL at
one-loop level (solid lines) and comparison with the tree level prediction (dashed lines). The effect of the
NLO parameter § is displayed, assuming values for this parameter of £10~2 and £1073. The LO parameters
are set to a = b = k3 = k4 = 1. The other NLO-parameters are set to zero. The SM predictions at tree level
(pink) and 1-loop level (red) are also included. The relative size of the one-loop prediction respect to the
tree level one, defined by means of §1_100p in Eq. (5.1), is displayed at the bottom of this figure. The color
code is: red (SM), orange (EChL, § = 10~2), brown (EChL, § = —1073), bright green (EChL, § = 1072),
green (EChL, § = —1072).

* We get a one-loop correction in the EChL case that depending on the value of the coefficient
and the value of the energy can be either negative or positive. For 1 we find it negative
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for +£1073 and +1072, at all studied energies. But it is positive for —1072 in the interval
1.3TeV < /s < 3TeV. For § we find it negative for +1072 and +1072 at all the studied
energies. But it is positive for —1072 in the interval 0.9TeV < /s < 3TeV and for —1072 in
the interval 2.5TeV < /s < 3TeV.

* Overall we see that the maximum size of the radiative one-loop correction found in the EChL
is about —15% in both 1 and § cases. This is a bit lower than in the SM case.

* Finally, notice that the values of the coefficients n and  specified in these plots refer to the
renormalized parameter values. However, since we have taken in these plots, a = b = 1, they
do not depend on the i scale. This, together with the previously mentioned p independence of
the sum of all the contributing one-loop diagrams, complements the check of i scale invariance
of the total cross section result.

6 Conclusions

In this work we have computed the one-loop electroweak radiative corrections to the scattering
process WW — HH within the context of the Higgs Effective Field Theory, considering that
the new Higgs Physics beyond the SM enters only in the bosonic sector and it is given by the
Electroweak Chiral Lagrangian. We consider this EChL with all the relevant effective operators of
chiral dimensions two and four and present the computation in terms of the involved 1PI Green
functions in covariant R, gauges. An ambitious renormalization program for all these one-loop 1PI
functions involved is developed, considering the most general case with arbitrary momenta for the
external particle legs. This renormalization procedure is more demanding than just requiring a
finite result for the one-loop amplitude with external on-shell particles, and it has the advantage
of being applicable to several processes sharing some of those 1PI functions with the amplitude
under study here. We have applied this same procedure for both cases, the EChL and the SM. In
particular, we have used here for WW — H H scattering some of the previous renormalized 1PI
functions computed in our previous work devoted to WZ — W Z scattering. We have used those
functions also here and then we have complemented them with the new one-loop 1PI functions for
the new vertices involving the Higgs particle, HHH, HWW , W H, AHH, ZHH and WWHH,
whose results are presented here.

One of the most important results contained in this work, are the full set of divergent coun-
terterms derived for the EChL coefficients, summarized in Eqgs. (4.14)-(4.15). These set of diver-
gences do also set the corresponding set of RGEs for the involved HEFT coefficients, according to
Egs. (4.16)-(4.19). A small subset of these results have been cross-checked with previous results
in the literature which were done following a very different approach to ours and we have found
agreement. A discussion on this comparison has also been included in the present work.

The final part of this paper has been devoted to the numerical computation of the one-loop
radiative corrections to the cross section of the Wy W — HH scattering process. Again we have
done in parallel both the computation for the EChL and for the SM. In the case of the SM we have
found agreement with the previous result in [23]. Our estimate of the one-loop correction respect
the tree level cross section in the SM gives a negative value whose maximum size is reached at the
largest energy studied of /s = 3 TeV and is about 6;_joop ~ —20%. In the EChL case, where we
have considered the effects from the two most relevant parameters n and 0, we find also important
one-loop corrections, with a maximum of about d;_j50p ~ —15%), a bit lower than in the SM case.
The size of this correction depends on the energy and the particular values of the EChL coefficients.
The largest departures of the HEFT respect to the SM prediction are found for the largest studied
values of § and/or 7. There are also some input values for these parameters and energy ranges that
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provide a positive one-loop correction although small, being below 5%. All these numerical results
are summarized in Figs. 4 and 5.

Acknowledgments

We would like first to warmly thank Daniel Domenech for his valuable help in producing the figure 3.
The work of MH has received financial support from the “Spanish Agencia Estatal de Investigacién”
(AEI) and the EU “Fondo Europeo de Desarrollo Regional” (FEDER) through the project PID2019-
108892RB-100/AEI/10.13039/501100011033 and from the grant IFT Centro de Excelencia Severo
Ochoa SEV-2016-0597. We also acknowledge finantial support from the European Union’s Horizon
2020 research and innovation programme under the Marie Sklodowska-Curie grant agreement No
674896 and No 860881-HIDDeN, he ITN ELUSIVES H2020-MSCA-ITN-2015//674896 and the
RISE INVISIBLESPLUS H2020-MSCA-RISE-2015//690575. The work of RM is supported by
CONICET and ANPCyT under projects PICT 2016-0164, PICT 2017-2751 and PICT 2018-03682.

— 25 —



Appendices
A Summary of complementary 1PI functions

For completeness, we summarize in this appendix the renormalized 1PI functions already derived
n [3] that also enter in the present WW — H H scattering. We have taken these analytical results
from that previous reference, but we have displayed them here by setting & = 1, as in the main
results of this paper. The definition of the EChL coefficients, parameters and functions entering in
these complementary functions can be found in [3].

Starting with the EChL, the 1-leg function (Higgs tadpole) is

i1 = TP — 6T, OT = (§m¥ — m3(—26Zs + SA/ X+ Zy + 260/ v))v (A1)

Notice that now we are fixing a typo in this counterterm respect to our previous publication.
The 2-legs functions are

& .«~Loo . 2amn
*ZEHH(QQ) = 7,LEIIJ{Hp(q2) + (52[{((]2 - m%{) - 5m12-1) + v2 q4a
iShw (6%) = i (a%) — i (52w (¢ —miy) — Imiy) ,
St () = Eﬁ/%/([)/()p(f) +i (= (¢ — miy) 6Zw + dmiy + ¢°0&1) — ig’g*arr
- 0o 3 — 6
Swald®) = SR (¢?) + %m%v + ¢’ ga1r,
2
—iXar(g?) = —iXLooP(¢?) 44 ((q - mw) 62y — dmiy — mwdfg) - sz qta;r. (A2

W%

In these formulas above, the a; coefficients must be understood again as a; + da;.
On the other hand, the 3-legs functions corresponding to WH (ki)W (ko)V*(q) (with V =
A, Z) enter in the present work just at the LO, therefore, they take the usual tree level expression:

DO ey = —igsw(g™ (k1 — k2)? + g"" (ks — @) + g™ (q — k1)")
Ty = —igew (9" (k1 — k2)P 4 "7 (ka — @) + g™ (q — k1)”) . (A.3)
In contrast, the AHH and ZHH 1PI functions in the second diagram of Fig. 1 vanish at LO and

they get only NLO contributions that are finite.
Next we summarize the loops divergences of all the above 1PI functions. These are:

A 3
iTLOOp|div — 4 6.2 (IigmH + 2a (2mW + mz))
o LA, 3
~iS (@) aiv = 167r2 27}2 (a%q" = 2a*(2miy +m3)q® + (33 + ra)miy + (4a® + 20) (2may +m3z))
inTLooP (g2)| iy = i A % ((39 — a®)¢® + 3(a® — bym¥ + 3(13 — 3a®)m?y — 9Im3)
inkloopg2y - i (2% + (a® — b)ym + (13 — 3a®)m3y, — 3m3)
wWwW div 4 q W Z
ISP (6w = 17 gz (~a’¢* — (a® — bymiy — (17/3 = 3a)miy + (7/3)m3)
. a’
—i%E%P ()] 4w = <v @t + (LZ (a® = bym¥ — (5/3 + 3a®)m¥, — (5/3)m§)> (A.4)
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The resulting divergent part of the EChL counterterms for the EW parameters were also derived
n [3]. We include those results here, including now explicitly o\, setting & = 1:

A 3a? A, 3
02y = T6.2 (ZmW +m32), 0T = 162220 (mgmil{ + 2a (2m%v + m%)) ,
A
Sy = 5 2%((3%, )iy — 202 (2miy + m3) + (40 + 26)(2miy + m3)),
A, g
Ip = — (1 7 —
028 = ~ {52 12( ta),  Odw = 167r212(39 @),
A g
2 € 2 2 2 2
A, 92
demz = 1673 o) (=3(a® = b)mi; + (7(1 + a®) + 2(—43 + a®) & )miy + (10 + a®)m3) ,
69’ /g = 6e9/9 = ——524"
J/9 =0, 9/9 6229
A 2
0b1 = {2 12(39 -,
A 1
debr = 155 W(6(a2 —b)ym¥ + (73 — 19a*)méy — 14m3%),
A1
Ol = —15 3 ﬁ((aZ —b)ym¥ — (5/3 + 3a®)ym3, — (5/3)m2),
5.0/v = Ac 2(m; +m32) ,
1672 302
Ao 1
¢ 1671'2 1ot (2a (m%{ + Bm% (m%v + m%) + 6 (Qm%;v + m%)) — 6a (Qm%;v + m%)

—2b (mH -3 (Qm%;v + m%)) + 3(3K3 — Kamyy + Ka)miy — 6m3 (m%v + m%)) . (A5)
Finally the corresponding results in the SM with £ = 1 are:

T = T —i6T, 6T = (5m% — mA(—0Zy + 6A/A+ 200 /v))v

~iSyn(¢®) = ~iSiir (%) +i (6Z6(q® — mby) — om¥) |
Sl (6?) = S (¢®) — i (62w (¢ — miy) — omdy) |
Sy () = S5 (2) 4 (— (g2 — ) 67w + 6mdy + ¢2561) |
Swe(d?) = S (@) + 22 S
—i%n(q?) = —iTra P (q?) +i (¢ — miy) 62y — 6mdy — mi06 — 6T /v) . (A6)

and again the WW A and the WW Z vertices enter only at the tree level in this amplitude, therefore:
Ty = —igsw(g™ (ki — k2)’ + " (k2 — @) + 9" (a — k1)") |
Tz = —igew (9™ (k1 — k2)? + "7 (k2 — )" + ¢™(q — k1)") , (A.7)
whereas the AHH and ZHH vertices vanish at the tree level and these 1PI functions only get

1-loop corrections that are finite.
The loop divergences of the above 1PI functions in the SM are:

L A1
T giv = 16290 —(3my +6 (2mw + mz) + m¥ (2m; 4+ m3))
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A 1

"1672 202
2

<Loop

—iSiy (0°)|aiw = (—4(2miy + m3)q® + 15my; + 18(2miy + my) + mi(2miy + my))

<TL .
S (@) aiw = e 5 6 (19¢* + 6(2m3y — m3))
<LL A
Sy (@)]aiw = 216;29 (2miy — m3)

2
<Loop, 9 . A, g 2 2

Ewa (@ )|diw = TonZ 4 (—2miy + 3m3)

_ A 2
—iZiﬁOP(q%\dw = i16;2 % (—4(2miy + m3)q® + 3mf + 12myy + 6my + mi(2miy + m3)) (A.8)

and the resulting divergences of the counterterms are:
) —Ae—(2 2) 5T—A613 6 (2 2 (2m? 2)
26 = 1672 02 myy +mz), Oc _167r221)(mH+ (mw+mz)+mH mw+mz),
A, 3
Semiy = 16;2 ﬁ(Smﬁ — m{(2miy + m3) + 6(2myy +my))
A g? A, 1947
07 = 8Ty = — 50
B 16n? 6 Y 16m2 6
A g2
6€m%v = — 16;2 5 (31m%v — 6m%) ,
Ae g2
2 € 2
demy = 1602 602 (10— 42¢2 ymiy + my)

A
59 /g =0,  beg/g=—529",

1672

Ae 1992 Ae 2 2

5.6, = i N 2 (25m%, — 9m2),
S8 T6n2 6 £2 = Tgp2 32 (20mw — 9mz)
A, Qm%v —{—m%

devfv=qes 2

A, 1
O 1622 F(Bmﬂ — m%l (Qm%v + m%) +3 (Qm%;v + mé)) . (A.9)

B Relevant one-loop diagrams

In this Appendix we present the relevant one-loop diagrams entering in the computation of the 1PI
functions for WW — HH scattering within the EChL. In particular, the corresponding ones to
the new Green functions, 'y gy, Uawr, Lagg, Uzag and Tyww g g, which respect to our previous
computation in [3]. These diagrams were generated with FeynArts [15] and we collect them by
different topologies using a generic notation for the internal propagators: dashed lines refer to both
Higgs boson or Goldstone bosons and wavy lines refer to all possible EW gauge bosons. Notice the
absence of ghost fields since the Higgs boson does not interact with them in the EChL, but they
are present in the SM computation.

The loop diagrams of 'y are shown in the first column of Fig. 6. Different from the SM,
the results in the EChL depend on a, b, k3 and k4 and there is a different (non trivial) momentum
dependence due to the behaviour of the scalar loop diagrams in the EChL and the SM. The same
conclusions for the diagrams in the second column corresponding to I' g, but there is no x4
dependence here.

Regarding the AHH and ZH H Green functions, they have the same generic topologies than
I'zw g but they result finite in both the EChL and SM. We omit the corresponding diagrams for
shortness.
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Finally the one-loop diagrams for the WW HH 1PI Green function are presented in Fig. 7.
Also, the results in the EChL depend on a, b, k3 and k4 and again there is a different (non trivial)
momentum dependence.
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Figure 6. Generic loop diagrams for the HHH and 7W H Green functions in the EChL. The topologies
for AHH and ZHH are the same as for 1W H.
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Figure 7. Generic loop diagrams for the WW HH Green functions in the EChL.
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