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ABSTRACT

We perform an exhaustive analysis of the Equivalence Theorem both in the minimal
Standard Model and in an Effective Electroweak Chiral Lagrangian up to O(p*). We have
considered the leading corrections to the usual prescription consisting in just replacing
longitudinally polarized W or Z by the corresponding Goldstone bosons. The corrections
appear through an overall constant multiplying the Goldstone boson amplitude as well as
through additional diagrams. By including them we can extend the domain of applica-
bility of the Equivalence Theorem, making it suitable for precision tests of the symmetry
breaking sector of the Standard Model. The on-shell scheme has been used throughout.
When considering the Equivalence Theorem in an Effective Chiral lagrangian we analyze
its domain of applicability, as well as several side issues concerning gauge fixing, Ward
identities, on-shell scheme and matching conditions in the effective theory. We have ana-
lyzed in detail the processes WTW = — WTW ™~ and WTWT — WHWT to illustrate the
points made.
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1. Introduction

The Equivalence Theorem states that for any spontaneously broken gauge theory, provided
the energy transfer is large enough, one can replace the longitudinal degrees of freedom of
the massive vector bosons by the appropriate Goldstone bosons and use them to compute
S-matrix elements.

Even though the Equivalence Theorem was proved originally [1-2] in the context of the
minimal Standard Model, with a doublet of complex scalar fields, it has been realized[3-5]
that it should remain valid for other theories exhibiting an equivalent set of fields and
symmetries, even for non renormalizable ones.

This makes the Equivalence Theorem potentially very useful in investigations of
the symmetry breaking sector of the Standard Model. Indeed, it has become custom-
ary to describe such a sector by a non-linear, non-renormalizable effective theory, the
Effective Chiral Lagrangian[6]. The Goldstone bosons of the broken global symmetry
SU(2)r x SU(2)g — SU(2)y are collected in a matrix-valued dimensionless field U(x).
The operators in the Effective Chiral Lagrangian are classified according to the number
of derivatives or gauge fields acting on U(x). At low energies only the first terms in the
expansion are of interest as the typical size of the expansion parameter in the minimal
Standard Model is p?/(4mv)? or p?/M%, whichever is larger. Since v = 250 GeV, if the
Higgs is very heavy the expansion is clearly a very good one. On the other hand, if Nature
has ruled that Higgs does not exist, we have to appeal to Technicolor or composite models
to account for the breaking of the global symmetry and the appeareance of the Goldstone
bosons. The coefficients of the Effective Chiral Lagrangian will then differ from the values
they take in the minimal Standard Model. However, it would be unrealistic to expect
dramatic changes in their order of magnitude. Thus it is not difficult to convince oneself
that the contribution from the O(p*) operators is all that it will be possible to measure
in the near future (the contribution from the O(p?) operators is universal and carries no
information on whatever underlying physics gives the Z and W a mass).

Formally the non-linear, non-renormalizable Effective Chiral Lagrangian is very sim-
ilar to the long distance effective description of strong interactions in terms of pions and
kaons, the strong chiral lagrangian|[7]. Much of what over the years has been learnt from
the interactions of pions and kaons can then be easily taken over to the weak interaction
case. For this purpose the Equivalence Theorem is instrumental.

In recent times there has been a flurry of papers dealing in one way or another with
the Equivalence Theorem. The activity has proceeded mostly along two directions. First,
it has been realized that the common textbook statement of the Equivalence Theorem,
namely

A(WLWL — W ... WL) :(—i)”A(ww —w.. .w) + O(M/\/g), (11)

where w denotes the goldstone boson ‘eaten’ by the appropriate W or Z boson, is not quite
correct. For one thing, there is an overall factor C™ on the r.h.s of (1.1) [8-10]. The origin
and relevance of this factor we will discuss in detail in the coming sections. Moreover it
is incorrect to discard all the terms that in (1.1) are lumped together in the ‘O(M/+/s)’
bit. Except in the crudest of approximations both terms need to be kept. As we will show
they both give subleading corrections that do not necessarily vanish in the large s limit
and that are needed if one wants to perform a detailed comparison with the experimental
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results. It should be stated right away that the Equivalence Theorem has been mostly
used in the context of the so-called strongly interacting Higgs — the limit in which the
quartic self coupling in the scalar sector of the minimal Standard Model becomes large. In
this limit the dominant contributions are correctly taken into account by (1.1). Yet, the
corrections to (1.1) are not negligible at all. This is the origin of some misgivings that have
been raised[11-13] concerning the usefulness of the Equivalence Theorem. After studying
this issue in detail, we hope to convince the reader that the Equivalence Theorem remains
a powerful tool to disentangle the scalar sector of the Standard Model.

Second, we all know that the minimal Standard Model need not be the correct theory
for the symmetry breaking sector. We know that the Higgs is particularly well hidden
in the Electroweak Theory[14]. It makes a lot of sense to try and investigate possible
departures from the minimal Standard Model by setting bounds on the O(p?*) coefficients
of the Effective Chiral Lagrangian. Scattering of longitudinal W’s and Z’s are amongst
the clearest ways of doing this and the Equivalence Theorem comes handy. As we have
mentioned, it should remain valid in effective, non-renormalizable theories. However, these
have a limited range of validity as we scale up the energy (the upper bound being 47v
or A, A being the mass of the first resonance in the strongly interacting scalar sector,
whichever is smallest), so the energy cannot be too large. It cannot be too small either on
account of the uncalculated pieces on the r.h.s of (1.1), so the range of validity seems to be
limited[13]. We will show that taking properly into account the next to leading corrections
to the Equivalence Theorem improves considerably the situation and allows for practical
applications with the required level of precision.

The accuracy reached in many experiments testing the Electroweak Theory is such
that radiative corrections have necessarily to be taken into account. Nowadays there seems
to exist ample consensus in choosing the on-shell scheme to carry out the renormalization
program|[15-16]. For this reason we have elected to work within this scheme in our discus-
sion of the Equivalence Theorem as is conceptually simple and technically convenient. To
our knowledge this is the first time that such an analysis is presented.

In deriving the above results we have been led to a number of colateral issues. We
believe that some of the results are interesting in their own right and we have made an
effort to collect them either in the main body of the paper or in the appendices. Amongst
these we should mention: a discussion of the renormalization in the longitudinal sector
in the on-shell scheme, Ward identities in the non-linear realization, modifications to the
on-shell scheme when the Higgs is not present, and the full lagrangian expanded up to
terms with four fields in the non-linear variables. To keep the discussion simple we have
restricted ourselves to the charged sector. No conceptually new issues appear in the neutral
sector, but the v — Z mixing complicates the analysis considerably.

Let us discuss briefly the way the paper is organized. In section 2 we review some Ward
identities in the minimal Standard Model and discuss the formulation of the Electroweak
Theory in terms of the non-linear variables suitable in the large Higgs mass limit. Section
3 is devoted to the derivation of the Equivalence Theorem and the C factor in the minimal
Standard Model. We then proceed to apply, in section 4, the previous results to the
analysis of the processes WTW = — WTW~ and WTWT — WTWT in the minimal
Standard Model. The gauge-fixing procedure, Ward identities and the extension of the
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Equivalence Theorem to the Effective Chiral Lagrangian is discussed in sections 5 and 6.
We have also included in section 5 a discussion on the matching conditions and how the
results of the minimal Standard Model are reproduced by a particular choice of the O(p*)
coefficients in the Effective Chiral Lagrangian. In section 7 we apply the Equivalence
Theorem to the process WTW = — WTW ~ in the Effective Chiral Lagrangian, including
a discussion on the domain of applicability. Finally, our conclusions are summarized in
section 8.

2. Gauge Fixing and Ward Identities in the Minimal Standard Model

We shall start our discussion by outlining the derivation of some Ward identities in the
minimal Standard Model involving the longitudinal sector of the theory. We will first
analyze the Standard Model in the usual linear variables and move afterwards to the
non-linear representation, more suitable to deal with a strongly interacting scalar sector.
Throughout this paper we will work in the on-shell scheme renormalization scheme and we
shall basically adhere to the conventions of [16] and [17-19], except for a field redefinition
in the scalar sector.

2.1 Linear Realization

The minimal Standard Model lagrangian with a doublet of complex fields @ is
Lsy = D, ®TDHD — \®|* + 12| ®> + Ly + Lor + Lrp, (2.1.1)

with D, =0, + %igWﬁai + %ig’BM. The Higgs doublet is

1 2, ;1
@:—(“’ ““;). (2.1.2)

o — 1w

In the notation of [16] w? — ¢!, w! — —p? and w® — —x. The gauge fixing and Faddeev-
Popov terms are

1
Lor = —5(2F+F_ + P3P+ FOF%),  Lpp= Y & ——
a,B=1,0

(2.1.3)

with ¢ = 1,2, 3 running over SU(2), indices and o = 0 corresponding to the U(1)y part

1
Pt = W — My /€ w,

Vel

1
F3 = & WS — My /&5 w?, (2.1.4)
V61
1
FO = 8,B" + (M2 — M2,)7 /€8 u®.

Ver

The charged fields W and w* are defined by W = (W, 7iW?)/v2 and w* = (0 F
iw?)/4/2. In this work we will not consider neutral fields and we will drop the indices ‘W’
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and ‘B’, being understood that unless stated otherwise we will be referring to the charged
fields. Notice that in the on-shell scheme &; and &, although equal classically, have to
be kept different beyond tree level because they renormalize differently. Furthermore,
the introduction of two gauge parameters allows for the elimination of the divergences
appearing in mixed W — w Green functions. This is discussed in Appendix A.

The starting point in our discussion is the generating functional of connected Green
functions

Z[J,n,q] = /DXDEDceXp{i/d4x[£SM + X*J* 4 e*n™ + n%c”]}. (2.1.5)

(X collectively denotes the fields in the theory, and ¢, ¢ and 7, 77 are the ghosts and their
sources, respectively). A summation over space-time points as well as external indices is
understood. By differentiating twice and setting the sources equal to zero we obtain the
bare propagators of the theory. In the longitudinal sector we have gauge, Goldstone boson
and mixed propagators. Their decomposition in terms of invariant functions is

- k.k, - k. k., oy
DIV (k) = (g + g AW (02) - BEAY T (12,
DXV"'LU_ (]{7) — ikuAW+7r_(k2), (216)

DT (k) = AT (k).

In terms of self-energies

AW*W’ _ v
r k2 - M+ 2g
A[/w-!—w— _ ZS?
k2 —&0Mg + 051
L ; (2.1.7)
AUJ w —

k? —E9ME + 2,7

_ €0 1
AL S .
R VT D VEYS

The last expression is valid at the one-loop level only. We will restrict ourselves to this order
as going beyond this in the Standard Model is only of academic interest at present. Since
we will be dealing exclusively with charged W’s, in order not to unnecessarily clutter our
formulae we have suppresed the indices in masses and self-energies whenever no confussion
is possible. The relation between bare (X) and renormalized (3) self-energies is given in
Appendix A. For the mixed propagator we have only considered the one-loop expression in

(2.1.7) because this is all we will need in what follows. Since we work in a 't Hooft gauge

ther+e is no treelevel Contribuiion to A"« Furthermore note that with our conventions
AW @ = AW — AWT@T on account of the hermiticity of the effective action.
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When the sources are set to zero the generating functional (2.1.5) is invariant under
the BRS transformation (¢Z = 0)

SW, = (=60, + ge*Wi)c*¢,

6B, = —0,"¢,
dw' = g( 5% 4 ik ydyek¢ — %,( 6% — €930, 0¢,
o — _%wicic 4 %/w:)’cOC, (2.1.8)
dc* = Fe(,
5ct = —%eijkcjckg“,
5c® = 0.

The fact that the gauge group is SU(2) x U(1)y makes the BRS transformation somewhat
involved. Using the invariance of the action we arrive at

(0]J76X7 +6c"n" +176c7(0) s, = 0. (2.1.9)
A further derivation w.r.t. n followed by the limit n = 77 = 0 gives
(OIF”(X ())0).r = (0]d¢” (y)|0).s = —i(0]J 76X (y)|0) 1. (2.1.10)

Acting now with FO‘(%) on both sides of (2.1.10), using that the gauge fixing is linear
in the fields and the fact that

Fo(5X (2)) = (‘;5: ) ()¢, (2.1.11)
we get[16] 5 5
F“(iéj(x) )Fﬁ(iw(y) VZ[J)| j=0 = i6“P5(x — ) Z[0]. (2.1.12)

To be specific let us concentrate in the gauge fixing condition for the charged fields,
F*. Eq. (2.1.12) can be easily written in terms of propagators. Using (2.1.6)

FEAY T 2Mok?\J€0e0AW YT — €0edMINTTT = !, (2.1.13)

We have used that AW = —A“ W™ Now we substitute (2.1.7) into (2.1.13). If we
work at tree level we can set €0 = £ = ¢ and (2.1.13) is just an identity. At the next order
we have to keep track of the self-energies, which are O(g?) and of the difference between
€9 and &9 creeping in from the tree level expression. Then one finally gets with one-loop
precision

k2608 — MEXLE9 + 2Mok?/€9€9% W, = 0 (2.1.14)
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These Ward identities will be useful on two counts. On the one hand they allow to express
the mixed propagator and self-energy in terms of the W and w propagators and self-
energies. Moreover they provide important relations between the different renormalization
constants in the longitudinal sector. The relation between the bare and renormalized
expressions is obtained through the use of the renormalization constants described in Ap-
pendix A. We shall demand that the renormalized gauge parameters are equal, i.e. £; = &s.
Since Zg, # Zg, this requires &) # £3. As a consequence there is a net counterterm for the
self-energy Yy, (k?) beyond tree level. (Recall that in t’Hooft gauges the mixed W — w
piece cancels off at tree level between the gauge gauge fixing term and the kinetic piece
(D,®)"D"® once the symmetry is broken, (o) = v, and we shift ¢ — v + o)
In terms of renormalized quantities (2.1.14) reads
2
k(3L + 2MSy,,) — M?3, =(k* — §M2)(%(6ZW —6Z¢,) — M?(6Zy, 4 0Zn + 6Z¢,)).

(2.1.15)
Notice that (2.1.15) provides us with some combinations of renormalization constants which
are necessarily finite, such as ZWZgl1 and Z,ZyZe,.

We could have used —in principle— a gauge condition other than (2.1.4). This would
have not affected the physical S-matrix elements, but would have changed the formulation
of the Ward identities needed to prove the Equivalence Theorem and, of course, reshuffled
different contributions amongst different diagrams. Some of the difficulties encountered in
other gauges will we commented upon next.

2.2. Non-linear Realization

If the Higgs mass is large, i.e. if the quartic coupling A is large, the lagrangian (2.1.1) is
not written in the most convenient set of variables. Indeed, the quartic coupling affects all
four scalar fields (o, w?), thus involving the Goldstone bosons of the SU(2);, x SU(2)g —
SU(2)y breaking which mix with the longitudinal W’s and Z. On the other hand, since
M#% = 2)\v?, the internal exchange of the Higgs boson is strongly suppressed. These two
facts together lead to a tremendous amount of cancellation between different diagrams, a
fact well know to any practitioner of the linear sigma model[20].

It is far more convenient to rewrite the scalar sector of the Standard Model using a
non-linear realization. The way to proceed is to introduce the matrix-valued field M (z)

M(z) = V2(2®), (2.2.1)
where ® is the hypercharge conjugated doublet. We then perform the change of variables
M = pU U =exp %wiai, (2.2.2)

with U € SU(2) x SU(2)r/SU(2)y. The unitary matrix U collects the Goldstone bosons
of the broken global symmetry 7¢. The fields 7* are related by a non-linear tranformation
(involving the p field) to the w® used in the previous subsection. Since M transforms
linearly, so does U, but the Goldstone bosons themselves transform non-linearly

U'(z) = e2® @' (g)em 2 (@)” (2.2.3)
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or' == (v(a' — a0"™) — €7Fal 7F + a0 (25" — 7'5%?))

1 (2.2.4)

+ 6_7Tjﬂ_l (Oék(éllékj o 5]l5kzz) o a0(5j35li o 5135]l)) +
(

The field p is inert under the gauge group. This is in contradistinction to what happens to
the o field in a linear realization. The field p gets a v.e.v. when the symmetry is broken
and, as usual, we shift p — v + p. The steps required in going from the linear to the
non-linear realization have been discussed in detail in [19].

The lagrangian in the non-linear realization is
2 1 1
“7) — 507 (17 +30°2) = dop? — 2
! (2.2.5)
+ Z(p + v)QTrDHUTD“U +Ler+ Lrp.

1
Lom =50up0"p = pho(v* +

with D,U = 0,U + ngZ U(z) — %ig’BMU(a:)Ug. For the gauge-fixing part one could
just use the transformed of (2.1.4)

1 1
Lop=— = F'Ft— —fOF0
ar 5 > 5

1=1,3
= 8”W1 v{W( + ) Trr'U)? 2.2.6
2€W g p (2.2.6)
1=1,3
_2?9(6 B, — g'vSB(p—l—v)TTT?’U)Z.

(We shall not distinguish here between &; and &5 to keep our formulae manageable). Finally
Lrp = 8“COT8HCO + 8“CZT(9HCZ +g czT(ﬁ“WP’felk] — ggvfw(p +o)Trr' 7 U)

1 1 . . .
= 07PN o+ ) TUC + - \/gg v (9PN + g€ 1) (p + o) U
(2.2.7)
In Landau gauge (¢ = 0) ghosts decouple from Goldstone bosons.

Lsy+Lar+ Lpp is invariant under BRS tranformations. The gauge fields transform
as in (2.1.8) and

op =0,
5U—§ga Uci¢ — gUU 3¢0¢,
oc* = F*(, (2.2.8)

. 1 ...
oct = —562‘7’“0301’“(,
5c® = 0.

Since F'* is linear in the U field (but not in the 7 field), a Ward identity similar to (2.1.13)
can be derived

- . M2
KAY W 4 ik Moy JE09RY T 4 - 0LOA™ ™ =g, (2.2.9)
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(We have restored the two different gauge parameters £9, £9.) The tilded Green functions
in the previous equation are defined as

i AW (2) = / dhze= e O F () [(0 + p)U)(0)]0), (2.2.10)

B 02) = [t 0l[(o+ U)o+ )UTN0)10), (22.11)

with U = Tre*U. The Ward identity (2.2.11) thus actually relates an infinite number
of Green functions when written in terms of the 7 fields. These Ward identities can
be expanded in inverse powers of v and solved iteratively. In practice, however, it is
more useful to shift to another set of gauge conditions which are linear in the non-linear
Goldstone fields 7. Let us take instead

1
F* = MW — My /EF ™,

Ve

1

F? = ﬁa“wj’ — My /& 7, (2.2.12)
1

FO= ——0,B" + (M} ~ M3)% /P n°.

VeP

Then the Ward identities (2.1.13) and (2.1.14) remain strictly valid with

ik, AV (K2) = /d%e—“”<0|Wj(x)7r—(0)|o>, (2.2.13)

AT (K = /d4a:e_“”<O|7T+(a:)7r_(0)|0>. (2.2.14)

Even though in this gauge the expressions are formally the same, the bare Green functions
themselves that appear in these expressions differ numerically from those obtained in the
linear realization. The equality between both realizations is only guaranteed at the level
of S-matrix elements|21], or for connected Green functions involving only gauge fields[19]
(since they have not changed in passing from linear to non-linear variables).

The lagrangian in this gauge, expanded up to four fields, is given in Appendix D.
Notice that the Goldstone bosons have only derivative couplings and that the coupling A
now affects only the p field. If the mass of this radial excitation, which is to be identified
with My, is very large it makes sense to go one step further and integrate p out obtaining
an effective lagrangian that will reproduce the Standard Model at energies much below
Myr. This will be discussed in section 5 and 6. For the time being let us return to the
Standard Model in the linear realization.

3. The Equivalence Theorem in the Standard Model

We will start by restricting ourselves to a physical process that contains only one ex-
ternal longitudinal vector boson and towards the end of the section we will consider the
generalization to an arbitrary number of vector bosons.
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Let us begin by recalling some elementary facts in the Standard Model. The first
point to remember is that the gauge conditions (2.1.3) must be satisfied by the in and out
states. Therefore (and restricting ourselves to the charged boson case)

(O] F*|¢) =0, (3.1)

F¥* being the gauge condition (2.1.4) and |¢)) some physical state. The second point to
remember is that the condition (3.1) does not determine the state completely. We shall
use a 2-vector notation to represent the W, and w contents of an external state. Thus a
in state represented by

(e",0) k-e=0, (3.2)

meaning that the asymptotic field representing the Goldstone boson is zero, and one rep-
resented by
K+ 1
— —0, —0
M " /&i&e

where the asymptotic field representing the Goldstone boson is multiplied by the second
entry of the vector (3.3), fulfill the same gauge condition; they are the same physical
state[22]. Since k* = M?, for massive vector bosons it is not possible to take € oc k*.
Rather the polarization vectors associated to longitudinal W’s are of the form

G

)s (3.3)

I K M 4
= — . 3.

€L M twv ( )
Therefore states that asymptotically correspond to longitudinally polarized W’s , described
by polarization vectors €}, cannot be completely gauged away and traded for Goldstone
bosons. The best one can do is to single out within the equivalence class corresponding to
a given physical state [¢)) two extreme cases. One is just (3.2), the other is obtained by
gauging away the k* part in (3.4), namely

)
V&1

Finally, a third point to remember is that at very high energies the v* part is unimportant.
Let us write explicitly the longitudinal polarization vector for a W particle moving forward
in the z-axis with momentum p and energy F

(v",

). (3.5)

P E
GIEZ (M,0,0,M) (36)

Therefore € —k* /M is of O(M/E), eventually negligible when compared to the first term
in (3.4) which is of O(E/M). Also, and for the same reason, at high energies the scattering
of longitudinal components of vector bosons dominates over transverse ones[2,20,23].

In a way egs. (3.2) through (3.5) already encompass the Equivalence Theorem. At
high energies, the scattering of Goldstone bosons has something to do with the scattering
of longitudinally polarized W’s. Obviously, this is only a qualitative statement and one
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needs to go beyond this to make detailed calculations. For instance, the Equivalence
Theorem appears to be closely linked to the 't Hooft-Feynman gauge[24], in which one
sets & = & = 1. What happens then for, say, Landau gauge where Goldstone boson
physics is more manifest? Can (1.1) be derived then? On the other hand, Green functions
involving unphysical states (such as those constructed with only w fields) need not be gauge
invariant. Only keeping the contribution from the v# part ensures that and it is necessary
to be well aware of this fact.

The answer to the first objection is of course that egs. (3.2)-(3.5) are formal relations
valid for bare quantities while we are interested in relations involving S-matrix elements.
Furthermore as the fields propagate they mix among themselves since they have the same
quantum numbers. Let us start by deriving a relation involving asymptotic fields. We
shall follow the approach of [9], but we will deviate at some point in order not to introduce
unphysical Green functions involving ghosts. The condition (3.1) reads (for a negatively
charged in state |¢))

0= / de™ e (0[0MWH (2) — Moy /€060ut () [10)
(3.7)
— (i, Moy J€0€D) / e O[(WF (), w (2)]) e are.

All quantities and fields appearing above are understood to be bare ones. Using now the
reduction formula (see e.g. [25]) to relate Green functions to amplitudes we get

EMDyn (W) T je—prz =0, (3.8)

where KM = (ikH, —Mg+/€9€9),

DWW (k) DY (k)
Dy —< Dl"fW (k) D" (k) )7 (3.9)
and
(WHN(E) W) = (W (k),w™ (k)|). (3.10)

(3.10) is not quite an amplitude because is not yet contracted with €,, but an amputated
Green function. Everywhere we understand that the limit k2 — M? has to be taken.
A straightforward calculation that makes use of the Ward identity (2.1.13) leads to

K€ —RPAYTWT - MEEENT
Mor/€9€0 &9 + K2AW W™ 4 M2EYEI AWt

ik (W, (RF)ly) = (W™ (k) [). (3.11)

We have to set k? = M? in the above expression. All quantities and fields are still unrenor-
malized. We now proceed to write everything in terms of renormalized quantities using
the renormalization constants described in Appendix A. The external legs require special
treatment. In the on-shell scheme one commonly uses a minimal set of renormalization
constants that make finite all Green functions, but which do not guarantee a unit residue
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for the vector boson propagators[16,26] (other that the photon). To fix this problem one
uses for the external legs Zy and Z,, defined in (A.4).

Introducing the renormalization constants into (3.11) one finally gets a relation be-
tween renormalized amputated Green functions

k" (W, (R) ) = MC{w™ (k) ). (3.12)

C is given by

1/2 . 2 —1IAawtw-— 2 —1Awtw
C_(m) K21 a6 -k ZwZ AT — 66 M? 22,7, A 3.13)

Z.) MPIVE&Gi& + 2wz AV 4 Q&M 27,2, At

As usual, the renormalized propagators appearing in (3.13) are to be evaluated at k% = M?2.

In the above expression Z = (ZnZe, Ze,) /2 The renormalization constants that show
up in (3.13) appear in combinations so as to make C finite. This can be easily checked by
recalling (2.1.15). Notice that the renormalization of the external legs Zy and Z,, have
been included in C. The presence of this factor in the Equivalence Theorem has been
detected before[8-10]. The expression given here is new, however. In [9,10] C is given in
terms of Green functions involving ghosts.

The factor C as given above is valid to all orders. In the on-shell scheme and at the
one loop level all renormalization constants are expressable in terms of bare self energies.
If we particularize to this order C becomes

¢ = (14 502w =62 + iz (SrO) - S0P - 5,0%) ). (310

It is remarkable the simplicity of this expression, which is valid in any gauge (although
the bare self energies themselves do depend on the gauge). Furthermore the leading con-
tribution is just 1, reproducing the naive arguments at the beginning of this section using
Feynman gauge. Let’s now analyze the properties of eq.(3.14). Obviously C is finite in the
Standard Model. It turns out to be independent of My too (see the ¥’s, Z’s in Appendix
A). At least at the one loop level in the on-shell scheme, the C factor, and the Equivalence
Theorem by extension, do not have any sizeable corrections due to the scalar sector and
only contributions of O(g?) appear.

As it stands, (3.12) relates finite, but yet unphysical, quantities. We rather write it
as

(W, (k)|v) = —iC{w™ (k) [¢) + v (W, (k)[), (3.15)
which we denote as

(W |1b) = —iClw™ [0) + (W™ |4). (3.16)

The Lh.s. is now a physical S-matrix amplitude. The r.h.s. is a sum of two pieces
neither of which is physical. Both are gauge dependent, but the gauge dependence cancels
between them and also thanks to the C factor (more on this will be discussed later). All
matrix elements are to be computed at k2 = M?2. Since the Goldstone boson mass in the
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Standard Model is a function of the gauge parameter except in Feynman gauge the first
matrix element on the r.h.s. is also off-shell in general.

It is a simple matter to extend the above results to several external longitudinally
polarized W’s. We proceed iteratively, applying the above procedure one by one to the
external W’s taking into account that the vector K™ for an outgoing W+ or W~ with mo-
mentum k* is KM = (ik#, —M /£ &), while for an incoming W+ or W~ with momentum
k#is KM = (—ikt, —M+\/€:&). We then end up with

<WLWLWL . |7,[J> :(—i)”C”<www . |’I7D>

+ (—i)”_lC”_1<Www Yy + (—i)”_lC”_1<wWw oY) (3.17)
+O((v")?).
For incoming Wy ’s we have to replace the appropriate —¢ by a +i. For instance
AWW, = WiW;) =C*A(wtw™ — whw™)
+iCCAW W™ = wtw ) +iCCAWTIV T = whw™)
—iCA(wTw™ - WHw™) —iC3A(wTw™ = wtW™)
+ O((v")?).

(3.18)

We shall lump together the four pieces with one W, external field contracted with v# and
three w’s under the symbol A(Wwww)

AWwww) =iCCAWTw™ = whw™) +iCCAW W™ = whw™)

—iCPA(wTw™ = WHw™) —iCPA(wtw™ » wtW ). (3.19)
Of course, if the Equivalence Theorem is ever going to be useful we must be able to stop
the expansion in (3.18) at some, preferably early, point. How far we need to go depends
both the energy of the process (since further contributions are suppressed by additional
powers of the energy) and on the precision required (are we merely interested in the limit
where \ is large, or O(g?) corrections need to be taken into account?).

We just saw that v* is suppressed by a factor M?/E? with respect to €. The ad-
ditional terms, A(Wwww) are therefore suppressed by this same factor with respect to
A(wwww). In a renormalizable theory the latter behaves for large E as a constant, at
worst. Thus the additional term should indeed be of O(M?/E?). However, this need not
be the case in a non-renormalizable effective theory. It is quite admissible that in an effec-
tive theory the amplitude grows as E?/v?, E4/v%, etc. In this case the additional terms
in A(Wwww) do not vanish when M2/E? — 0. The non-unitary growth with the energy
cannot continue indefinitely, of course. At some point the expansion in powers of E?/v?
simply breaks down and beyond that point the additional terms A(Wwww) will eventually
tend to zero as M?/E? — 0. The large My limit in the Standard Model amplitudes is a
good example to illustrate the previous point. If My is very large, for E < My the tree
level amplitudes grow (for a while) as E?/v? and the additional terms are non-negligible
even for reasonably large energies.
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4. Applications of the Equivalence Theorem in the Standard Model.

In this section we will explicitly check the validity of the Equivalence Theorem at tree level
in the Standard Model including the first subleading corrections in (3.18), which have not
been computed before. Our results clarify some misunderstandings. As we just discussed,
although it is frequently stated that the next to leading terms A(Wwww) are of O(M/E)
[2,11-12] this is not always true. In particular for the scattering WyWy — WWp when
My > s they give sizeable contributions at small angles. (In [4] the need to consider
the subleading amplitudes is pointed out, but the analysis presented there only scratches
the surface of the problem.) Another point we would like to stress is that the Equivalence
Theorem, as stated in (3.17), is an exact result with no need of taking any limit whatsoever
[11,24]. Finally, with regards to some difficulties with Lorentz invariance and the fact that
one is dealing with longitudinally polarized particles which have been recently reported in
[12], they do not show up if one always works in a kinematical region where all energies are
much greater than M. All calculations have been carried out in t’Hooft-Feynman gauge.
The processes AWHTW = — WHW~) and AWTW+ — WTWT) have been calculated
previously in [27] and [28], respectively.

4.1. WHW~- - WHtWw-
The exact amplitude for the scattering of Wy is given by the set of diagrams in Fig. 1
__ v
AM*x?
L (2M2(2t + 1) +tz)> , ,(2M? + 1)’
b + M7z p)
Mz —t Mz — s

s2 c2 . , ,
* <T+ t_M%) <4M (z —2t) (22 — to —22%)  (4.1.1)

AWW, - Wiw,) {(4M2 + ) (AM2(#* + tx) + 22 + 4t + %)

+ M

— 16M5(2t + 2)* — 8M?(tPz — t®) — 222 (¢ + 2@)

S%u + C%u 2(2t+ )( +6M2)2

- = x x)(x .
s s— M2

s,t,u are the Mandelstam variables defined by s = (p1 + p2)?, t = (p1 — k1)? and u =

(p1 — k2)?. We have introduced the variable z = s — 4M? to simplify the expressions. In
the CM frame

plz(E,0,0,p) klz(E7pSin97O7pC089) (412)
P2 = (E70707 _p) k2 = (Ev _pSin0707 —pCOSe) o
and
1 1 )
er(p1) = M(p,O,O,E) er(k1) = M(p,ESIHQ,O,ECOSQ)
(4.1.3)
1 1
er(p2) = M(p7070: —FE) er (ko) = M(p, —Esin6,0,—FEcosf)
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The following kinematical relations hold: p? = z/4 and cosf = 1 + 2t/z.

The Goldstone boson amplitude is given by the diagrams of Fig. 2. The calculation
is simpler (this is one of the main assets of the Equivalence Theorem, of course). We set
C =1 for the time being

M% (MZ(s+t)— 2st)
8M? (MZ — s)(M% —t)

Awtw™ = whw™) =42 {
(4.1.4)

2 2\2 2
2 . (Cw _ Sw) 1 Sw
+(4M= -2t — s) ( I s_ 2 +—S )] + (s> 1)

The first correction to the ‘naive’ Equivalence Theorem corresponds to the diagrams in
Fig. 3. Their contribution to the r.h.s. of (3.18) is

M% (ar;(z\ﬁ—t)th\/EJr (M2—s)+\/ﬂ)

AWwww) =g {

M? z(M3% — 1) M% —s
e ((a:z +z(s+1t) — rs(2x + t)) N (2% + 2t — J/xs(x + 2t))}
$
v 2xt 2xs

pc2 — 82 [(x+2t)(Vos—x) 2z +1t)/zs—2(s+t+x)

+9 p) + 2
x s— Mz t— My

(4.1.5)

In order to check analytically the validity of the Equivalence Theorem let us expand (4.1.1)

to (4.1.5) in inverse powers of the energy. Except for cosf ~ 1, s — oo = —t — 0.

Therefore we perform a double expansion in M?/s and M?/t

2 M2 t S g% s+ t2+ st
A +17— TIWo) = — 9 Mu —
WeWe = WeWo) == T3 (7o, T 50| 23, = L
M2% 2MZt — s(s+t) o
2" H H 2 2
O(M?/s, M?/t
T —s(ME ) (M= /s, M/1),
2 2 2 .2 2
_ _ g° M t S g° s+ t° + st
Alwt —_9 H _
(WTwm = wTeT) == L—M}g +s—M,2,] 22 st (4.1.7)
+O(M? /s, M?/t),
and, finally, (4.1.5) becomes
. o M?Z 2MZt — s(s+1t) 5 5
A(Wwww) = g +O(M*/s, M*/t). (4.1.8)

s (Mf —s)(Mp —t)

We have kept the complete Higgs structure in the denominator. Adding (4.1.8) and (4.1.7)
reproduces (4.1.6). Notice that in the large My limit the additional correction to the ‘naive’
Equivalence Theorem is of O(1) in the 1/FE expansion and this in spite of the explicit v*
suppression factor. Indeed, although this part of the amplitude is suppressed with respect
to the leading term (4.1.6) by one power of M?/E? the amplitudes grow as E?/v? in
the large Higgs mass limit — a hint of the perturbative problems with unitarity in the
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Standard Model. The additional piece A(Wwww) is O(g?) and thus definitely subleading
w.r.t. (4.1.7) in accordance with our expectations, but not negligible in any case.

In the opposite extreme, if the Higgs is light, (4.1.5) is O(g?M?% /E?), again subleading
with respect to (4.1.7) , which is O()). But now A(Wwww) does indeed vanish as E — oo,
in accordance with the ‘naive’ statement of the Equivalence Theorem (1.1). In either case
we have not included the factor C. This would be required if we desire to work with a
O(\g?) or O(g%E?/v?) accuracy, but that would also require computing loop corrections.

4.2. WHW+ - wtw+

The diagrams entering this amplitude are similar to those of Fig. 1, but exchanging the s
and u channels. The tree level results are
2

g

(2M23(t — u) + tu + u?)?

1 20,2 2 2
+-(t+uw) (" +4tu+u) - M v

2

2

Cin S
+ <u_ 72 + ?) (16M°O(t — u)® 4+ 8M*tu(t + u)(t + 2u)

—AM*(t 4 3u)(2t* 4 3tu — u?) — u?(t +u)?(2t + u))}

+ (t < u),
(4.2.1)
MZ% (MZE(t+ u) — 2tu)
Alwtwt +,o4) 2 H H
ot = |
2 _ 232 1 §2
0% — ot — ) (LG 50) Sw /
+ U)< 4c2 u—M%+u +teuw,
(4.2.2)
and, for the leading correction to the ‘naive’ Equivalence Theorem,
AW ewww) =g M3 (M?(t+ u)2 — tu — u? — u\/s7) i
M? (M7 —u)(t+u) 2u(t + u)
4e2 (M2 — u)(t + u)

+(2t+u)\/§)} +(t < u).

As in the previous case, in order to ease the comparison between these amplitudes we
shall expand them up to O(M?/E?). For simplicity we work away from the forward and
backward regions. Then both ¢ and u are large and

2 M2 t U g% 24+ u® +tu
AWHTw+ wiw+t :_g_ H —
(WEWr = Wiwp) 4 M? t—MIQJ—i_u—MIQ{ 2c2 tu (1.2.4)
2 M (t —u)? o

2 2U
Tl (0 - D0, —w R
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g* M3 t n u g% P+ u? +tu
4 M2 [t—M% u—ME| 28 tu (4.2.5)
+OM?/t, M? [u),

AlwTw™ » wtwt) =

and for the additional piece in this limit we get

Mj; (t = u)?

AWwww) = —g (t+u) (M3 —t) (M} —u)

+ O(M?/t, M?/u). (4.2.6)

The addition of eq.(4.2.5) and (4.2.6) reproduces eq. (4.2.4). Now, however, (4.2.6) is
O(g*E? /M%) for large values of the Higgs mass. Since the leading term is still O(E?/v?),
the leading corrections to the ‘naive’ Equivalence Theorem are down by a factor M?/M%
which is actually smaller than M?2/E? in this limit. For a light Higgs, the correction is
O(g*M%/E?), to be compared with the leading O(\) contribution, this time in accordance
with the usual counting.

Of course, both in this case and in the previous one, the additional contributions can
be greatly enhanced by some kinematical reasons, e.g. in the vicinity of the Higgs pole.
We discuss this issue in more detail in the next subsection.

4.3. Domain of Applicability

Let us now analyze more carefully the improvement on the Equivalence Theorem that is
brought about by keeping the additional terms in (3.18), such as (4.1.5) and (4.2.3).

We will discuss here the scattering WE W, — Wzr W, whose tree level results have
been described in section 4.1. We have plotted this amplitude for three different angles
(0 = 7/16,7/4,37/4) (Fig. 4). We take as physical input Mz, M, My and o and work
in the region 2M <« F < My. We have taken My =1 TeV.

The solid line corresponds to the exact tree level result for W, scattering. The short-
dashed line corresponds to the ¢ = ¢’ = 0 limit, which is the standard approximation
in the literature (see [2,28] and the second reference in [27]). Notice that the corrections
to the ‘naive’ Equivalence Theorem are always proportional to ¢g?. From Fig.4 it is clear
that setting ¢ = 0 is a very crude approximation, particularly at small angles, and that
the difference does not go to zero as £ — oo since the additional terms that correct the
‘naive’ Equivalence Theorem are not of O(M?2/E?) but rather down by a factor M?/E?
with respect to the leading contribution, which is quite different. In fact their effect may
be quite sizeable.

The corrections for g # 0 have two origins. On the one hand the first term on the
r.h.s. of (3.18), which corresponds to the ‘naive’ Equivalence Theorem, gets contributions
from the exchange of v and Z. Adding these corrections (dashed-dotted line) improves
the agreement with the exact result substantially but still fails to reproduce the scattering
amplitude of longitudinal W’s in many kinematical regions. When we finally add the
correction contained in (4.1.5) the result (represented by a long dashed line) is practically
indistinguishable from the exact one for all kinematical regions. In fact it is so close as to
become invisible for most angles. The terms proportional to (v#)? and beyond in (3.18)
are obviously unimportant.
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At this stage one should stress that it is totally unnecessary to expand the amplitudes
in inverse powers of My to verify the consistency of the Equivalence Theorem as is some-
times done [24]. The full analytical structure of the Higgs propagator is well reproduced
(including O(M?/E?) corrections) by adding the terms proportional to v*. It is also il-
lustrative to consider a complete 1/FE expansion of the Z propagators contained in the
amplitudes. The results (represented by a dotted line in the Fig. 4. (b)) are obviously
much worse.

5. Effective Chiral Lagrangian

So far we have applied the Equivalence Theorem at tree level in the minimal Standard
Model. It is far more interesting to go beyond this level and apply the above results
at higher orders in the perturbative expansion or, better, to use the connection that it
provides between scattering of longitudinal W’s and Goldstone bosons to set bounds on
new physics in the longitudinal sector. The level of precision required in the latter case is
typically also that of a radiative correction since tree level type modifications are by now
excluded.

It is convenient and economical to treat the minimal Standard Model and other the-
oretical possibilities on the same footing[29]. Provided that the Higgs mass is sufficiently
large, this can be achieved by working with an effective chiral lagrangian. This consists of
a collection of operators with the required symmetry properties of SU(2)r x U(1)y local
gauge invariance and containing the Goldstone bosons of the SU(2);, x SU(2)r — SU(2)v
global symmetry breaking. These two conditions greatly restrict the possible operators.
Chiral and gauge invariance force the interactions to be derivative and effective operators
can be classified according to the powers of momenta.

The most general Electroweak Chiral Lagrangian up to O(p*) is of the form

1 1 2
reff — —§TrWWW“” - ZBWBW + %TrDHUTD“U + Z a;L; + Lor+ Lrp (5.1)

i=0,13

The complete list of operators is given in Appendix C. The SU(2); x U(1)y gauge sym-
metry is realized non-linearly at the level of the Goldstone bosons (see (2.2.3) and (2.2.4)).

For a sufficiently large Higgs mass, the minimal Standard Model is just a particular
case of (5.1). The actual value of the set of coefficients {a;} that correspond to the minimal
Standard Model is obtained from (2.2.5), (2.2.6) and (2.2.7) after integrating out the p
field. The safest way to obtain their value is through the matching conditions[7,18-19,30],
in which one requires equivalent descriptions in terms of fundamental and effective theories,
therefore determining the values of {a;}. The matching is done in perturbation theory at
the one loop level. Although it would be clearly desirable to go beyond this, no results are
available at present.

The matching of both theories requires some care[19] due to the subtleties of gauge
invariance and gauge-fixing. The matching could a priori be carried out at different levels:
S-matrix elements, connected Green functions, effective action, etc. The softest require-
ment is to demand equal physical S-matrix elements. This method is bound to work in
all cases|21], but, given the large number of possible operators in the effective theory, it is
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cumbersome. It is important to remember that whenever one takes advantage of an effec-
tive theory to describe a physical system one is using a different (sometimes coarser) set of
variables to describe the Hilbert space of the system. There is absolutely no guarantee that
anything other than observables should agree when using two different sets of variables.
In fact, it may not even be possible to pose the question meaningfully. Therefore, the use
of Green functions to perform the matching is, generally speaking, ruled out. Fortunately,
for the case at hand it was shown in [19] that it is possible (and actually simplest) to
match the fundamental and effective theories for renormalized connected Green functions
containing only gauge fields. This is because the gauge fields are insensitive to the way
the scalar sector is parametrized. On the other hand, requiring the matching at the level
of the effective action (generating functional of 1PI diagrams) as it is sometimes done is
not consistent.

When matching renormalized connected Green functions between the fundamental
and the effective theory one must be careful to project out the longitudinal parts. These
are gauge dependent and there is no guarantee that the gauge in the fundamental and in
the effective theory are the same, since by definition this is not observable. Thus it is not
guaranteed that with the set of gauge invariant operators contained in (5.1) one should be
able to reproduce the longitudinal parts of the Green functions. Rather one will in general
need to consider also other BRS invariant (but not gauge invariant) operators of the right
dimensionality to proceed with the matching. In practice this means that there are some
coefficients in the lagrangian (5.1) which cannot be determined.

In the Effective Chiral Lagrangian there are operators that either vanish or simply
reduce to other operators when the equations of motion are used. They correspond to the
coefficients a11, a12 and ay3. Therefore it is quite clear that working at the one loop level
they will never be determined via S-matrix elements. It turns out that they cannot be
determined via renormalized Green functions either because they contribute to the gauge
longitudinal parts which, as discussed, require additional BRS invariant operators to match
and we end up with more unknowns than matching equations. (a1, ... contribute to other
Green functions as well, but these involve Goldstone bosons, which are also unphysical)
Then, the longitudinal part of Green functions cannot be unambiguosly fixed in an effective
theory. Yet the Equivalence Theorem is basically concerned with longitudinal parts. Is
the Equivalence Theorem in jeopardy in an Effective Chiral Lagrangian? We will return
to this crucial point in the next section.

If one is interested in reproducing the minimal Standard Model at tree level for energies
F <« My it is enough to keep a5 and set

2
tree __ v

as _SMIQ_I

(5.2)

At the one loop level one requires the full expression for as and the other coefficients,
which can be found in [7,18-19,30]. The natural expansion parameter in an Effective Chiral
Lagrangian being E2/v? (or rather E2/(47v)?), the effective theory lends itself very easily
to the sort of energy expansion that is a characteristic of the Equivalence Theorem.

The amplitude for the scattering of longitudinally polarized W’s takes the symbolic

19



form

M2 2
A=00¢2 1oWg27 1 Y1+ 0L

F2 1672
E* o) @ 9
~ (b W I
o s ) (5.3)
2
), ;4 9
+167r2v4(b1 +b 167r2+"'>
+...

The first line on the r.h.s. of (5.3) has its origin in tree level exchange of vector bosons,
once expanded in powers of F. The interesting physics is in the a; coefficients that are
contained in the constants bg4) and b§2>. Clearly, to make any definite statements on these
coefficients via the Equivalence Theorem we need to be able to compute the r.h.s. of
(3.18) (or rather its counterpart in an Effective Chiral Lagrangian) with enough accuracy.
In previous sections we have seen that the ‘naive’ Equivalence Theorem has corrections
that modify the leading term by factors of O(M?/E?). If this also holds in an effective
theory, we need to assume that M?/E? is small, for the Equivalence Theorem to be of
practical use. On the other hand, it must be satisfied that E? < 1672v? = 6472M?2/g>.
This seems to provide a reasonably large window of applicability. Of course this window
must get bigger when we include more and more corrections on the r.h.s. of (3.18). It is our
contention that adding the first non-leading corrections is enough for practical applications.

If we keep in our effective lagrangian terms of O(p*) at most and work at the one loop
order only terms of up to O(E*/v*) will be generated in the different amplitudes appearing
in (3.18). Since there is a suppression factor M?/E? due to the v* factor, the correction to
the ‘naive’ Equivalence Theorem will produce terms of O(g?) and O(g?E?/v?) as well as
terms that are suppressed by powers of M2 /E?. Further corrections (terms with two v* or
more) would produce contributions either of O(g*) or right away suppressed by powers of
M?/E?. Clearly at large energies (but still much less than 47v), the relevant contributions
will be contained in the two terms that we keep on the r.h.s. of (3.18). Since factors of 4,
etc may be relevant, our claim can only be fully justified by a detailed calculation which
is presented in section 7.

6. The Equivalence Theorem and the Effective Chiral Lagrangian

In the effective theory we shall use the same gauge condition as in the non-linear realization
of the minimal Standard Model

1

F:t
V&

HMWE — M\/Em*. (6.1)

Since the derivation of the Equivalence Theorem hinges on the use of Ward identities, it
is not difficult to see that all steps hold the case of an Electroweak Chiral Lagrangian.
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Therefore
AWIW, - WHW,) =C*A(rTrn~ — ntr)
+iCCAW ™ = 7t ™) +iCCA(r W™ = ntr)
—iCCA(r T - Wha) —iC3A(ntn™ = 7t W)
+0((v")?).

In addition, in obtaining the formal expression for the C factor nothing depends on the
particular theory we are using; it is just a consequence of the Ward identities of the theory.
Being completely general, eq. (3.14) carries over to the Effective Chiral Lagrangian merely
replacing ¥, and Z, by X and Z,. Because C is finite when My — oo in the minimal
Standard Model, it stays finite in an Electroweak Chiral Lagrangian|6].

It is perhaps useful to start our discussion by choosing the values of the a; coefficients
[7,18-19,30] that reproduce the minimal Standard Model. Let us emphasize that ‘repro-
ducing the Standard Model’ does not imply that bare self-energies and renormalization
constants have to be numerically equal to those used in section 4. In general they will not
be. But physical amplitudes will. The bare self-energies will have two types of contribu-
tions: from the O(p?) lagrangian (including in this the gauge part), entering both at tree
level and at the one loop level, and from the O(p*) lagrangian, entering only at tree level,
according to the usual chiral counting rules. The O(p*) contribution to the self-energies is
given in Appendix C.

It is quite instructive to repeat the verification of the Equivalence Theorem at tree
level in the minimal Standard Model in the language of the Effective Chiral Lagrangian.
The amplitudes AWTW~= = WHTW~) or AWHTWT — WTWT) come out exactly as in
(4.1.1) and (4.2.1), except that they appear expanded in inverse powers of My. The left
hand side of (3.18) changes completely. There is a reshuffling of different contributions
between the leading and the subleading terms. In particular, one can easily see that the
amplitudes A(rt7n~ — 777 ~) and A(mTn" — 777 ") have changed. This should be no
surprise as they are not physical amplitudes and may perfectly be different in the Standard
Model and in its Effective Chiral Lagrangian (compare formulae (4.1.7) and (7.1.7)).

At the one loop level we have to use the values derived in [7,18-19,30] for the {a;},
or simply keep them arbitrary if we wish to parametrize different alternatives to the min-
imal Standard Model. At this order we will face the problem of the uncertainties in the
longitudinal components of the Green functions we have alluded to before. To be definite
we will pick a particular operator that contributes to the longitudinal parts, such as the
one with coefficient a11, and follow its track through the different contributions in (6.2).
ai; might, on dimensional grounds, appear in principle as a contribution of O(E*/v%)
through the diagram with four n’s. However, the structure of the operator £y; is such
that the contribution is O(g?E?/v?). In addition a;; may show up as a contribution via
radiative corrections to any of the two amplitudes on the r.h.s. of (6.2) or via C. The
contribution would be in either case of O(¢g?E?/v?). In conclusion, although a;; appears
almost everywhere in the course of the calculation, at the end of the day a;; should drop
from the r.h.s. of the Equivalence Theorem because a1 cannot appear on the L.h.s. given
that A(W, Wy — WrWp) is physical and we are working at the one loop level (a;; could
conceiveably appear at the two loop order). Let us see this in detail.

(6.2)
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The diagrams to compute are depicted in Fig.5. We shall work in Landau gauge, but
we have checked the cancellation of the gauge dependence. The pion amplitude has two
types of contributions proportional to a;;. On the one hand, the diagram (a) of Fig. 5
gives

4 2
_U_gz(s +t)ar;. (6.3)
(Only the part of the amplitude proportional to aj; is presented here.) On the other
hand there is a contribution to the external legs represented by (b). There are four such
diagrams. Adding the four of them one gets

—(S + t)all. (64)

Diagram (c) vanishes in Landau gauge. The total contribution from diagrams with external
Goldstone bosons vanishes. Finally, the amplitude with one W* and three Goldstone
bosons gets contributions from diagrams (d) and (e), which respectively give

4¢? 442
—U—gz(s +t)an U—gz(s +t)air. (6.5)

The bare amplitudes do not depend on a;;. The renormalization constants and self-energies
(Appendices A and C) entering C do depend on aj1, however. Therefore both C and the
renormalized amplitudes are potentially dependent on aq;. Yet, in Landau gauge, which
we are using, C turns out to be a11-free and so are the renormalized amplitudes. The moral
is that the Green functions that appear in the formulation of the Equivalence Theorem
are one by one potentially ambiguous but the ambiguities drop in physical quantities.
In practice there is no need to go through the painstaking process of constructing BRS
invariant operators, matching them and keeping track of these spureous longitudinal parts.

7. Applying the Equivalence Theorem to the Effective Chiral Lagrangian

As discussed in section 5, one is working here within an energy expansion. On the other
hand, the Equivalence Theorem implies an expansion in inverse powers of the energy. It is
obvious that these two expansions can give at best a window of applicability. The question
whether this window is of zero or negligible width has been recently raised in [4,13]. These
authors have considered the g = 0 approximation. Numerical analysis[13] show that then
the Equivalence Theorem holds only for very high energies, sometimes higher than the
regions where chiral perturbation theory can be trusted. We would like now to substantiate
the claim that keeping the first leading corrections to the ‘naive’ Equivalence Theorem is
enough to restore the agreement.

7.1. AWHW— = WHW-)

Here we will be interested in analyzing this amplitude, already studied in the minimal
Standard Model at tree level, from the point of an Effective Chiral Lagrangian. We will
consider the lowest order contribution O(g?), O(p?) plus the contribution from higher
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dimensional operators O(g%), O(g?p?) and O(p*) that will explicitly depend on the {a;}
coefficients. We shall not include the one loop O(g*), O(¢%p?) and O(p*) contributions
that, at the same order, should be taken into account. This is of course not quite correct,
but it allows us to give short closed expressions. Furthermore, this is enough to trace the
log My dependence in the Standard Model, or the dependence in the new physics in other
models, and argue the different pros and cons of the several approximations that can be
made when dealing with the Equivalence Theorem.

The exact amplitude for the scattering of four W;’s is obtained from Fig. 6. The
result is

1

AWEW, = WEWL) ]

{Cl (4M? + z) [4M2(t2 +tx) + 2(t® + 2 + 4ta:)]
+ Cs {8M4(2t2 + 2% + 2tx) + AMPx(2t? + 2% + tx)

+ 22 (1% + l’2>:| + 51 [—xZ(GMQ + a:)2(2t + x)}

+ 5o {—16M6(2t + 2)% + AM*(z — 2¢)(2(¢% — 2°) — ta)
+ 8M?(tz® — xt®) — 222 (t + 236)]

1
+ > T [A%, (—16M6(2t + )% — 8M%(t3x — 2°t)
V=y,Zz "V

+AM* (2 — 2t)(2(t? — 2?) — tz) — t22%(t + 233))
+ 2Ay Byt(AM? + z) (2M?(2(t* — 2®) — tz) + ta(t + 29:))]
+ > M%_S lAQV (—x2(6M2 + )22t + x))

V=~,Z |4

+2Ay By x?(4M? + z)(6 M? + x)(2t + a:)} }

(7.1.1)
where C7 and Cy are defined by

Cr=g° {1 + g°(aqg + as) — 29*(as + ag — a13)} )

7.1.2
Oy = 294((14 + a5). ( )

The contribution from the self energies of the exchanged vector bosons is included in the
quantities S7 and Ss in (7.1.1)

1 1 1 1
_ 2 2 2
Sl = —g (Cwmzz(S) + Sw?z}y(s) + QSwCMWEZ’YZ(S)> )
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1 1 1 1
Sy = —g? (cii(t myYoTE Yz(t) + sfut—22v(t) + 28w6wm2272(t)> : (7.1.3)
z

The contribution from a; to the self-energies involved is given in Appendix C. Finally My,
stands for the vector boson mass (V =+, Z) and

1
A, = —igsy Ay = —igcy, (1 — —26L392)
c

w

B, = —ig® (swa3 + sw(a1 — az) — su(ag — ag)) (7.1.4)
. s2 s2 1
By = —ig® (—C—a3 + C—(az —a1) — cwlas —ag) — —a13)

Expanding the exact amplitude (7.1.1) in inverse powers of v? one gets

4
AWW, = WiWw;) =— {(3(32 + t2) + 4st)(ag + a13) + 2(s* + %) (a5 — a13):|

t
+ (S;; ) [1 + 6ag + 69"as — 2¢*(az — ag)
s— 2t
— 92( . ) (12(ag + a13) + 8(as — a13>):|

9> 1 2 2 2 2
- = — t t—4t°c
2cgust(8+ +s w) + 0.
(7.1.5)
This result has to be compared with the corresponding scalar amplitude (Fig. 7 (a)-(e)).
The Goldstone boson amplitude at tree level is
4
Alrta™ = ota™) =1 [(3(82 + %) + 4st)(ag + a13) + 2(s* + %) (a5 — alg)}

1
+ E(S + t) |:1 + 6&0 — 92(12((14 + a13) + 8(&5 — a13))

2 s° + % + st
+12¢%s2% (ag — a3 — CLg):| — Zg% —2¢°%s> (s"H 1" +st)

3 h st
t
—8¢*s2 (ag — as — ag) + 4g*(ay + as) + g*v?s? (S-: )
s
’ 2 (7.1.6)
g2 (2 —s2) (s+2t—4M?) [ )
+2? 2 M2 —s cy,(az + ag)s + sy,azs

g* (2, —s2) (t+2s —4M?)
2 MZ —t

1 v? o, 5 .
+ =v%ag + — (¢, — s5,) | + self — energies

<c12U(a3 + ag)t + s2 ant
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where ‘self-energies’ stands for diagrams with self-energy insertions in the gauge propaga-
tors in (a),(b),(d) and (e). They are of O(g*). Expanding as before

4
A(nta™ —wnhr™) =i (3(s? + t2) 4 4st)(ayg + a13) + 2(s* + t*) (a5 — a13)]

1
+ (s + 1)1+ 6ao + 69%as — 69° (a3 + ag)
(7.1.7)
— 9% (12(as + a13) + 8(as — a13))

g° 1(2+t2+ t+4 tc2) + O(g*)
QC%UstS st + 3 stc, g).

Finally, the contributions with one power of v* lead to the diagram in Fig. 7 (f). All the
other diagrams entering in this amplitude are of O(g*) and need not be included.

8

A(Wrnr) =i

(Vsz — s) [(6(82 + t2) + 8st)(aq + a13) +4(s* + t*) (a5 — ai3)
- % (Vsz —s) (s+1)+ %92 [(6(232 + 1) + ldst — /52(9s + 1)) (aa

+a13) + (4(25° + %) + 4st — 2¢/52(3s + 1)) (a5 — a13) + @(s +t)(as

+ 2a9)} + %gz (3(8 +t) + 22 — 12¢%(2(s + t) + x) (a5 — a13)

—12¢%(3(s +t) + x)(ag + a13>) — 492@ <1 + g%*(as — 6(ays + ai3)
— 4(@5 — CL13) + 2@9)) .
(7.1.8)
The expanded amplitude is
z 4g9® (s +1) 2 (1 1 4
A(Wrnm) = T saz +6t(aq +a13) +4t(as — a3) +2sag | +2g 3t3 +0O(g%).
(7.1.9)

Adding up eq. (7.1.7) and (7.1.9) one recovers the result (7.1.5). This is a nice example
of the verification of the Equivalence Theorem and we will use it in a moment to analyze
numerically which are the most relevant pieces that one should take into account depending
on the range of energies. Up to now the Equivalence Theorem has been mostly considered
in the g = ¢’ = 0 limit (a small subset of the previous formulae) and found lacking. The
additional terms take good care of the discrepancies.

It is interesting to see that one can easily determine af ¢ from a comparison between
the formulae derived in this section and (4.1.6) in the large My limit. Expanding the
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latter expression in inverse powers of My we get

1 2
AWFW, - Wiw;) :F(s +t) — 29?3(32 + 12 + st — 4t3c2)
L (1 5 o0 & o o0 (7.1.10)
+M—12_I<ﬁ(8 +t)+?<—8 +2t +St)

+ O(M?/s) + O /ME).

This coincides exactly with the amplitude (7.1.5) if one substitutes a5 = v?/8M% and sets
the rest of a;’s equal to zero. The same check can be done for the other amplitudes.

In processes involving only charged W’s there is no dependence on the two remaining
O(p*) operators Lg and L£7;. They appear in processes such as WW — ZZ involving
external Z’s. The values of these coefficients in the minimal Standard Model are actually
best determined by comparing the S-matrix elements for these processes in the Effective
Chiral Lagrangian and in the minimal Standard Model and making use of the Equivalence
Theorem itself with ¢ = ¢’ = 0. Notice that they give contributions of O(E*/v*) and
thus are formally unaffected by the additional subleading corrections. (Of course, testing
experimentally these —and the other— coefficients is another matter and there one would
have to keep the subleading additional terms and the O(g%), O(g*p?) contribution that we
have not considered at all.)

7.2 Domain of Applicability

Finding the domain of applicability (or rather the ‘domain of usefulness’) of the Equivalence
Theorem in the framework of the Effective Chiral Lagrangian is much more subtle than in
a renormalizable theory such as the minimal Standard Model (with a light Higgs). There
is a competition between two type of expansions: the natural in an effective theory in
powers of the energy (over some scale), and the expansion in inverse powers of the energy
(normalized by some other scale), peculiar to the Equivalence Theorem. The ratio between
these two scales and the number of terms one takes in each expansion will determine the
window of applicability.

By considering the process described in detail in section 7.1 we shall try to learn about
the above questions. We shall put a5 = v?/8M?% and a; = 0 for i # 5. C is set equal to
one. This is the choice of coefficients that corresponds to treating the minimal Standard
Model at tree level for E < M#%. For us, however, is just a choice of O(p*) coefficients; the
analysis could well be repeated in the same way for any other choice. Our approach will
be similar to the one taken in section 4.3. We shall consider only energies where keeping,
at most, the O(p*) terms in the effective action is meaningful.

We have plotted in Fig 8. the different contributions to the amplitudes the same
three angles as in section 4.3 (0§ = 7/16,7/4,37/4). The solid line corresponds to the
exact AW,/ W, — W}W, ) amplitude (i.e. to the Lh.s. of the Equivalence Theorem).
The short-dashed line is the Goldstone boson amplitude with g = ¢’ = 0 (what is referred
in the text as the ‘naive’ Equivalence Theorem.) It is clear that this approximation,
particularly for small angles, is quite far from the exact result.
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The full Goldstone boson amplitude A(rt7~ — 777 ™) with g # 0 is represented by
the dash-dotted line. The improvement is quite impressive for most of the angles quoted.
However some small discrepancies appear at the 10% level in the backward direction at
low s (case (c)). In fact in that region setting g # 0 worsens the agreement with the exact
amplitude. For large values of s the agreement between the dash-dotted line and the exact
result is actually better than in the Standard Model (Fig. 4). This is because for such
large values of s the Standard Model results are being very sensitive to the Higgs pole
(there we took My = 1 TeV), while here in the effective theory we have obviously no such
pole. The cancellation of leading and next to leading effects is thus more subtle in the
Standard Model that in the effective theory when s approaches 1 TeV.

Finally we include the additional A(Wmmr) amplitude, the first subleading correction
to the Equivalence Theorem. The A(Wnzn) is O(g?) and the result of adding it to the
dash-dotted line is represented by a long-dashed line, but the reader will not be able to
see it in Fig. 8, except for very small values of s in the backward direction (c). It just
overlaps very nicely with the exact result almost everywhere.

One could also expand all the contributions in powers of 1/v2. This is not a good idea,
however. As we see from (a) the agreement is rather poor (it also was in the Standard
Model) at low values of s and small angles. This is not really a difficulty of the Equiva-
lence Theorem; if the A(WZr W, — WZr W, ) amplitude is also expanded there is perfect
agreement between the 1.h.s. and the r.h.s. of the Equivalence Theorem. Only that they
do not reproduce the exact results. The culprit are the diagrams with Z exchange at tree
level. They are to be kept without attempting any expansions.

Up to now we have not been very concerned with the fact that we are dealing with
an energy expansion cut at O(E?). The first term that we are throwing away in this
expansion in the effective chiral description of the Standard Model is one of O(ES/v2 M)
(from tree-level exchange of the Higgs and assumming that My = 1 TeV). This dictates
an upper bound to the region of applicability of the Effective Theory around F ~ 0.6 TeV
(for this value of the Higgs mass). This can be seen by comparing Figs. 4 and 8. This
upper bound obviously depends on the Higgs mass; the higher the Higgs mass the larger
the region of coincidence between the Standard Model and the Effective Chiral Lagrangian
(with the appropriate choice of a; coefficients, of course). In any case there is a limiting
scale of applicability; since 47v ~ 3 TeV it lies probably around 1.5 TeV.

Are the improvements brought about to the ‘naive’ Equivalence Theorem necessary
to draw physical consequences from experiments? The answer is obviously positive. In
Fig. 9 we have changed the value of the coefficient a5 from v?/8M%, with My = 1 TeV
to Npc /38472, with Ny = 16 (a popular value in some Technicolor models) and plotted
the results for § = w/5. The figure speaks for itself.

8. Conclusions

In the previous pages we have tried to convey the idea that the Equivalence Theorem
is much more than an easy way of getting order-of-magnitude estimates for amplitudes of
processes involving longitudinally polarized W’s and Z’s. By carefully keeping track of the
next-to-leading corrections it is possible to compute those amplitudes in term of other ones
involving Goldstone bosons, always evaluated at k2 = M?, plus some terms involving just
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one external W or Z (also evaluated at k? = M?), with an accuracy that it is good enough
to discern different types of potential ‘new physics’ in the symmetry breaking sector of
the Standard Model. Not only are the calculations technically more convenient and easy
when done with external Goldstone bosons, but also conceptually clearer, as they are more
prone to comparison with other physical models such as the strong chiral lagrangian.

We have considered the minimal Standard Model written in the usual linear realization
(the right framework for a light Higgs) and the Effective Electroweak Chiral lagrangian that
encompasses both a heavy Higgs and other theoretical possibilities in which new physics,
characterized by a scale A, would creep in through the O(p?) effective operators. It is a
must that we are sensitive to these effective operators, at least for a range of energies.
Otherwise the whole approach would be useless.

We have seen that for a light Higgs some additional corrections that we have considered
(those involving diagrams with all but one of the W’s replaced by Goldstone bosons) can
indeed be neglected at high energies (but still much lower than Mp;). This result ultimately
hinges on the perturbative renormalizability of the model. As soon as we get very close to
My the additional terms start becoming more relevant, even for E? > M?, as they are
for exceptional momenta configurations in the forward and backward directions. We have
always to keep this in mind.

Other corrections such as the multiplying factor C are clearly necessary if one wants
to work with a one loop precision. We have for the first time provided all the necessary
ingredients to go beyond tree level by determining the C coefficient. These corrections have
been worked out in the usual on-shell scheme. This is clearly more useful for practical use
than other theoretical possibilities such as non-local gauge fixing terms|8] or other schemes
which are defined in somewhat vage terms|5,10].

In the context of the Effective Chiral Theory, the usual power counting arguments
that have been commomly put forward when employing the Equivalence Theorem take
a new twist. It should be clearly stated that the Equivalence Theorem is perfectly valid
in the effective theory. As far as energy power counting arguments go, the Equivalence
Theorem is both easier and more difficult in the effective theory. For one thing it is not
always true that the corrections usually lumped under the line O(M?/E?) can always
be neglected. Because in a non-renormalizable theory the amplitudes may grow with the
energy, these corrections turn out to be relevant and are required to test the O(p*) terms
in the effective lagrangian. On the other hand, since the Higgs has been removed from
the spectrum the kinematical singularities that lead to ‘abnormal’ contributions from the
higher order contributions in the 1/FE expansion are absent.

In addition to being valid, the Equivalence Theorem remains very useful in an Effec-
tive Chiral Lagrangian. It is true that one must include the C factor and the additional
A(V~V7r7r ...) piece, but C in the on-shell scheme depends only on one-loop self energies and
it is finite in the Effective Chiral Lagrangian. Furthermore the A(Wrr...) additional am-
plitude needs only to be computed at tree level since loop corrections would be too small.
Other corrections are completely negligible. In conclusion, the Equivalence Theorem after
being closely scrutinized has been found sound and well.
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Appendix A
The renormalized self-energies of the Standard Model, that we will use in the Equivalence
Theorem are expressed in terms of the bare self-energies in an arbitrary gauge in the
following way

S (k%) = Ly (k%) — &Ep(M?) + 62y (k* — £M?) — M6 Z,,

Sr(k?) = Sp(k?) — Sp(M?) + 6 Zyw (K2 — M?),
LK) = &3L(K) — &S0 (M?) + 6 Zw (k* — M) — k0 Ze,, (4.1)
Sww(k?) = S (k) + %M(ézﬁ — 6Z¢,).

In the previous expression M is the renormalized W-boson mass. In the on-shell scheme
the renormalization constants can be written in terms of bare self-energies

1

62\ = WET(MQ),

576 = 113 (S1(6M?) — S (M?)) (A42)
2

6Z§2 = ]\;2 <Ew(§22M ) - ET(MQ)) .

The last two relations are deduced from eq.(A.1) by imposing the on-shell condition

zA:w (£2M2)
Sp(&M?) =

07
(A.3)

The external renormalization constants for the W and = fields are given by

_ A% (k?)
ZW — ]_ _— WhﬂZ:MZ

. 0% (k2)
Zw - 1 - W‘k2:§2]\/l2

They differ from the field renormalization constants Zy , Z,, by a finite amount.

Here we will give the divergent parts and My dependence of the bare self-energies that
are needed in order to evaluate the C factor in the Standard Model. In these expressions
we have taken & = & = £. The divergent contributions are

21 3 3 11 g® k* 25
Yoy = I T2l 2 et Iy 9 2
r(k) = g M (+3 A2, 5(4c3, ) e Y
2
o 9> 1 ., 3 3 11
=== ——— (5 — = A6
2
oy_ 9 1p3 3 1 1
Zw(k)_SWQGk(Q 4c2 5(2+4c3,))



And the Higgs dependent contribution is

92 1 M%I 3 9 g2 k2

Yr(k?) = ZoM* (-2 — " InM?) — 2=~ In M?

(k) = =M (—g 32 — g Ma) — gy M Ma
2 1 M2 3

S k) = L2 (——22H 2 2 AT

o(W) = g M (=g 3 — g M), (A7)
2 2

o_ 9 42 1 My 3 € 2
Su(k?) = S5k (Te 3 + (5 — 3 M7,

Appendix B

In the on-shell scheme one usually imposes a unit residue wave function renormalization
condition on the Higgs self-energy. In the effective field theory the Higgs has dissappeared
and it does not seem very sensible to give renormalization conditions over a non-existing
field. We will replace the condition from the Higgs self-energy to the Goldstone boson one.
We will follow the discussion of renormalization conditions in the section 4 of the paper
by Bohm et al[16]. The renormalization conditions in the on-shell scheme are:

(1) The propagators have poles at the physical masses of the particles

SP(MH) =0 SE(MZ)=0  Sa(Mj) =0 (B.1)
(2) The electric charge is defined as in QED implying
377(0) =0 (B.2)
(3) The photon and Higgs propagator have unit residue

1. d .
ﬁz;(kﬁ)uzzo =0 %ZH(H)\,#:M% =0 (B.3)

(4) Similar requirements are imposed on the unphysical sector

SYEv M) =0 %

SN

(E#M2)=0 S,:(EVM?) =0 S,5(E%M2)=0

S0) =0 537 (E?)|kem0 = (B.4)
(5) The vanishing tadpole condition

vz-l-%-l—éT:O (B.5)
where 07 is the tadpole contribution generated in perturbation theory. In the Effective
Chiral Lagrangian the requirements on the Higgs self-energy and the tadpole condition do

not make sense anymore. On the other hand we have two renormalization constants less,
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namely 0\ and du. When we use the Effective Chiral Lagrangian we replace w — 7 and
instead of the second equation of (B.3) we take
0

ok?
This fixes Z, and we are still left with a compatible system of equations. By solving the
remaining equations it is quite easy to see that the change in Z, affects only to dv. In
order to evaluate these changes one can use the first condition of eq. (B.1)
ov 1 ( W (M?)

v 2 M?

2ﬂ+(k2>|k2:€WM2 - 0 . (B6)

57w — 229 4 5Zﬂ) : (B.7)
g

Appendix C
The set of C' and P and SU(2); x U(1) gauge invariant operators L; are

Loy = iaOUQTMT“ L= %algg’BWTrTW“”
Lo =iaszg B, Te[TVHVY] Lz = —iazgTe[WH [V, V,]]
L4 = asTr[V,V,|Tx[VFVY] Ls = asTr[VFV,|Tr[VVV, ]
,CG = CL6TY[VMV,/]T“TV ,C7 = CL7TY[VMV“]TVT,, (C 1)
Lg = —1asg* Te[TW,, | Te[TWH] Ly = —iaggTr[TWH | Te[TVFVY]
,Cl() = alo(TuTy)Q »Cll = allTI'[(DMV“)Q]
£12 = algTr[TDuD,,V”]T“ £13 = %alg(TI'[TDHVV])2
where
V, =D Ul T=UnUul T, =TTV,
(C.2)
DuO(x) = 8,0(x) + 19 Wy, O(w)]
Expanding the operators of eq.(C.1) up to two fields one finds
S =0 S () = —gPank? D) = dargh?
2
2%(1{}2) :]{jQ(c?ngag + 2812092a1 + Z—Qalg) + 2M%a/0 (C.S)

Y7(k%) =k*(s2,9%(as — 2a1))

S1Z(K?) =k? (swewgas — (2 — 52)gg'ar)
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Appendix D

We expand the Standard Model lagrangian in the non-linear variables in the number
of fields. The hats mean that the two, three and four £ include the contributions from the
Lap that do not depen on £ and in Lgp it is written the £ dependent pieces.

£:ﬁg—l—ﬁg—l—...—f—ﬁgpg—f—ﬁgpg,—f—...

1 1 1
Lo =3 LPOup + —8M7r38M7r3 + 0yt Oy — vp(p® + M?) — §p2(,u2 + 30v°N)
1
+ 2,2, 2
+E€UW W +8812UC%)€UZM

. 1 2
Liz=— X vp®+ ~p0,m* 0,7+ Zpd,nto,m + 2i (pOum™ )WF
v v

w

e © _ 1 _ ) _
—|——28w(,0(9u7r )W, _—25w6< 8“7r )W++—28we( 3au7r+)wu

, L9 e DG i oA —s2, < I
+ieA,(n" 0, ™ )+2swcw(p8”7r )Zﬂ—ge — (m= 0, 7m")Z,

1 _ 1 1
+—2 5 € va/j'Wu +482626 va -1-—2 v~ W+Z _—2Cw 62U7T+WM Z,

—Le v W+A +—e VT W A,
28w 23w

Foe— gt L 29 % 08 20,7t 0, L o @t 4o, 1t

4———p+22p 7ru7r+2p W 7r+3 LT (Ot T + 9wt

(OpmtOum (rha™ + (7°) )+8mr38u7r ata7)+ —8M7r+8,ﬂr+(7r_)2

3v2 6v?
1 g — 2, Lo — ty- 4 L3
+@6M7T O™ (m")" + 505, P (Our™ W +0um™ W, +aa,m Z,)
2. < i A -8t o
+;zepAM(7r+8u7r )—;ep — (n= 0, 7") 2,

A a <~
e (2 9t +dip(nm 0, 7)) 41 0, (7)Y Wi
28— i (tn 3 +9 32\ -
—1—4% e(2(r") Oum™ —dip(mT 9,7 ) + 770, (7°)" )W),
1 _ o _ 1 2
2Uswcwe(w (73 9, 7T+ 7m0, 7r++§(7r3) 0,7%) Z,,
1 1
+ 4—262 0> W/j' W, + o202 e? p? Zu2 —e2ntaT Z“2 +e2ntn~ Au2
1y, 5 oo 1 L1 . 2 Co — S0 4 _
+§e (m° +2ip)n” (—Z, W, —— A W) +e* ——=r" 71" Z,A,
Cw Sw SwCw
1 1
+§ez(7r3—2ip) ( Z W, — AuWu_)
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; 1 c2 2 1 ¢ 2 1

Lopo=— §(§_w + g—m (0,A,)% — §(§_w n z_w> (0,2,)° + swcu (S_B o )0, A, 0,7
SW 9, W+8 W — = (92§W + ¢2¢B) (n%)? %ngw atr

Lops=— 1 2 (2" + g26B) p (7% - g!féwmﬂr

. 1 1

Lora =57 (%" +¢°¢") (v )+ 5 5 (207" + 9767 (7)) 7

2
+ LW () - (g2 1 2 — LW

The lagrangian of the Standard Model in the non-linear realization, but now in the
linear gauge (2.2.12) is the following (with Lop3 4 = 0)

A 1 2
L3 =—vp® + P 9,7 0, + P Ot oum™ + = (pOur™ )W,

w

€ + - i 39 + ' 39+ -
"‘g(ﬂaﬂr )W, —Ee(ﬁ Oum )W, +E6(W O )W,
< i 2 — 82 <
+ieA, (7T, )+ (p@uwg)Zu—ie “; . Y(rmdumT)Z,
SwCw wCw

1
+ e pv W W, +

l l
257 —€ vaM2+2—62v7r_W:[ZM—2—62v7r+W_ZM

1
452 ¢ B

1211 121) Cw Cw

—Le v W+A +2—e v7r+W A,

23w
4 1 1 1
£4:——/\p4+ —p° 0, + S p? Oy O + 5 0 T (Ot T 4+ O
20 2 H 2 H 3 H H
3@2 (OpmtOum (rha™ + (7°) )+3mr36u7r ata7)+ @BMWJFQLW*'(W_)Q
1 1 1
+ @Qm_@,ﬂr_ ()% + T 2 (Oum™ Wi +0,mm W, + a@ﬂr?’ Z,)
t2iep Ay (it By = tepuTFu (-8 vz L B )
Y P # v s # " 3usy #

T
—_

+ (7 + 3ip) (7~ 9, ) )W+ 3vsw

+(7T3—32'p)(7r+<5u7r3))Wu_—f—3vsicwe( “ (@9, 7t £t (72 D, 1)) Z,
+4i2 W+W +8i PPz —ntn 22+ efntnm A2

+; (7*+2ip) 7 (%Z W*—iAuWJ) +62%“+W_ZHAH
+%eQ(7T3—2ip)7r+( Lz.w - wA“W“_)
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Figure Captions

Fig. 1.- Tree level diagrams contributing to the scattering amplitude A(W;W; — W} W)

Fig.

Fig.

Fig.

Fig.

Fig.

Fig.

Fig.

Fig.

2.-

3.-

4.-

in the SM.

Tree level diagrams contributing to the Goldstone scattering amplitude A(wtw™ —
wtw™) in the SM.

Tree level diagrams contributing to the first next to leading correction A(W+w_ —
wtw™). The external gauge line is contracted not with a €/ but with a v,. To get
the complete A(Wwww) one should consider all permutations.

Comparison between the exact tree level amplitude of Wp’s in the SM (solid line) for
three different angles § = w/4,7/16,37/4 ((a),(b),(c), respectively) and four different
approximations: i) the standard one, i.e., A(wTw™ — wtw™) with g and ¢’ set to
zero (dashed line). ii) The complete Goldstone amplitude including Z,y interchange
diagrams (dashed-dotted line). iii) The complete O(g?) contribution, i.e. ii) plus
the contribution coming from the diagrams (a) (d) of Fig.3 which are of O(g?) (long-
dashed line, nearly invisible because overlaps the exact result). iv) In addition we have
plotted in (b) an extra line (dotted) which differs from iii) in that all the denominators
are expanded up to O(M?/s, M?/t) except for the Higgs propagator structure that
has been kept intact.

Contribution of the £1; operator to the right hand side of the E.T. (leading and next
to leading amplitude).

Tree level diagrams contributing to the scattering amplitude AW, W, — W} W)
in an Effective Chiral Lagrangian up to O(p*). The black circle means that the vertex
includes contributions from O(p?) and O(p*) operators and the cross means that there
are only contributions from O(p*) operators.

(a)-(e) are the tree level diagrams contributing to the scattering amplitude A(r+t7~ —
7t7~) in an Effective Chiral Lagrangian up to O(p*). (f) + permutations are the
first contributions coming from the next to leading amplitude A(Wrnn).

Comparison between the exact tree level amplitude of W in an Effective Chiral
Lagrangian for the particular a;’s that corresponds to the SM, i.e. af¢¢ = v?/8M%
and the rest of a; set to zero (same conventions for the lines as in Fig.4).

Comparison between the standard approach done in the literature A(7T7~ — 777 7)
with ¢ = ¢’ = 0 (dashed line) in front of the exact result and our approach (long-
dashed line) for (a) a5 = v?/8M% and (b) a5 = 16/3847%. 6 is 7 /5.
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