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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 → HH 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 Rξ 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, σ(WW → HH)|1−loop, 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) × SU(2) × 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, W+W− → 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, e+e− and pp, with energies at the TeV domain. We also wish to
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compare in this work these EW radiative corrections in the EChL context with the corresponding
ones of WW → HH 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 WL’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, 2mH ∼ 250 GeV, up to the
typical EFT scale which, in the EChL framework, is set by 4πv ∼ 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 → WZ 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 ξ parameter of the Rξ 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 ξ = 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, mZ, mH, 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 WL 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
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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 Rξ 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 → HH scattering, and provide some necessary notation.
In the EChL context, the active fields are the EW gauge bosons, Bµ and W a

µ (a = 1, 2, 3), their
corresponding GBs πa (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)L×U(1)Y , transformations. On
the other hand, the scalar sector of the EChL has an additional invariance under the EW chiral
SU(2)L × SU(2)R, 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(πa) = eiπ
aτa/v , (2.1)

where, τa, 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:

B̂µ = g′Bµτ
3/2 , B̂µν = ∂µB̂ν − ∂νB̂µ ,

Ŵµ = gW a
µτ

a/2 , Ŵµν = ∂µŴν − ∂νŴµ + i[Ŵµ, Ŵν ] ,

DµU = ∂µU + iŴµU − iUB̂µ , Vµ = (DµU)U † , DµO = ∂µO + i[Ŵµ, O] . (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, L2, and the next to leading order one with chiral dimension four, L4. The relevant
EChL for the present computation can then be summarized as follows:

LEChL = L2 + L4 , (2.3)

In this chiral dimension counting, it is important to keep in mind that all derivatives and masses
count as momentum, namely, ∂µ , mW , mZ , mH , gv , g

′v , λv ∼ O(p).
Firstly, the leading order Lagrangian, L2 is given by,

L2 =
v2

4

(
1 + 2a

H

v
+ b

(
H

v

)2

+ . . .

)
Tr
[
DµU

†DµU
]

+
1

2
∂µH∂

µH − V (H)
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− 1

2g2
Tr
[
ŴµνŴ

µν
]
− 1

2g′ 2
Tr
[
B̂µνB̂

µν
]

+ LGF + LFP . (2.4)

Here V (H) is the Higgs potential, LGF and LFP , 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 → HH, neither
at tree level nor at one-loop level and then we omit them. The Higgs potential in L2 is given by:

V (H) = (−µ2 + λv2)vH +
1

2
(−µ2 + 3λv2)H2 + κ3λvH

3 + κ4
λ

4
H4 . (2.5)

For the posterior discussion on renormalization in this EChL context, it is convenient to define
m2

H = −µ2 + 3λv2, then we can eliminate the µ2 parameter in terms of m2
H. In this case, the linear

term (Higgs tadpole) can be simply written as,

T = (m2
H − 2λv2)v , (2.6)

and the minimum of the potential, corresponding to vanishing tadpole, sets m2
H = 2λv2.

Here, we quantize the EChL as in our previous work [3], i.e., using the linear covariant Rξ
gauges [8] with the gauge-fixing Lagrangian given by,

LGF = −F+F− −
1

2
F 2
Z −

1

2
F 2
A , (2.7)

and the gauge-fixing functions given by:

F± =
1√
ξ

(∂µW±µ − ξmWπ
±) , FZ =

1√
ξ

(∂µZµ − ξmZπ
3) , FA =

1√
ξ

(∂µAµ) . (2.8)

Here ξ is the generic gauge-fixing parameter of the Rξ gauges. Some comments about the ξ
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 ξ
independent, the computation of the loop diagrams involved in the 1PI functions should be done for
arbitrary ξ parameter, as it was done in our previous work [3] devoted to WZ → WZ scattering.
All the final scattering amplitudes with external on-shell particles are of course finite and gauge
invariant, but the involved 1PI functions are ξ dependent, so the cancellation of the ξ 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 ξ = 1 in the presentation of all our results.

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

LFP =
∑

i,j=+,−,Z,A
c̄i
δFi
δαj

cj , (2.9)

where cj are the ghost fields and αj (j = +,−, Z,A) are the corresponding gauge transformation
parameters under the local transformations SU(2)L × U(1)Y given by L = eig~τ ·~αL(x)/2 and R =
eig
′τ3αY (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
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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 → HH scattering amplitude is given by:

L4 = −addVV1
∂µH ∂νH

v2
Tr
[
VµVν

]
− addVV2

∂µH ∂µH

v2
Tr
[
VνVν

]
+

(
a11 + aH11

H

v
+ aHH11

H2

v2

)
Tr
[
DµVµDνVν

]
−m

2
H

4

(
2aHVV

H

v
+ aHHVV

H2

v2

)
Tr
[
VµVµ

]
−
(
aHWW

H

v
+ aHHWW

H2

v2

)
Tr
[
ŴµνŴ

µν
]

+ i

(
ad2 + aHd2

H

v

)
∂νH

v
Tr
[
ŴµνVµ

]
+

(
a�VV + aH�VV

H

v

)
�H
v

Tr
[
VµVµ

]
+

(
ad3 + aHd3

H

v

)
∂νH

v
Tr
[
VνDµVµ

]
+

(
a�� + aH��

H

v

)
�H �H

v2
+ add�

∂µH ∂µH �H
v3

+

(
aHdd

m2
H

v2
+ addW

m2
W

v2
+ addZ

m2
Z

v2

)
H

v
∂µH ∂µH (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 ai’s. The correspondence among the two set of coefficients, ai’ here and the coefficients in Ref.
[6, 10] can be summarized, in short, by: addVV1 ↔ c8, addVV2 ↔ c20, a11 ↔ c9, aHWW ↔ aW ,
aHHWW ↔ bW , ad2 ↔ c5, aHd2 ↔ a5, a�VV ↔ c7, aH�VV ↔ a7, ad3 ↔ c10, aHd3 ↔ a10,
a�� ↔ c�H , aH�� ↔ a�H , add� ↔ c∆H , aHVV ↔ aC and aHHVV ↔ bC .

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 L4 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 �H and DµVµ:

�H = −δV (H)

δH
− v2

4

F(H)

δH
Tr
[
VµVµ

]
⇒

⇒ �H = −m2
HH −

3

2
κ3m

2
H

H2

v
− a

2
vTr

[
VµVµ

]
− b

2
HTr

[
VµVµ

]
Tr
[
τ jDµVµ

]
F(H) = −Tr

[
τ jVµ

]
∂µF(H)⇒

⇒ Tr
[
τ jDµVµ

]
= −Tr

[
τ jVµ

]2a

v
∂µH. (2.11)

Then, one may eliminate the terms in L4 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:

L+EOMs
4 = −(addVV1 − 4a2a11 + 2aad3)

∂µH ∂νH

v2
Tr
[
VµVν

]
− (addVV2 +

a

2
add�)

∂µH ∂µH

v2
Tr
[
VνVν

]
−m

2
H

2
(aHVV − 2a�VV + 2aa��)

H

v
Tr
[
VµVµ

]
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−m
2
H

4
(aHHVV − 6κ3a�VV − 4aH�VV + 4ba�� + 6κ3aa�� + 4aaH��)

H2

v2
Tr
[
VµVµ

]
+(aHdd − add�)

m2
H

v2

H

v
∂µH ∂µH +

(
addW

m2
W

v2
+ addZ

m2
Z

v2

)
H

v
∂µH ∂µH

−
(
aHWW

H

v
+ aHHWW

H2

v2

)
Tr
[
ŴµνŴ

µν
]

+ i

(
ad2 + aHd2

H

v

)
∂νH

v
Tr
[
ŴµνVµ

]
(2.12)

In this reduced Lagrangian, addVV1, a11 and ad3 have been grouped together in the first operator,
addVV2 and add� in the second operator, etc. We then redefine these combinations of coefficients as
follows:

η = ãddVV1 ≡ addVV1 − 4a2a11 + 2aad3

δ = ãddVV2 ≡ addVV2 +
a

2
add�

ãHVV ≡ aHVV − 2a�VV + 2aa��

ãHHVV ≡ aHHVV − 6κ3a�VV − 4aH�VV + 4ba�� + 6κ3aa�� + 4aaH��

ãHdd ≡ aHdd − add� (2.13)

Notice, that in the two first coefficients we have also used the alternative notation given by η and
δ, 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 η and δ
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 aH11, aHH11, aHd3, 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 → HH scattering. In particular,
only η and δ in Eq. 2.13 and not the separate coefficients, addVV1, a11, ad3, addVV2, and add� 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 Γ̂HWW can be used for both WW → HH and WZ → WZ, the one-loop
1PI function Γ̂HHH 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.
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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 L2, a, b, κ3 and κ4 should be set to 1, and 2) all the coefficients ai ’s in L4 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(p2), and the next-to-leading order contributions
(NLO), O(p4), which are denoted as A(0) and A(1) respectively, yielding to

AEChLFull ≡ A(WW → HH)EChL = A(0)(WW → HH) +A(1)(WW → HH) . (3.1)

In this EChL context, the LO amplitude comes from L2 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 L2. Thus, these LO and NLO contributions are written
generically as,

A(0)(WW → HH) ≡ AEChL
(2)
Tree , (3.2)

A(1)(WW → HH) ≡ AEChL
(4)
Tree +AEChL

(2)
Loop . (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 ~. Then, the full one-loop amplitude is written
as:

AEChLFull = AEChL
(2+4)
Tree +AEChL

(2)
Loop , (3.4)

where, the tree level amplitude, O(~0), has contributions from both L2 and L4, generically written

as AEChL
(2+4)
Tree = AEChL

(2)
Tree + AEChL

(4)
Tree , whereas the one-loop correction, O(~1), is obtained by

computing loops with just L2, generically written as, AEChL
(2)
Loop . Remember that within the EChL

framework, the ai 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 L2.

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 Rξ 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(~0), and the NLO contribution, which is of O(~1):

ASMFull = ASMTree +ASMLoop . (3.5)
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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:

AEChLFull = ALO +A1−leg +A2−legs +A3−legs +A4−legs +Ares , (3.6)

where ALO is the result from the LO Lagrangian, i.e., ALO = A(0), and An−legs means the contribu-
tions to the amplitude from the n-legs 1PI functions. The LO contribution is that from L2 to tree
level and therefore it is O(~0). The An−legs terms contain the NLO contributions, including the
contributions from the ai coefficients and also the O(~1) 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 Ares.

W+
µ

W−
ν

H

H

H

W+
µ

W−
ν

γ, Z

H

H

W+
µ

W−
ν

H

H

W+
µ

W−
ν

W±

W±

H

H

W+
µ

W−
ν

W±

π±

H

H

W+
µ

W−
ν

π±

W±

H

H

W+
µ

W−
ν

π±

π±

H

H

(+ crossed diagrams T→U)

Figure 1. Full 1PI functions (black balls) contributing to the full one-loop amplitude A(W+W− → HH)

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

W+
µ (p+)W−ν (p−)→ H(k1)H(k2) , (3.7)

where p+,− are the incoming momenta of the gauge bosons, with polarization vectors εµ+ ≡ εµ(p+)
and εν− ≡ εν(p−), respectively, and k1,2 the outgoing momenta of the Higgs bosons (with p+ +p− =
k1 + k2). Thus, the amplitude A can be written as:

A = Aµν ε
µ
+ε

ν
− , (3.8)

where the tensor amplitude with explicit Lorentz indexes is defined by Aµν . Fig. 1 collects the
full 1PI functions and full propagators, represented by black balls, that contribute to the one-loop
amplitude A(WW → HH). These full functions (denoted with a hat) correspond to: 1) the
full propagators, ∆̂HH , ∆̂ππ, ∆̂WW , ∆̂Wπ, ∆̂πW , ∆̂AA and ∆̂ZZ ; 2) the full 1PI vertex functions
with three-legs, Γ̂HWW , Γ̂πWH , Γ̂HHH , Γ̂AWW , Γ̂ZWW , Γ̂AHH , Γ̂ZHH ; and 3) the full 1PI vertex
function with four-legs, Γ̂WWHH . Notice, that some of these full functions receive contributions of
both orders, O(~0) and O(~1). However, there are some Green functions that vanish at LO and
only receive contributions from NLO, such as, ∆̂Wπ, ∆̂πW , Γ̂AHH and Γ̂ZHH . 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
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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(~0) and O(~1).

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

iAµνs = iΓ̂µνHWW i∆̂HH iΓ̂HHH

+iΓ̂µνρWWA (−i)∆̂AA
ρσ iΓ̂σAHH + iΓ̂µνρWWZ (−i)∆̂ZZ

ρσ iΓ̂σZHH

iAµνt = iΓ̂µρHWW (−i)∆̂WW
ρσ iΓ̂σνHWW + iΓµρHWW ∆̂Wπ

ρ iΓνπWH

+iΓµπWH ∆̂πW
σ iΓσνHWW + iΓ̂µπWH i∆̂

ππ iΓ̂νπWH

iAµνu = iΓ̂µρHWW (−i)∆̂WW
ρσ iΓ̂σνHWW + iΓµρHWW ∆̂Wπ

ρ iΓνπWH

+iΓµπWH ∆̂πW
σ iΓσνHWW + iΓ̂µπWH i∆̂

ππ iΓ̂νπWH

iAµνc = iΓ̂µνWWHH . (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:

i∆̂HH(q2) = i∆HH + i∆HH (−i)Σ̂HH i∆
HH ,

i∆̂ππ(q2) = i∆ππ + i∆ππ (−i)Σ̂ππ i∆
ππ ,

−i∆̂WW
T (q2) = −i∆WW

T − i∆WW
T iΣ̂T

WW (−i)∆WW
T ,

−i∆̂WW
L (q2) = −i∆WW

L − i∆WW
L iΣ̂L

WW (−i)∆WW
L ,

∆̂Wπ(q2) = ∆Wπ − i∆WW
L Σ̂Wπ i∆

ππ , (3.10)

where all functions on the right hand side are functions of q2 and the LO propagators in the Rξ
gauges are summarized by:

i∆HH =
i

q2 −m2
H

, −i∆WW
T =

−i
q2 −m2

W

,

−i∆WW
L =

−iξ
q2 − ξm2

W

, i∆ππ =
i

q2 − ξm2
W

, ∆Wπ = 0 .

−i∆AA
T =

−i
q2
, −i∆AA

L =
−iξ
q2

, −i∆ZZ
T =

−i
q2 −m2

Z

, −i∆ZZ
L =

−iξ
q2 − ξm2

Z

. (3.11)

As commented previously, only ∆HH , ∆WW
T , ∆WW

L and ∆ππ are involved in the LO contribution
to the amplitude in Eq. (3.1). On the other hand, the relevant vertex functions at LO are:

iΓµνHWW = iagmWg
µν , iΓHHH = −3iκ3m

2
H/v ,

iΓµπWH = agpµπ , iΓµνWWHH = ibg2gµν/2 , (3.12)

Next, we present the computation of the LO amplitude using the Rξ 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 Γ instead of Γ̂, and ∆ instead of ∆̂.
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W+
µ (p+)

W−
ν (p−)

H

H(k1)

H(k2)

W+
µ (p+)

W−
ν (p−)

W±

H(k1)

H(k2)

W+
µ (p+)

W−
ν (p−)

π±

H(k1)

H(k2)

W+
µ (p+)

W−
ν (p−)

W±

H(k1)

H(k2)

W+
µ (p+)

W−
ν (p−)

π±

H(k1)

H(k2)

W+
µ (p+)

W−
ν (p−)

H(k1)

H(k2)

Figure 2. Diagrams at LO contributing to W+W− → HH in the covariant Rξ gauges.

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

A(0) = A(0)
s +A

(0)
t +A(0)

u +A(0)
c (3.13)

where the contributions by s, t, u and contact channels are given, respectively, by:

A(0)
s =

g2

2
3aκ3

m2
H

S −m2
H

ε+ · ε−

A
(0)
t = g2a2m

2
Wε+ · ε− + ε+ · k1 ε− · k2

T −m2
W

,

A(0)
u = g2a2m

2
Wε+ · ε− + ε+ · k2 ε− · k1

U −m2
W

A(0)
c =

g2

2
b ε+ · ε− . (3.14)

From this equation, notice that the corresponding result of the SM amplitude at LO is simply
obtained from this same formula by setting a = b = κ3 = 1. We have checked explicitly the
gauge invariance of our LO result above, namely, that the dependence on ξ disappears in the final
amplitude as expected. The cancellation of the ξ-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(0). Concretely, the cancellation of the ξ-dependent terms occurs separately
in the two channels t 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.,

AEChL
(2+4)
Tree = AEChL

(2)
Tree +AEChL

(4)
Tree (3.15)

where AEChL
(2)
Tree = A(0) is given in Eqs. (3.13)-(3.14) and AEChL

(4)
Tree is computed from L4 and

contains the ai 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 L+EOMs

4 in Eq. (2.12).

AEChL
(4)
Tree = AEChL

(4)
Tree |s +AEChL

(4)
Tree |t +AEChL

(4)
Tree |u +AEChL

(4)
Tree |c (3.16)
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where the contributions by channels are:

AEChL
(4)
Tree |s =

g2

2v2

1

S −m2
H

(
3κ3ad2m

2
H(Sε+ · ε− − 2ε+ · p− ε− · p+)

+6κ3aHWWm
2
H((S − 2m2

W)ε+ · ε− − 2ε+ · p− ε− · p+)

−(3κ3ãHVVm
4
H + a(ãHddm

2
H + addWm

2
W + addZm

2
Z)(S + 2m2

H))ε+ · ε−
)

AEChL
(4)
Tree |t =

g2

2v2

a

T −m2
W

(
ad2(4m2

Wm
2
Hε+ · ε− + 2(T + 3m2

W −m2
H)ε+ · k1ε− · k2

−4m2
W(ε+ · k1ε− · p+ + ε+ · p−ε− · k2))

−8aHWWm
4
W((T +m2

W −m2
H)ε+ · ε− + ε+ · k1 ε− · p+ + ε+ · p− ε− · k2)

−4ãHVVm
2
H(m2

Wε+ · ε− + ε+ · k1 ε− · k2)
)

AEChL
(4)
Tree |u = AEChL

(4)
Tree |t with T→ U and k1 ↔ k2

AEChL
(4)
Tree |c =

g2

2v2
(−2ãddVV1(ε+ · k2 ε− · k1 + ε+ · k1 ε− · k2)

+(−2ãddVV2(S − 2m2
H) + 4aHHWW (S − 2m2

W) + aHd2S − ãHHVVm2
H)ε+ · ε−

−2(aHd2 + 4aHHWW )ε+ · p− ε− · p+) (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 ε+ and ε−.

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

Eqs. (3.13)-(3.14) is in full agreement with [12]. Secondly, regarding AEChL
(4)
Tree we have compared

our results with those in [5]. We have checked the full agreement in the contributions from the
coefficients, ãddVV1 (= η), ãddVV2 (= δ), ad2 (= b1χ) and aHd2 (= 2b2χ) 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 δ and η where provided using the Equivalence Theorem, so they can only
be compared for the longitudinal modes and in the high energy regime

√
s � mW,mH. 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 η and δ 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, σ(WW → HH) is fully dominated
by σ(WLWL → HH). The other polarization channels with initial WTWT or WLWT 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 σ(WLWL → 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 η and δ. Here, by ‘the most
relevant coefficients’ we mean those EChL coefficients in L4 that lead to the largest cross sections
in this WW → HH scattering process at the TeV energy domain. For definiteness here, and to

– 11 –



η
η
η
η
η

η
η
η

η
η
η
η
η

η
η
η

δ
δ
δ
δ
δ

δ
δ
δ

δ
δ
δ
δ
δ

δ
δ
δ

 Tree level σunpol
total (WW → HH ) : η effect

 Tree level σpol
LL (WW → HH ) : η effect

 Tree level σunpol
total (WW → HH ) : δ effect

 Tree level σpol
LL (WW → HH ) : δ effect

 Total  Total

 LL  LL

Figure 3. Tree level cross section predictions for W+W− → HH within the EChL setting a = b = κ3 =
κ4 = 1. All EChL coefficients in the NLO Lagrangian are set to zero except for η and δ. Plots in the left
column are for non-vanishing η and plots in the right column are for non-vanishing δ. 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 η is displayed in the plots on the
first column; 2) the effect from δ 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 η and δ. 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 e+e− 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 Rξ gauges using a diagrammatic approach. These renormalized

1PI functions, denoted here generically by Γ̂, receive contributions from the tree level Lagrangian
L2 + L4, ΓTree; from the one-loop diagrams using the interaction vertices of L2 only, ΓLoop; and
from all the counterterms of L2 + L4, ΓCT:

Γ̂n−legs = ΓTree
n−legs + ΓLoop

n−legs + ΓCT
n−legs . (4.1)

Notice again the double role of L4 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 L2, 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 →WZ, 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 → HH 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− ε dimensions. This method preserves all the relevant symmetries
in the bosonic sector of the theory, including chiral invariance (Dirac γ5 is not involved in this
work since we do not consider the fermionic contributions). Consequently, the scale of dimensional
regularization is set to µ and all the one-loop divergences are expressed in terms of:

∆ε =
2

ε
− γE + log(4π) . (4.2)

Concerning the renormalization procedure, we generate the counterterms of all the parameters and
fields appearing in the tree level Lagrangian, L2 + 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:

H0 =
√
ZHH , B0µ =

√
ZBBµ , W 1,2,3

0µ =
√
ZWW

1,2,3
µ , π1,2,3

0 =
√
Zππ

1,2,3 ,
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v0 =
√
Zπ(v + δv) , λ0 = Z−2

H (λ+ δλ) ,

g′0 = Z
−1/2
B (g′ + δg′) , g0 = Z

−1/2
W (g + δg) , ξ0

1,2 = ξ(1 + δξ1,2) ,

a0 = a+ δa , b0 = b+ δb , κ0
3,4 = κ3,4 + δκ3,4 , a0

i = ai + δai , (4.3)

where the Zi = 1 + δZi are the usual renormalization multiplicative constants and we use the
generic notation δp (δai) 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, mW,
mZ, mH, g, g′, v , a, b, κ3, λ and the ai’s. Notice that κ4 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
ξ 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 MS scheme for all the EChL coefficients. The list of conditions are
as follows:

• Vanishing (Higgs) tadpole:
T̂ = 0 . (4.4)

• The pole of the renormalized propagator of the Higgs boson lies at m2
H and the corresponding

residue is equal to 1:

Re
[
Σ̂HH(m2

H)
]

= 0 , Re

[
dΣ̂HH

dq2
(m2

H)

]
= 0 . (4.5)

• 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)em electromagnetic gauge symmetry:

Re

[
dΣ̂T

AA

dq2
(0)

]
= 0 , Σ̂T

ZA(0) = 0 , Γ̂µγee|OS = ieγµ . (4.6)

• The poles of the transverse renormalized propagators of the W and Z bosons lie at q2 = m2
W

and q2 = m2
Z, respectively:

Re
[
Σ̂T
WW (m2

W)
]

= 0 , Re
[
Σ̂T
ZZ(m2

Z)
]

= 0 . (4.7)

• The poles of the renormalized propagators in the unphysical charged sector {W±, π±} lie at
q2 = ξm2

W. Therefore:

Re
[
Σ̂L
WW (ξm2

W)
]

= 0 , Re
[
Σ̂ππ(ξm2

W)
]

= 0 . (4.8)

• MS scheme for all the involved EChL coefficients.
In particular for a, b, κ3, κ4 in Eq. (2.4) and the ai’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 ZW (Z) of the gauge bosons W (Z), are different to one. Since

each external W provides a factor Z1/2
W to the observable S matrix, then the corresponding contri-

bution from the residues ( Ares in Eq. (3.6)) of the two external W ’s in the WW → HH scattering
is given by:

Ares = Re

[
dΣ̂T

WW

dq2
(m2

W)

]
A(0) , (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 A1−leg in Eq. (3.6)
vanishes.

4.3 Summary of contributions to the renormalized 1PI functions

We emphasize again that our renormalization program in the Rξ 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, pi · ε(pi) = 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 , πWH, 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 ξ = 1.

The results of the 3-legs functions corresponding to H(p1)H(p2)H(p3), H(q)Wµ(k1)W ν(k2),
π(q)Wµ(pW )H(pH) and V ρ(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:

iΓ̂HHH = −3iκ3
m2

H

v
+ iΓLoop

HHH − 3iκ3
m2

H

v

(
δκ3

κ3
+
δm2

H

m2
H

− δZπ
2
− δv

v
+

3δZH
2

)
+
i

v3

(
add�(p4

1 + p4
2 + p4

3) + 2(aH�� − add�)(p2
1p

2
2 + p2

2p
2
3 + p2

3p
2
1)

+(aHddm
2
H + addWm

2
W + addZm

2
Z)(p2

1 + p2
2 + p2

3)
)

iΓ̂µν
HW−W+ = ia

g2v

2
gµν + iΓLoop

HWW + i
ag2v

2

(
δa

a
+

2δg

g
+
δv

v
+
δZH

2
+
δZπ

2

)
gµν

−i g
2

2v

((
−(2aHWW + ad2 + 2a�VV)q2 + 2aHWW (k2

1 + k2
2) + aHVVm

2
H

)
gµν

+ (ad2 + ad3) (kµ1k
ν
1 + kµ2k

ν
2 ) + 2 (ad3 − aH11) kµ1k

ν
2 + 2 (2aHWW + ad2) kµ2k

ν
1 ) ,

iΓ̂µ
π+W−H = −iag(pW + pH)µ + iΓLoop

πWH − iag
(
δa

a
+
δg

g
+ δZH/2 + δZπ/2

)
(pW + pH)µ
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+i
g

2v2

(
−2(pµH + pµW )(2a�VVp

2
H + ad2p

2
W − ad3q

2 − aHVVm2
H)

+pµW q
2(ad2 − 3ad3 + 4aH11) + pµW (ad2 + ad3)(p2

W − p2
H)
)

iΓ̂ρAHH = iΓLoop
AHH ,

iΓ̂ρZHH = iΓLoop
ZHH . (4.10)

Similarly, the result of the 4-legs function corresponding to Wµ(p1)W ν(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,

iΓ̂µν
W+W−HH = i

bg2

2
gµν + iΓLoop

WWHH + i
bg2

2

(
δb

b
+

2δg

g
+ δZH

)
gµν

− ig
2

2v2

(
gµν(−(p2

3 + p2
4)(−2addVV2 + 4aHHWW + 2aH�VV) + (p1 + p2)2(−2addVV2 − aHd2)

+4((p1 + p3)2 + (p1 + p4)2)aHHWW + aHHVVm
2
H)

+4(aHH11 − 2aHHWW )pµ2p
ν
2 − (aHd2 − aHd3 + 8aHHWW )pµ2 (pν3 + pν4)

+(aHd2 − aHd3 + 4aHHWW )(pµ3 + pµ4 )pν2 + (aHd2 + aHd3)(pµ3p
ν
3 + pµ4p

ν
4)

+(−2addVV1 + aHd2 + aHd3)(pµ3p
ν
4 + pµ4p

ν
3)) (4.11)

In all the previous expressions above, in Eqs. (4.10)-(4.11), the explicit ai coefficients entering are
the bare a0

i coefficients, but for shortness we have dropped the superindex 0. Therefore, the ai’s
included in these equations must be all understood rather as (ai + δai), with these ai’s being the
renormalized coefficients in the MS, and δai 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 Γloop functions. Notice, that since we are working with covariant Rξ
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 Eqs. (4.10)-(4.11). All these divergent contributions will set the values
of the O(∆ε) counterterms, both for the EW parameters and the ai coefficients, that are relevant
for our computation. We get the following results:

iΓLoop
HHH |div = i

∆ε

16π2

3

2v3

(
9κ3κ4m

4
H + 12ab(2m4

W +m4
Z)− 2a3(p2

1p
2
2 + p2

2p
2
3 + p2

3p
2
1)

−a(a2 − b)(p4
1 + p4

2 + p4
3 − 2(2m2

W +m2
Z)(p2

1 + p2
2 + p2

3))
)

iΓLoop
HWW |div = i

∆ε

16π2

g2

12v

((
3a(2 + a2)q2 + a(a2 − b)(k2

1 + k2
2)

−3(a2 − b)(2a− 3κ3)m2
H − 18abm2

W + 78am2
W − 18am2

Z

)
gµν

+2a(a2 + 2b)(kµ1k
ν
1 + kµ2k

ν
2 ) + 12a3kµ1k

ν
2

)
iΓLoop
πWH |div = i

∆ε

16π2

g

6v2

(
(pµH + pµW )(−9(a2 − b)κ3m

2
H − a3(3p2

H + p2
W − 6m2

H + 3q2)

+a(−6p2
H − 34m2

W + 14m2
Z + b(p2

W − 6m2
H + 18m2

W − 3q2)))

pµWa((2 + a2 + 2b)p2
H − a2(p2

W − 11q2) + 2(m2
W +m2

Z − b(p2
W + q2)))

)
iΓLoop
AHH |div = iΓLoop

ZHH |div = 0
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iΓLoop
WWHH |div = −i ∆ε

16π2

g2

12v2

(
gµν(3(−8a4 + 12a3κ3 − 12abκ3 + a2(10b− 3κ4)− 2b2 + 3bκ4)m2

H

+3b((6b− 26)m2
W + 6m2

Z)

(p2
3 + p2

4)a2(6 + 6a2 − 3b)

+6(p1 + p2)2(1 + a2)(a2 − b) + ((p1 + p3)2 + (p1 + p4)2)(4a4 − 5a2b+ b2))

−8(4a4 − 5a2b+ b2)pµ2p
ν
2 + 2(4a4 + a2b− 2b2)pµ2 (pν3 + pν4)

−2(20a4 − 19a2b+ 2b2)(pµ3 + pµ4 )pν2 + 2(4a4 + a2b− 2b2)(pµ3p
ν
3 + pµ4p

ν
4)

+6a2(2a2 + b)(pµ3p
ν
4 + pµ4p

ν
3)
)

(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 (Zφ) since they form a doublet. We get the following SM results:

iΓ̂HHH = −3i
m2

H

v
+ iΓ

Loop
HHH − 3i

m2
H

v

(
δm2

H

m2
H

+ δZφ −
δv

v

)
iΓ

Loop
HHH |div = i

∆ε

16π2

3

v3

(
6m4

H + 6(2m4
W +m4

Z)−m2
H(2m2

W +m2
Z)
)

iΓ̂
µν

HW+W− = i
g2v

2
gµν + iΓ

Loop
HWW + i

g2v

2

(
2δg

g
+
δv

v
+ δZφ

)
gµν ,

iΓ
Loop
HWW |div = i

∆ε

16π2

g2

2v

(
10m2

W − 3m2
Z

)
gµν

iΓ̂
µ

πWH = −ig
2

(pW + 2pH)µ + iΓ
Loop
πWH − i

g

2

(
δg

g
+ δZφ

)
(pW + 2pH)µ

iΓ
Loop
HWπ|div = −i ∆ε

16π2

g

v2
(2m2

W −m2
Z)(pW + 2pH)µ

iΓ̂
µν

WWHH = i
g2

2
gµν + iΓ

Loop
WWHH + i

g2

2

(
2δg

g
+ δZφ

)
gµν

iΓ
Loop
WWHH |div = i

∆ε

16π2

g2

v2

(
6m2

W −m2
Z

)
gµν

iΓ̂
ρ

AHH = iΓ
Loop
AHH

iΓ
Loop
AHH |div = 0

iΓ̂
ρ

ZHH = iΓ
Loop
ZHH

iΓ
Loop
ZHH |div = 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 L2, like g, g′, etc., and the EChL coefficients, namely, a, b, κ3

entering in L2, and the ai coefficients entering in L4.
First, we determine the divergent parts (called in short δε) 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(∆ε) 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 L2 parameters in Eq. (2.4), except for b, κ3 and λ, and some of the ai’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 , πWH and WWHH
(notice that the corresponding ones to AHH and ZHH are finite and do not have new EChL
coefficients). In particular, we derive δελ from the tadpole’s counterterm; Γ̂HHH sets δεκ3, δεadd�,
δεaH�� and δεaHdd; Γ̂HWW sets δεaHWW , δεad2, δεa�VV , δεaHVV , δεad3 and δεaH11; Γ̂WWHH sets
δεb, δεaddVV1, δεaddVV2, δεaHHWW , δεaHH11, δεaH�VV , δεaHd2, δεaHd3 and δεaHHVV ; and with the
singular parts of all the CTs, we check that Γ̂πWH 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 δελ
(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:

δεa =
∆ε

16π2

3

2v2

(
(a2 − b)(a− κ3)m2

H + a
(
(1− 3a2 + 2b)m2

W + (1− a2)m2
Z

))
,

δεb = − ∆ε

16π2

1

2v2

(
(a2 − b)(8a2 − 2b− 12aκ3 + 3κ4)m2

H

+6a2b(2m2
W +m2

Z)− 6b(m2
W +m2

Z)− 6b2m2
W

)
δεκ3 = − ∆ε

16π2

1

2m2
Hv

2

(
κ3(a2 − b+ 9κ2

3 − 6κ4)m4
H − 3(1− a2)κ3m

2
H(m2

W +m2
Z)
)

δεaddVV1 = − ∆ε

16π2

a4 + a2b+ b2

3
, δεaddVV2 = − ∆ε

16π2

(a2 − b)(2a2 + b+ 6)

12
,

δεa11 =
∆ε

16π2

a2

4
, δεaH11 =

∆ε

16π2

a(a2 − b)
2

, δεaHH11 =
∆ε

16π2

4a4 − 5a2b+ b2

4

δεaHWW =
∆ε

16π2

a(a2 − b)
12

, δεaHHWW = − ∆ε

16π2

4a4 − 5a2b+ b2

24
,

δεad2 = − ∆ε

16π2

a(a2 − b)
6

, δεaHd2 =
∆ε

16π2

4a4 − 5a2b+ b2

6
,

δεa�VV = − ∆ε

16π2

a(2 + a2)

4
, δεaH�VV =

∆ε

16π2

4a4 + a2(4− 3b)− 2b

4
,

δεad3 =
∆ε

16π2

a(a2 + b)

2
, δεaHd3 =

∆ε

16π2

−4a4 + a2b+ b2

2

δεa�� = − ∆ε

16π2

3a2

4
, δεaH�� =

∆ε

16π2

3a(2a2 − b)
2

,

δεadd� =
∆ε

16π2

3a(a2 − b)
2

, δεaHdd = 0 , δεaddW /2 = δεaddZ = − ∆ε

16π2
3a(a2 − b) ,

δεaHVV = δεaHHVV = 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)L × U(1)Y gauge invariant construction of L4, we have
found no ξ-dependence in any of the CTs of the EChL coefficients (in contrast to the results for
the CTs of the EW parameters, like δg etc that are in general ξ dependent, see [3]). We also see in
these results that some of these CTs vanish for the choice a = b = κ3 = κ4 = 1, and some others
do not, like addVV1, addVV2, a11, a�VV , aH�VV , ad3, aHd3, a�� and aH��.

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 Rξ 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 WLWL → 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 WL’s by the w GB’s and studying the corresponding ww → HH 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 ξ = 0). More recently in [5], the loop
contributions to the WLWL → HH scattering amplitude were computed as well by means of the
ET, i.e also for ww → HH 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 = mZ. 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 Rξ gauges (i.e. with
massive GBs) and we do not work in the isospin limit, i.e. for us mW and mZ 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 mZ = mW, we find agreement for the CTs of a, b, λ, κ3,
and ad2. 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:

δεη = δεãddVV1 = δε(addVV1 − 4a2a11 + 2aad3) = − ∆ε

16π2

(a2 − b)2

3
,

δεδ = δεãddVV2 = δε(addVV2 +
a

2
add�) =

∆ε

16π2

(a2 − b)(7a2 − b− 6)

12

δε(aHVV − 2a�VV + 2aa��) =
∆ε

16π2
a(1− a2)

δε(aHHVV − 6κ3a�VV − 4aH�VV +

+4ba�� + 6κ3aa�� + 4aaH��) =
∆ε

16π2
(3κ3a(1− a2) + 2b− 2a2(2 + 3b) + 8a4)

δε(aHdd − add�) = − ∆ε

16π2

3a(a2 − b)
2

(4.15)
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The two first lines in the above equation are in agreement with the result for η and δ in [4, 5],
where a11, ad3 and add� were not considered. It is interesting to remark that the combinations in
Eq. (4.15) indeed vanish for a = b = κ3 = 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 ξ = 0). No gauge or ghost fields were included and, therefore, no gauge-fixing. We
find agreement in the divergences found for the subset of ai’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), κ3 (µ3), addVV1 (c8), addVV2 (c20), a11 (c9), aH11 (a9), aHH11 (b9), add� (c∆H), a�VV
(c7), aH�VV (a7), ad3 (c10), aHd3 (a10), a�� (c�H) and aH�� (a�H).

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 addW , addZ and aHdd 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 a0

i =
ai + δai. In the MS scheme (with µ being the scale of dimensional regularization in D = 4 − ε
dimensions), the running ai(µ) can be written as follows:

ai(µ) = a0
i − δai(µ) , δai(µ) = δεai −

γai
16π2

logµ2 , δεai =
∆ε

16π2
γai , (4.16)

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

ai(µ) = ai +
γai

16π2
logµ2 (4.17)

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

ai(µ) = ai(µ
′) +

1

16π2
γai log

(
µ2

µ′2

)
, (4.18)

where the specific value of γai 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 → HH scattering,
η and δ, we get the following RGE’s:

η(µ) = η(µ′)− 1

16π2

1

3
(a2 − b)2 log

(
µ2

µ′2

)
,

δ(µ) = δ(µ′) +
1

16π2

1

12
(a2 − b)(7a2 − b− 6) log

(
µ2

µ′2

)
, (4.19)
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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 η and δ do not run, therefore they are RGEs invariants.

5 Numerical results for W+
L W

−
L → 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
σ(W+

LW
−
L → 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 η and
δ. For simplicity, the LO-EChL parameters will be set here to the SM default values, i.e. in the
following we set a = b = κ3 = κ4 = 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 ξ = 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 µ 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 µ scale. Thus,
the cancellation of the µ 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, δ and η,
as already said, do not run, therefore they have equal value at any assumed µ scale.

We next summarize our numerical results for σ(W+
LW

−
L → 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 η, and in Fig. 5 we

study the effect of δ. In both cases, we have explored the following values for those coefficients,
±0.01 and ±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, EChL
(2+4)
Tree , 2) the

full one-loop predictions for the EChL, EChLFull, 3) the tree level predictions for the SM, SMTree

(which coincide with the LO result in the EChL, EChL
(2)
Tree), and 4) the full one-loop predictions

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 δ1 loop that is defined by,

δ1−loop =
(σFull − σTree)

σTree
(5.1)

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 δ1−loop 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 |δ| and/or
|η| considered values. bla
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SMTree = EChLTree
(2)

SMFull = EChLFull (η=0)

EChLTree
(2+4)(η=10-3)
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EChLTree
(2+4)(η=-10-3)

EChLFull (η=-10-3)

EChLTree
(2+4)(η=10-2)

EChLFull (η=10-2)

EChLTree
(2+4)(η=-10-2)

EChLFull (η=-10-2)

 =  = 1
κ3 = κ4 = 1

10

100

1000

10
4

10
5

σ
(W

L+
W

L-
→

H
H
)
[p

b
]

One - loop EChL versus SM : η effect

500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000

-20

-15

-10

-5

0

5

s [GeV]

δ 1
-

lo
o

p
[%

]

Figure 4. Cross section prediction for W+
LW

−
L → 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 η is displayed, assuming values for this parameter of ±10−2 and ±10−3. The LO parameters
are set to a = b = κ3 = κ4 = 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 δ1−loop in Eq. (5.1), is displayed at the bottom of this figure. The color
code is: red (SM), orange (EChL, η = 10−3), brown (EChL, η = −10−3), bright green (EChL, η = 10−2),
green (EChL, η = −10−2).

bla

bla
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SMTree = EChLTree
(2)

SMFull = EChLFull (δ=0)
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Figure 5. Cross section prediction for W+
LW

−
L → 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 δ is displayed, assuming values for this parameter of ±10−2 and ±10−3. The LO parameters
are set to a = b = κ3 = κ4 = 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 δ1−loop in Eq. (5.1), is displayed at the bottom of this figure. The color
code is: red (SM), orange (EChL, δ = 10−3), brown (EChL, δ = −10−3), bright green (EChL, δ = 10−2),
green (EChL, δ = −10−2).

? 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 η we find it negative
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for ±10−3 and +10−2, at all studied energies. But it is positive for −10−2 in the interval
1.3TeV <

√
s < 3TeV. For δ we find it negative for +10−2 and +10−3 at all the studied

energies. But it is positive for −10−2 in the interval 0.9TeV <
√
s < 3TeV and for −10−3 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 η and δ cases. This is a bit lower than in the SM case.

? Finally, notice that the values of the coefficients η and δ 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 µ scale. This, together with the previously mentioned µ independence of
the sum of all the contributing one-loop diagrams, complements the check of µ 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 Rξ 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 → HH scattering some of the previous renormalized 1PI
functions computed in our previous work devoted to WZ → WZ 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 , πWH, 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 Eqs. (4.14)-(4.15). These set of diver-
gences do also set the corresponding set of RGEs for the involved HEFT coefficients, according to
Eqs. (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 WLWL → 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 δ1−loop ∼ −20%. In the EChL case, where we

have considered the effects from the two most relevant parameters η and δ, we find also important
one-loop corrections, with a maximum of about δ1−loop ∼ −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 δ and/or η. 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.
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Appendices

A Summary of complementary 1PI functions

For completeness, we summarize in this appendix the renormalized 1PI functions already derived
in [3] that also enter in the present WW → HH scattering. We have taken these analytical results
from that previous reference, but we have displayed them here by setting ξ = 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

iT̂ = iTLoop − iδT , δT = (δm2
H −m2

H(−2δZH + δλ/λ+ Zπ + 2δv/v))v (A.1)

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

−iΣ̂HH(q2) = −iΣLoop
HH (q2) + i

(
δZH(q2 −m2

H)− δm2
H

)
+ i

2a��

v2
q4 ,

iΣ̂T
WW (q2) = iΣT Loop

WW (q2)− i
(
δZW

(
q2 −m2

W

)
− δm2

W

)
,

iΣ̂L
WW (q2) = iΣLLoop

WW (q2) + i
(
−
(
q2 −m2

W

)
δZW + δm2

W + q2δξ1

)
− iq2g2a11 ,

Σ̂Wπ(q2) = ΣLoop
Wπ (q2) +

δξ2 − δξ1

2
m2

W + q2g2a11 ,

−iΣ̂ππ(q2) = −iΣLoop
ππ (q2) + i

((
q2 −m2

W

)
δZπ − δm2

W −m2
Wδξ2

)
− i g

2

m2
W

q4a11 . (A.2)

In these formulas above, the ai coefficients must be understood again as ai + δai.
On the other hand, the 3-legs functions corresponding to Wµ(k1)W ν(k2)V ρ(q) (with V =

A, Z) enter in the present work just at the LO, therefore, they take the usual tree level expression:

iΓµνρ
W+W−A = −igsw(gµν(k1 − k2)ρ + gνρ(k2 − q)µ + gρµ(q − k1)ν) ,

iΓµνρ
W+W−Z = −igcw(gµν(k1 − k2)ρ + gνρ(k2 − q)µ + gρµ(q − k1)ν) . (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:

iTLoop|div = i
∆ε

16π2

3

2v

(
κ3m

4
H + 2a

(
2m4

W +m4
Z

))
−iΣLoop

HH (q2)|div = i
∆ε

16π2

3

2v2

(
a2q4 − 2a2(2m2

W +m2
Z)q2 + (3κ2

3 + κ4)m4
H + (4a2 + 2b)(2m4

W +m4
Z)
)

iΣT Loop
WW (q2)|div = i

∆ε

16π2

g2

12

(
(39− a2)q2 + 3(a2 − b)m2

H + 3(13− 3a2)m2
W − 9m2

Z

)
iΣLLoop

WW (q2)|div = i
∆ε

16π2

g2

4

(
a2q2 + (a2 − b)m2

H + (13− 3a2)m2
W − 3m2

Z

)
iΣLoop

Wπ (q2)|div = i
∆ε

16π2

g2

4

(
−a2q2 − (a2 − b)m2

H − (17/3− 3a2)m2
W + (7/3)m2

Z

)
−iΣLoop

ππ (q2)|div = i
∆ε

16π2

(
a2

v2
q4 +

q2

v2
((a2 − b)m2

H − (5/3 + 3a2)m2
W − (5/3)m2

Z)

)
(A.4)
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The resulting divergent part of the EChL counterterms for the EW parameters were also derived
in [3]. We include those results here, including now explicitly δελ, setting ξ = 1:

δεZH =
∆ε

16π2

3a2

v2
(2m2

W +m2
Z) , δεT =

∆ε

16π2

3

2v

(
κ3m

4
H + 2a

(
2m4

W +m4
Z

))
,

δεm
2
H =

∆ε

16π2

3

2v2
((3κ2

3 + κ4)m4
H − 2a2m2

H(2m2
W +m2

Z) + (4a2 + 2b)(2m4
W +m4

Z)) ,

δεZB = − ∆ε

16π2

g′2

12
(1 + a2) , δεZW =

∆ε

16π2

g2

12
(39− a2) ,

δεm
2
W = − ∆ε

16π2

g2

12

(
3(a2 − b)m2

H + (78− 10a2)m2
W − 9m2

Z

)
,

δεm
2
Z =

∆ε

16π2

g2

12c2
w

(
−3(a2 − b)m2

H + (7(1 + a2) + 2(−43 + a2)c2
w)m2

W + (10 + a2)m2
Z

)
,

δεg
′/g′ = 0 , δεg/g = − ∆ε

16π2
2g2 ,

δεξ1 =
∆ε

16π2

g2

12
(39− a2) ,

δεξ2 =
∆ε

16π2

1

3v2
(6(a2 − b)m2

H + (73− 19a2)m2
W − 14m2

Z) ,

δεZπ = − ∆ε

16π2

1

v2
((a2 − b)m2

H − (5/3 + 3a2)m2
W − (5/3)m2

Z) ,

δεv/v =
∆ε

16π2

2(m2
W +m2

Z)

3v2
,

δελ =
∆ε

16π2

1

4v4

(
2a2

(
m4

H + 3m2
H

(
m2

W +m2
Z

)
+ 6

(
2m4

W +m4
Z

))
− 6a

(
2m4

W +m4
Z

)
−2b

(
m4

H − 3
(
2m4

W +m4
Z

))
+ 3(3κ2

3 − κ3m
4
H + κ4)m4

H − 6m2
H

(
m2

W +m2
Z

))
. (A.5)

Finally the corresponding results in the SM with ξ = 1 are:

iT̂ = iT
Loop − iδT , δT = (δm2

H −m2
H(−δZφ + δλ/λ+ 2δv/v))v ,

−iΣ̂HH(q2) = −iΣLoop
HH (q2) + i

(
δZφ(q2 −m2

H)− δm2
H

)
,

iΣ̂
T

WW (q2) = iΣ
T Loop
WW (q2)− i

(
δZW

(
q2 −m2

W

)
− δm2

W

)
,

iΣ̂
L

WW (q2) = iΣ
LLoop
WW (q2) + i

(
−
(
q2 −m2

W

)
δZW + δm2

W + q2δξ1

)
,

Σ̂Wπ(q2) = Σ
Loop
Wπ (q2) +

δξ2 − δξ1

2
m2

W ,

−iΣ̂ππ(q2) = −iΣLoop
ππ (q2) + i

((
q2 −m2

W

)
δZφ − δm2

W −m2
Wδξ2 − δT/v

)
, (A.6)

and again the WWA and the WWZ vertices enter only at the tree level in this amplitude, therefore:

iΓ
µνρ
W+W−A = −igsw(gµν(k1 − k2)ρ + gνρ(k2 − q)µ + gρµ(q − k1)ν) ,

iΓ
µνρ
W+W−Z = −igcw(gµν(k1 − k2)ρ + gνρ(k2 − q)µ + gρµ(q − k1)ν) , (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:

iT
Loop|div = i

∆ε

16π2

1

2v
(3m4

H + 6
(
2m4

W +m4
Z

)
+m2

H(2m2
W +m2

Z))
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−iΣLoop
HH (q2)|div = i

∆ε

16π2

1

2v2
(−4(2m2

W +m2
Z)q2 + 15m4

H + 18(2m4
W +m4

Z) +m2
H(2m2

W +m2
Z))

iΣ
T Loop
WW (q2)|div = i

∆ε

16π2

g2

6

(
19q2 + 6(2m2

W −m2
Z)
)

iΣ
LLoop
WW (q2)|div = i

∆ε

16π2
g2(2m2

W −m2
Z)

iΣ
Loop
Wπ (q2)|div = i

∆ε

16π2

g2

4

(
−2m2

W + 3m2
Z

)
−iΣLoop

ππ (q2)|div = i
∆ε

16π2

g2

2

(
−4(2m2

W +m2
Z)q2 + 3m2

H + 12m4
W + 6m4

Z +m2
H(2m2

W +m2
Z)
)

(A.8)

and the resulting divergences of the counterterms are:

δεZφ =
∆ε

16π2

2

v2
(2m2

W +m2
Z) , δεT =

∆ε

16π2

1

2v

(
3m4

H + 6
(
2m4

W +m4
Z

)
+m2

H(2m2
W +m2

Z)
)
,

δεm
2
H =

∆ε

16π2

3

2v2
(5m4

H −m2
H(2m2

W +m2
Z) + 6(2m4

W +m4
Z)) ,

δεZB = − ∆ε

16π2

g′2

6
, δεZW =

∆ε

16π2

19g2

6
,

δεm
2
W = − ∆ε

16π2

g2

6

(
31m2

W − 6m2
Z

)
,

δεm
2
Z =

∆ε

16π2

g2

6c2
w

(
(10− 42c2

w)m2
W + 7m2

Z

)
,

δεg
′/g′ = 0 , δεg/g = − ∆ε

16π2
2g2 ,

δεξ1 =
∆ε

16π2

19g2

6
, δεξ2 =

∆ε

16π2

2

3v2
(25m2

W − 9m2
Z) ,

δεv/v =
∆ε

16π2

2m2
W +m2

Z

v2
,

δελ =
∆ε

16π2

1

v4
(3m4

H −m2
H

(
2m2

W +m2
Z

)
+ 3

(
2m4

W +m4
Z

)
) . (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, ΓHHH , ΓπWH , ΓAHH , ΓZHH and ΓWWHH , 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 ΓHHH are shown in the first column of Fig. 6. Different from the SM,
the results in the EChL depend on a, b, κ3 and κ4 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 ΓπWH , but there is no κ4

dependence here.
Regarding the AHH and ZHH Green functions, they have the same generic topologies than

ΓπWH 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 WWHH 1PI Green function are presented in Fig. 7.
Also, the results in the EChL depend on a, b, κ3 and κ4 and again there is a different (non trivial)
momentum dependence.
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Figure 6. Generic loop diagrams for the HHH and πWH Green functions in the EChL. The topologies
for AHH and ZHH are the same as for πWH.

– 29 –



�WWHH
W

W

H

H

W

W

H

H

W

W

H

H

W

W

H

H

W

W

H

H

W

W

H

H

W

W

H

H

W

W

H

H

W

W

H

H

W

W

H

H

W

W

H

H

W

W

H

H

W

W

H

H

W

W

H

H

W

W

H

H

W

W

H

H

W

W

H

H

W

W

H

H

W

W

H

H

W

W

H

H

W

W

H

H

W

W

H

H

W

W

H

H W

H

H

W

H
W

H
W

H

W

W

H

HW

W
H W

W

H

H

W

W

H

H

2Figure 7. Generic loop diagrams for the WWHH Green functions in the EChL.

– 30 –



References

[1] I. Brivio and M. Trott, Phys. Rept. 793, 1 (2019), arXiv:1706.08945 [hep-ph]

[2] A. Dobado and D. Espriu, (2019), arXiv:1911.06844 [hep-ph]

[3] M. J. Herrero and R. A. Morales, Phys. Rev. D 104, 075013 (2021), arXiv:2107.07890 [hep-ph]

[4] R. L. Delgado, A. Dobado, and F. J. Llanes-Estrada, JHEP 02, 121 (2014), arXiv:1311.5993 [hep-ph]
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