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The decays t—cV, where V=v, g, or Z, and t—cH are calculated, keeping all masses, in the stan-
dard model (SM) for all possible values of the top-quark mass that are consistent with present data. We
find that the branching fractions for these processes are small, the largest being B(t—cH)~10"7 and
B(t—cg)~10"1° Our calculations are then extended to include the possible contributions of charged
Higgs bosons to the transitions —cV in the context of general two-Higgs-doublet models. These new
contributions can enhance the SM branching fractions by as much as 3—4 orders of magnitude, e.g.,
B(t—cg)~10"7-10"%, for various values of the parameters. General expressions for flavor-changing
neutral-current decays of heavy quarks including all masses and momenta, in the SM and in the two-

Higgs-doublet models, are also given.

I. INTRODUCTION

Rare decays of heavy quarks have long been a subject
of intense theoretical and experimental study. The prime
rationale for this is the fact that loop processes are a
powerful test for the short-distance structure of the
theory. Furthermore, many such decays are sensitive to
parameters in the standard model (SM) and are excellent
probes for the effects of new physics, such as supersym-
metry, charged Higgs bosons, or heavy fermions. For ex-
ample, calculations of one-loop flavor-changing interac-
tions in the kaon system were able to successfully antici-
pate [1] the approximate value of the charm-quark mass.
Similarly, some transitions in the B system (e.g., B®-B °
mixing and the decay B —KI 7] ) are especially sensitive
[2] to the mass of the top quark. Often loop decays can
also receive important contributions from physics beyond
the SM (well-known [3] examples are K —mvy and
B—K*y), which can give large enhancements or
suppressions over the SM rates. In view of this, dedicat-
ed experimental facilities are being planned [4] for the
study of rare K and B physics. The flavor-changing
neutral-current (FCNC) transitions of a possible fourth-
generation charged —1 b’ quark have also been analyzed
[5,6], where it was found that these FCNC decays could
even dominate over the tree-level decays of the b’ quark
for certain values of the parameters. However, four-
generation models (with light neutrinos) have been ruled
out by the results [7] from the CERN e Te ™ collider LEP
and from the SLAC Linear Collider (SLC) and will not be
further discussed here.

Presently, the rare decays of every quark in the SM
(and even some beyond the SM) have been thoroughly
studied except for one, the top quark. Indeed, there are
special reasons for studying rare decays of the ¢ quark, as
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it is by far the largest fermion mass scale in the SM. As
such, it might provide a unique window in the quest for
new physics. Its rare decays (although anticipated to be
small) should prove to be a useful quantitative reference
point for comparing the SM to experiment. Also, at this
mass scale, the effects of QCD should be unambiguous
and presumably very small.

In this paper, we calculate the decays t—cV, where
V=y, g, or Z, and t —cH in the SM, keeping all exter-
nal as well as internal masses and momenta. We then
study the possible effects of charged Higgs bosons on the
transitions ¢—cV in the context of two-Higgs-doublet
models. An exact calculation (to one-loop order) of the
heavy-quark transition g;q;y (and subsequently g;q;g) in
the SM has been performed by the authors of Ref. [8]; we
have checked that our analytical expressions are in agree-
ment with theirs. In Ref. [9], these results were used to
study the process t—cy for relatively light ¢ quarks,
m, S My, Dutta Roy et al. [10] have also discussed the
decay t—cy in the SM in the limit of a very heavy m,.
Fritzsch [11] has estimated the rate for t —cZ, and found
that it could have a branching ratio of ~10~%—1072
The present work complements and extends these previ-
ous results as it covers the t-quark-mass range m, > My,
and presents exact calculations for all the processes
t—cV as well as t—cH in the SM and ¢—cV in two-
Higgs-doublet models.

The Collider Detector at Fermilab (CDF) Collabora-
tion has recently placed [12] a bound on the top-quark
mass of m, >89 GeV, by searching for its semileptonic
decay mode as predicted by the SM. A maximum-
likelihood analysis [13], including full radiative correc-
tions, of the recent data [7,12] on the properties of the W
and Z bosons, has shown that m, <200 GeV at 95% C.L.
and that the most likely value of m, is ~135 GeV; these
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bounds are in agreement with those obtained [14] from
analyses of neutral-current data. Of course such bounds
are only relevant to the SM; in extensions, such as extra
Higgs doublets, the upper bound on m, could be
significantly different [15]. With future upgrades and in-
creases in total integrated luminosity, experiments at the
Fermilab Tevatron [16] expect to discover the top quark
if its dominant decay modes are those of the SM and if its
mass is in the range m, S 180 GeV. The Superconducting
Super Collider (SSC) will, of course, eventually produce a
large number of ¢ quarks, and may be able to observe rare
top-quark interactions. There is also ongoing research
for a linear e Te ™ collider with a center-of-mass energy in
the range 500-1000 GeV. If such a machine materializes,
it could become a unique facility for cleanly studying the
physics of this mass scale [17].

The contents of this paper are as follows. In Sec. II we
present our calculations and results in the SM for the
processes t—cy, cg, and c¢Z. The transition t—cH is
then examined for the SM in Sec. III. A brief overview of
two-Higgs-doublet models and current restrictions on the
parameters of the charged-Higgs-boson sector, as well as
our results for the H* boson contributions to ¢ —cV, are
presented in Sec. IV. Section V contains our conclusions
and a brief discussion on the prospects of experimentally
observing rare top-quark decays. Detailed formulas for
heavy-quark FCNC transitions in both the SM and two-
Higgs-doublet models are given in the Appendix.
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FIG. 1. Feynman diagrams responsible for the decay ¢t —cV.
Solid lines represent quarks, wavy lines correspond to gauge bo-
sons, and dashed lines are scalars.
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II. t ->cV IN THE STANDARD MODEL

In our calculation we use the 't Hooft-Feynman gauge
(corresponding to £§=1 in the R, gauge) and take the
external quarks ¢,c to be on shell. The ten Feynman dia-
grams responsible for the general fcV vertex in this gauge
are displayed in Fig. 1. Our momenta conventions are as
labeled in the figure. In calculating these diagrams we
have kept all external and internal masses nonvanishing,
and have assumed general left- and right-handed cou-
plings which are tabulated in the Appendix for each pos-
sible elementary vertex. The ¢t —cV transition matrix ele-
ment is then generically given, for an internal quark i, by

M=V_,Vle(g)(ap*+a,qh+asy")L
+ (b pt+b,yqh +b3y")R Jt(q, )€, (X)),
2.1)

where V; are the appropriate Kobayashi-Maskawa (KM)
matrix elements [18], L =(1—y5)/2, and €, is the polar-
ization vector of the gauge boson V. The matrix element
may be expressed in terms of the dipole transition via
Gordon decomposition. The six form factors a; and b;
are the sums of the contributions from each of the ten di-
agrams. They are functions of the masses and momenta
of the external and internal quarks and gauge bosons, and
contain n-dimensional integrals resulting from dimen-
sional regularization. These integrals can be expressed in
terms of Spence functions and in our calculations we fol-
low the procedure and notation of Refs. [5,19]. The ex-
plicit expressions for the contributions from each dia-
gram to the form factors are given in the Appendix.

In the case of t —cy (and t —cg) where the y (or g) is
on shell, electromagnetic current conservation implies
the conditions

(2.2)

with x; =m?/M3,. We have checked that our results for
the form factors obey these relations. For V=2Z, the
above expressions are proportional to M2 as required.
We have also verified that the imaginary parts of our
form factors display the proper analytic structure. As a
final test of our work, we have calculated the partial
widths for the corresponding FCNC decays of the
fourth-generation b’ quark and have confirmed that our
numerical results agree with those of Ref. [6].

Once the form factors are determined, it is straightfor-
ward to calculate the decay widths. In the case of on-
shell y, or g emission (g2=0), the width can be expressed
as
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—2v/x,(Ref,Reh,+Imf,Imh,+Ref;Reh, +Imf;Imh,)]
— 4 x,x,[V %,(Ref,Ref; +Imf,Imf; +Reh,Reh, +Imh,Imh )
+x,(Ref,Reh, +Imf,Imh,)+4(Ref;Reh; +Imf3Imh;y)]} , (2.3)

with Cr being a color factor given by Cr=1 (%) for the ¥ (g), M}, is the vector-boson mass, which we keep for use in
Eq. (2.5) (M}, =0 in the case of ¥=7v,g), and Ma,b,c)=a>+b2+c2—2(ab +ac +bc) is the usual triangle function. f
and h explicitly demonstrate the Glashow-Iliopoulos-Maiani (GIM) mechanism [20] and are given by

fi= 3 VgVilato=x;)—a(xy=x,)] ,
j=b,s

hi=3 VyVilbixy=x,)—bixy=x,1,
j=b,s

2.4)

where M represents the internal quarks d, s, or b, and a;,b; are the form factors summed over the ten contributing dia-

grams. The partial width for t —cZ is

AV LML /mEm2/mPMS,

't —cZ)=TI'(t—cy)+

167m, M2

X NUf2 P4 1R 1)@ @)@y B P+ S5 124 hy [D[2(G, P )@ P)— MZ /M(3,-3,)]

+2(Ref,Reh, +Imf,Imh, +RefsReh, +Imf3Imh,)V x, (@, § )@, D)
+2(Ref,Ref+Imf,Imf;+Reh,Rehs +Imh,Imh;)V %, (4, D )2

2

— M3} —
+2(Ref;3Reh; +Imf3Imh3)\/xCx,]w—2 +2(Ref,Reh,+Imf,Imh,)V x.x,(4,P)* |,

fi»h; are as given in Eq. (2.4), the dot products are in the
Appendix, all momenta are scaled by the W-boson mass,
P (@))=p/My (q;/My), and I'(t—cy) is given in Eq.
(2.3) with M, =M in this case.

We compute the branching ratio for ¢t —cV by taking
the SM charged-current two-body decay t—bW (where
the W is real for top quarks satisfying the CDF limit
m, >89 GeV) to be the dominant t-quark decay mode.
The partial width for this two-body tree-level process is
straightforward to calculate [21], and as expected, is quite
large with a value of I'(z—bW)=90 MeV (2.5 GeV) for
m,=90 (200) GeV. We will then approximate the
branching ratio for t —cV by

T(t—cV)

B(t—cV)= 7 SbW)

(2.6)

In our numerical calculations, we take the central value
of the allowed range for the appropriate KM matrix ele-
ments as given in Ref. [22], the value of the Z-boson mass
as measured [7] at CERN LEP M,=91.177 GeV, the
W-boson mass as determined [12] by the Collider Detec-
tor at Fermilab (CDF) and UA2 Collaborations
My =80.10 GeV, sin?0;,=0.23, a.,=1/128.8,
a,=1.4675/In(m?/Adcp) With  Agcp=180 MeV,

w
(2.5)

and the following values for the quark masses: m,;=10
MeV, m; =150 MeV, m.=1.5 GeV, and m,=5.0 GeV.
We take the top quark to lie in the range 89 <m, <200

GeV.
Our results for B(t—cV) as a function of m, are

presented in Fig. 2, where the dashed, solid, and dashed-
dotted curves correspond to B(t—cg), B(t—cy), and
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FIG. 2. B(t—cV) as a function of m, in the SM. The dashed
curve denotes the process ¢ — cg, the solid curve t—c¥y, and the
dashed-dotted curve t —cZ.
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B(t—cZ), respectively. The process t —cg has the larg-
est branching fraction with B(t—cg)~10"1° for
m, R 110 GeV, and for m,~90 GeV B(t—>cg) rises to
~107°. t—cy and t—cZ occur at much smaller rates
of ~10713—10712, It is clear that the loop decays of the
t quark are very small in the SM. This is due to a strong
GIM suppression from the small values of the internal
quark masses m,, ; 4, as well as the large tree-level rate for
t—bW.

QCD corrections have been found [2] to give large
enhancements to the rate for the process b —sy and one
might wonder if this could also occur in the case of rare
t-quark decays. In the B-meson system, the leading QCD
corrections are calculated by integrating from the elec-
troweak scale down to m, in the leading-log approxima-
tion. This produces a large shift in the amplitude and
softens the GIM power suppression to a log suppression.
However, in the t-quark system, m, is already of order of
the electroweak scale so the integration procedure will
not produce such large logarithms and hence the QCD
corrections of this type should be small.

III. t —>cH IN THE STANDARD MODEL

The decay t —cH proceeds through the same ten Feyn-
man diagrams that mediate the process ¢t —cV (which are
displayed in Fig. 1), except in this case the external vector
boson V is replaced by an external scalar H. The general
vertex for the on-shell ¢t —cH decay is

M=V_,V}ic(g,aL+BR)t(g,) , 3.1)

where a and B represent the sum of the contributions
from all ten diagrams. These contributions have been
calculated in Ref. [5] for the case of the fourth-generation
quark decay b'—bH, where the masses and momenta of
all external and internal particles have been kept. The
expressions for a and 3 are given explicitly in the Appen-
dix of this reference and will not be reproduced here.
The partial width for ¢t —cH can then be written as

My,

T(t—>cH)=—"—
- 32mx 3/

\/(xc +x,—xp)?—4x,x,

X[UfI1P+ 12 x, +x,—xg)
+4(Ref Reh +Imf Imh V/'x,x,1 ,
(3.2)

with xy; =M% /M3, and f,h exhibit the GIM mechanism
for a and B as given in Eq. (2.4) with a;—a and b; —f3.
The branching ratio is computed as in the preceding
section and B(t—cH) is displayed in Fig. 3 as a function
of m, for various values of the Higgs-boson mass that are
consistent with the LEP limit [7] of my R 42 GeV. Note
that for a given my, the branching fraction clearly in-
creases as the value of m, increases (for m, 2 100 GeV),
giving maximum values of B(t —cH )~ 10" for m, <200
GeV. The branching fractions generally lie in the range
10781077 for all values of m, and my, once the severe
reduction in phase space has been overcome. Comparing
these results with those in Fig. 2 we see that generally
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FIG. 3. B(t—cH) as a function of m, in the SM for the vari-
ous values of my as indicated.

B(t—cH)>B(t—cV). This is due to a softening of the
GIM suppression in this case as the Higgs-boson—quark
coupling is proportional to the quark mass.

IV. t ->cVIN THE TWO-HIGGS-DOUBLET MODEL

Since we have seen that the branching ratios for rare
top-quark decays in the SM are small, perhaps new phys-
ics can significantly increase the rates for these decays
and make them observable. In order to quantify the
effects that new physics could have on rare z-quark de-
cays, we examine the processes ¢—cV in two-Higgs-
doublet models. An enlarged Higgs sector is a relatively
simple extension of the SM and naturally occurs in many
theories, such as supersymmetry, models with spontane-
ous CP violation, and some grand unified theories (e.g.,
Eq). The existence of two (or more) Higgs doublets
necessitates the presence of charged Higgs bosons which
influence one-loop processes.

We consider two distinct two-Higgs-doublet models
which naturally avoid tree-level FCNC [23]. In model I,
one doublet (¢,) gives masses to all fermions and the oth-
er doublet (¢,) essentially decouples from the fermions.
In a second model (model II) ¢, gives mass to the up-type
quarks, while the down-type quarks and charged leptons
receive a mass from ¢;. Each doublet obtains a vacuum
expectation value (VEV) v; subject only to the constraint
that v? +v3=v? where v is the usual VEV of the SM.
The generic charged-Higgs-boson coupling to fermions
(assuming massless neutrinos) in both models is given by

- g

+ _
= mH (Vijm, F,u,(1—v5)d;

—+ V,de]Fdﬁl(1+')/5)dJ

+mFw(1+y)l]+He. , (4.1

where g is the usual SU(2); coupling constant. In model
I, F,=cotf and F;=F;=—cotf and in model II,
F,=cotB and F;=F,=tanf3, where tanf=v, /v, is the
ratio of VEV’s; this is summarized in Table I. Model II is
that which is present in supersymmetry and Eg4 theories.
The mass m, + and the ratio v, /v, are a priori free pa-
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TABLE 1. Summary of which doublet, ¢, or ¢,, gives mass to
each quark type and the values of the coefficients F, (f=u,d)
in the charged-Higgs-boson Lagrangian in Eq. (4.1) for models I
and II.

Model 1 Model II
f VEV Fy VEV F,
u 2 cotf3 2 cotf3
d 2 —cotf 1 tanf3

rameters in general two-Higgs-doublet models. The
current experimental bound from LEP [7] on the H*
mass is my+> 35.4 (43.0) GeV at 95% C.L. with
B(H* —cs(mv))=100%.

Semiquantitative restrictions on m at and tanf can be
set by requiring that the H* width not be too large and
that the 7bH coupling remain perturbative. It is clear
from Eq. (4.1) that the width and 7bH coupling both grow
rapidly with increasing m, and decreasing tanf, and
hence perturbation theory may become endangered for
some values of the parameters. This is illustrated in Fig.
4, which shows the total width of the ¢ quark for
m, > mb+mHi as a function of tanf with mHi=50 GeV
and m,=100, 150, and 200 GeV. If we demand that the
theory remain perturbative, a bound on tanf as a func-
tion of m, is obtained. By taking I',/m, (or
Cpe/my+)< 4 and also requiring that the 7bH coupling

be smaller than the QCD coupling g2=4ma,(M}) as
definitions of the perturbative region, the bound
tanBRX m, /(600 GeV) is obtained. This restriction ap-
plies in both models. In model II there is a correspond-
ing upper limit on tanf of cotBR m, /(600 GeV), which
arises from the term proportional to m, ¥V, tanf in Eq.
(4.1).

Further restrictions on the parameters contained in
two-Higgs-doublet models can be obtained from an
analysis of possible charged-Higgs-boson contributions to

3
10 e e
Models I & II ]

102 | myt = 50 GeV -

10!

=
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'

£

+ 100
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+ 1

= 1071 L

= 3 100 E

* C 3
£ 10-2 AU B NUU B

= 10~1 100 101

tan g

FIG. 4. The total width of the ¢ quark,

I(t—bW)+I(t—bHT), as a function of tan8 for

m, =100, 150, and 200 GeV corresponding to the solid, dashed,
and dashed-dotted curves, respectively.
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low-energy data. Such contributions to BJ-BY and
D°D?° mixing, €, the K; —K¢ mass difference, and €' /€
have been examined in Ref. [24], where the overall region
which is consistent with current experimental measure-
ments has been determined. The results are essentially
equivalent in both models I and II, and are found to be
roughly given by the above perturbation bound,
tanBR m, /600 GeV. Additional constraints can be ob-
tained if H¥ contributions to the decay b—»sy are con-
sidered [3,24]; however, these limits rely heavily on the
precise value of the ratio of exclusive to inclusive rates.
Charged Higgs bosons can contribute to the processes
t —cV via the Feynman diagrams of Figs. 1(b), 1(d), 1(),
and 1(j), with the unphysical scaler ¢ being replaced by
H®. The transition matrix element and the expressions
for the partial widths have exactly the same form as in
Egs. (2.1), (2.3), and (2.5). The six form factors are now a
sum of the contributions from the ten SM diagrams and
the four H* diagrams and are a function of the quark
and gauge boson masses and momenta as well as m Ht

and tanf. The precise expressions for the H* contribu-
tions to the form factors are listed in the Appendix. We
have verified that our current-conservation conditions of
Eq. (2.2) are still satisfied in these models, and that our
expressions for the charged-Higgs-boson diagrams 1(b),
1(d), 1(f), and 1(j) approach those of the SM when the H*
couplings approach those of the unphysical scalar ¢.

Our results for the ©branching fractions for
t—cy, t—cg, and t—cZ as a function of tanf are
presented in Figs. 5, 6, and 7, respectively. We show re-
sults for model I with m, =100 GeV and m,=200 GeV,
and model II with m, =100 and 200 GeV, corresponding
to the figure labels (a), (b), (c), and (d), respectively. In
each figure, the solid curve represents m =50 GeV, the

dashed my+= 100 GeV, the dotted mHi=250 GeV, and

the dashed-dotted m Hi=500 GeV. Note that when the
decay t—bH?T is kinematically allowed, the charged-
Higgs-boson contributions to the one-loop induced
flavor-changing transitions are slightly suppressed for
some values of tanf3.

In model I, enhancements over the SM rates of
up to three orders of magnitude are obtainable
[B(t—cg)~107° for m,, m_ +=100 GeV] for small
values of tanB (<0.5), while for larger values of
tanf (R 2) the branching fraction approaches its SM
value. This behavior obviously reflects the H* fermion
couplings, which are all proportional to cotf in this mod-
el. However, recall that the perturbative and low-energy
bounds restrict tan=0.167 (0.333) for m,=100 (200)
GeV, and thus the ranges of tanf8 which yield the largest
enhancements are those which have been ruled out above.

The situation is somewhat different in the case of mod-
el II. Slight enhancements are possible for small values of
tanf (up to one order of magnitude), but the biggest in-
creases in rate (up to 3-4 orders of magnitude) are ob-
tained when tanf takes on larger values, tanB= 5-10.
For example, with m,=100 GeV, m Hi=100 GeV, and
tanf=50, B(t—cg)~2X 107°% These large enhance-
ments occur when tanf is large enough to make the
mytanf term in the charged Higgs Lagrangian dominant.
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FIG. 7. Same as in Fig. 5, except for the decay t —cZ.

This region where tanf takes on large values is not ruled
out by experiment and is predicted [25] to occur in some
grand unified theories.

Figure 8 shows the branching fraction for (a)
t—cy, (b) t—cg, and (c) t—>cZ as a function of m,
with m =100 GeV in model I with tan3=0.25 and 1.0
(corresponding to the dashed and solid curves, respective-
ly) and in model II with tan8=0.25 and 20.0 (represented
by the dotted and dashed-dotted curves, respectively).
Here one can see the general trend for enhancements in
model I (II) for smaller (larger) values of tanf [e.g.,
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B(t—cg)~1073-10""7 in model II with tan3=20]. The
increase in the branching fraction due to the anomalous
threshold behavior at m, =m, +m + is also demonstrat-

ed.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In summary, we have calculated and presented expres-
sions for the flavor-changing transitions t—cvy, cg,cZ,
and cH in the SM, keeping all masses and momenta non-
vanishing. We found the branching fractions for
these decays to be small in the SM, and are of
order B(t—cy)~10"12, B(t—cg)~10"1, B(t—cZ)
~10718-107!2, and B(t—cH)~107%-10"7 for 90
<m, <200 GeV. The fact that these decay rates are so
small in the SM (and are relatively free of QCD and ha-
dronic uncertainties) can, in principle, provide a test for
possible new physics. In practice, backgrounds from oth-
er SM processes can be a serious problem and detailed
studies will have to be carried out before any claims can
be made. If one of these processes were observed at a
larger rate than given above, and could not be accounted
for by SM background processes, then it could be a signal
for new interactions. Along this vein, we have extended
our study to include contributions from charged Higgs
bosons present in two-Higgs-doublet models. We found
that large enhancements of the SM rates are possible for
various values of the parameters, giving the overall
maximum values of the branching fractions to be
B(t—cy)~10"%, B(t—cg)~107% and B(t—cZ)
~107°. Further studies of these decays in models
beyond the SM should be made in order to determine if
even larger increases in the rates are possible. The rate
for the three-body decay, t — cqq, through virtual gluons,
and for CP violation in ¢ decays should also be examined
[26] to provide a benchmark for SM predictions.

The SSC can be expected to produce a large number of
t quarks; the predicted event rate [21] is roughly
3.5%10%, 1.2X10% and 5.6 X107 {f pairs per year for
m, =110, 150, and 180 GeV, respectively, assuming an
integrated luminosity of 10* pb~! per year. Even with
100% acceptance and tagging efficiencies, the SSC detec-
tors will not observe these rare top-quark decays in the
SM, unless there is a substantial increase in luminosity.
We have shown that in models with an extended Higgs
sector the event rates can be enhanced, e.g., t —cg could
occur at a rate of ~ 107 (with favorable values of the pa-
rameters), and thus may be observable with efficient ¢-
quark tagging. A high-energy linear e*e ™ collider
could, in principle, be the ideal place to study these rare
decays, as r-quark events can be cleanly separated by tag-
ging the isolated lepton from the top semileptonic decay.
However, a high integrated luminosity would have to be
achieved before observation of these rare decay modes be-
comes feasible.

Clearly, before one can use our calculations in the con-
text of interpretation of experimental searches for these
rare decays, issues related to experimental backgrounds
are very important and will have to be dealt with, but are
beyond the scope of this work. For illustration, the decay
t—cH has a potential background from multibody reac-

G. EILAM, J. L. HEWETT, AND A. SONI 44

tions such as ¢t — HbW, followed by the hadronic decay of
the real or virtual W [27]. The branching fraction for
this multibody process is presented in Ref. [28]. For the
case of real W emission, i.e., m, > My +m, +my, these
authors find B=T(t—HbW)/T(t—->bW)=~10"7, few
X 10™* for m, =200 GeV and my =100, 50 GeV, respec-
tively. Scaling this by the hadronic branching fraction of
the W (so that the final state W is more difficult to identi-
fy), we see that this multibody background can be larger
than the SM rate for t —cH by 2-3 orders of magnitude.
For the case of virtual W emission, the branching frac-
tion for t —HbW™ — Hbqq', is much smaller than in the
case of real W’s. In either case, this background can be
substantially reduced by using appropriate experimental
cuts. For instance, in the process t—cH —>cbb, the
charm-quark jet will have a very large transverse momen-
tum (recall mg > 45 GeV from LEP [7]) and the invariant
mass of the recoil bb jets should add up to the Higgs-
boson mass. Thus, an examination of the recoil invariant
mass of top-quark events, which contain a jet with large
pr> should discard most, if not all, of these types of back-
grounds [29]. Detailed Monte Carlo studies clearly
should be done for these processes and their potential
backgrounds, but only after the specific characteristics of
the actual detectors, e.g., acceptances, efficiencies, cracks,
etc., become known.

The topic of rare top-quark physics has just begun to
be explored and may yield some surprises, both theoreti-
cal and experimental.
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APPENDIX: RELEVANT FORMULAS

Here we present the expressions, keeping all masses
and momenta, for the form factors for each of the dia-
grams in Fig. 1. In the following A#-J* denote results
for the diagrams labeled (a)-(j) in Fig. 1 for an internal
quark with mass M. B,, B;, C,, Cy, and C;; represent
the scalar functions in the notation of Refs. [5,19], and
for each diagram are functions of the masses and momen-
ta as given. All masses and momenta are scaled by the
W-boson mass My, (e.g., x,=m}/M%, M % =M2 /M},
pr=p?*/M}), g is the usual SU(2), weak coupling con-
stant, e=n —4 (where n represents the number of dimen-
sions in the dimensional-regularization procedure),
R=(1+y5)/2, and the values of the coefficients
Aj, B;, C, D,and E (j=u,d for quarks with weak iso-
spin of 1, — 1, respectively) are given in Table II:
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TABLE II. Values of the coefficients in Egs. (A1)—(A10). ﬁW =My /My, cyp (sy)=cosfy (sinby ), where 0y, is the weak mixing
angle, xy, =sin’0y, g (g) represents the usual weak (strong) coupling constant, and e = |e| is the electric charge of the proton.

|4 A, Ay B, B, C D E
¥ Ze —1le 2e —le e gswMy e
g 8s 8 gs 8s 0 0 0
8 (11 _8 (_ 2 —8 4 8 2 —gxy My & 22
1—4 142 s z -
ZCW( %) ZCW( %) 2cw 3XW 2, W &ew cw 2cW(CW sw)

2 . —_—
A"=—gz—( —2V'x,(e—2) A,(Cy; +Cyy )pPL +2V x, A4[€C, +(e—2)Cy3 1g4L

+ { Ad[( —2x, +€i7\ 2_€xc )C12+(€-2)(2C24_60_ﬁ 2C11 )]+(€_2)XM.B,1C0}'}/'“L
+2\/;, Ayl(e—=2)0(C}; —Cyp3+Cy)—€Cy, Ip*R +2\/;, Ay[2C 1, +(e—2)(Cyp —Cy3)1g45R
—V'x.x, Ay(e+2)C,¥"R) , (A1)

with C,-j(ﬁa _62’ V—-XT{’ ‘/;u’ﬁw )7
g2 —
BH= ([2x,V/%, A4(C 1+ Cpy— C1; — Cyy ) +2xpV %, B, (Cy+2C 4+ Cyy ) IPPL

2M %,
+{2\/;: Ag[x,(Cy3—Cpp)+x4(Cyy "Clz)]_zxM\/;:Bd(Co"'Cn +C1+Cy)lgsL
H{xp Ag[x(Co+C1y —Cip)=x,Cyy —xpCo ] +xp By [x.(Co+C )+x,(—Cy +Cypy)]
+ Agxx,Ciy+xyBy[Co+P >Cyy +(x,—p 2)Cyy —2Cy, Ijv*L

+ {2\/; A4[xp(Co+Cyy)+x.(Cyy +Cyy )]+2xM\/;zBd(C12‘Cn —Cy +Cy3)ip*R

+{_2\/;r Ad[xM(Co+C11H‘xc(clz+C23)]+2xM\/_;th(C11_Clz“czz‘*'czs)}qu

+\/E Ay[xp(Co+Cpp)+p 2Cn +(x.—p 2)C12+60—2C24]7yR ), (A2)
with C;j(B, =82,V Xp, V%0, M),

cyz—i"(i({;%(chuBm‘L +v'x.%,B,B,y*R) , (A3)

with B, (—41,V/ X4,V %y, My ),
D* g

= m {[xc(x, +xp) A, By +xp(x. +x,) A, By Iv*L +V x,.x,[(xy; +x.)B, B, +2x,,B, By Iy*R 1, (A4

with B,(—q,V x,, My),
2

ne 8(€=2)

E 2(xc—x,)(

with Bl( ‘—az,'\/;;,ﬁw ),

Fh= g

Y 2(x,—x,)

with B;(—§,V %5, M),

xtAuBlyHL_'_\/xcxtBuB]y”R) » (AS)

{[x,(x,+xp ) A, B +x4,(x,+x,)A,B,]y*L +\/xcx,[(xM +x,)B,B,;+2x,B,B,]y*R} , (A6)

2 I —_
G"=%{(e——2)\/xc(co+3cn +2C, )p“L +2V x [2Cy+C; +C 1, —(€—2)(C, +Cy3) g4l
+[x,(C); —Co)—x,(2C,+Cy +C3)+2p ACy+Cy;)+2C—2(e—2)Cpt IV L
+’\/_.x—t[2C11 _2C0_4C12_(6—2)(C11 _C12 +2€21 —2C23 )]P'uR
+2v/%,[Co—C,; +2C 5 +(e—2)(Cpy —Cpy ) 1g4R — 3V x,x,(Cy+C1, )y R} , (A7)
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&

with C,j( “ﬁ,@z,MW,MW: % XpM ))

2D —
HY= 2gM {2‘/XC(CIZ—C“ Jq5L +[(x, —x )Co+x.Cyy IrHL +\/xcx,(C“ —Cply*RY, (A8)
w
with Cy(—P,2,, My, My, V' xy),
2 aa s——
Ik= zgﬂD {[-"t(clz"cn)_xMCo]Y“L—2\/x,(C0+C“)(p“R—q’z‘R)—\/xcxt(Co+C“)7,MR] , (A9)
w

with ij( ‘—’p\ravaW,ﬁW, ‘/Z{ ),

_ g°E

JE=
2M3,

{V;c[xt( C11—C 13 12Cy —2C53)—x,(Cy +2Cyy) Jp¥L +2‘/-;;[xt(c22 —Cp3)+xCp3lg5L

+2.xMC24Y“L +V.x_t[ _xC(C0+3Cl1 +2C21 )+xM(C0+3C11 _CIZ +2C21 _2C23 )]p#R
+2V/%,[%,(C13 +Cy3) +xp(Cpy — Cop3 —C13) 1g4R +2V/ %, x,Coy7*R } , (A10)
with C‘J( —ﬁ,az,ﬁw,ﬂw, \/_x—}; ).

The expressions for the form factors for the charged-Higgs-boson contributions to diagrams (b), (d), (f), and (j) in Fig.
1 are given by the following with the same notation conventions as above and the coefficients F, and F,; are given in

Table I;
By+ Z?ﬁ[{ZxM\/—x—ch[Fﬁ(C“ +Cy1) = F,Fy(Co+Cy)]+2x,V/ % F2 4,(C1, —C1; —Cy +Cyy)}phL
+{2x4 V% [F,F4B4(C1,+Co)—F}B4(C1y+Cy3)+F,Fy A4,(Cp,—Cyy)]
+2x,V/x F} 44(Cyy = Cp )} g8L
H(xpyx F,Fg[ AgCyy —By(Co+Cyy) ] +xpx, F,Fy[ Ay(C1;—Cy—Cy)+B4(Cy; —Cyy))
+xx, Ff AgCratxy F3{ —xp AgCo+By[Co+(x, —p )C 1y +p 2C; —2Cpy 1} YL
+{2xp V%, [ —F,F; A4(Cy+Co)+F}B4(C1, — Cyy — Cyy +Cy3) 1+ 2x,V/ %, F2 A4(C,, +Cyy )}pHR
+(2xM‘/;t{FuFd A4(Cyy +Co)+Bd[F3(C23 —Cp)+F,Fy(C,—Cyy)]}
—2x, V%, F} 4,(Cp + C3))g4R
+ (V' xx,{ —F,F; A;(Co+Cyy)+ By [F3Cy,+F,Fy(C,—Co)—F2C, 1}
+V/ %X, Ff A4[Co+p *Cry+(x,—p H)C1, —2Cy I*R ], (A11)

with C‘J(ﬁ’ _aZ’V;;{’V-xTW’r?IHi)’

2
DEy=——8  ([x.(xpF}+x,F2)A,B,—xy(x.+x,)F,F, A, Byv"L
HE 2ﬁ%‘,(x0_xt){[ c\*Mtd tu u1 M\t tEufd Ay 0]7’

+V'x.x,[(x . F2+x, F})B,B,—2x,,F,F;B,B,1y"R} , (A12)
with B,(—4,,V/ %, M ;+),

2
= & 2 2 _
Fi+ 2 (x =) {[x,(xpFg+x F;)A,B—xp(x,+x,)F,FyA,Byly"L

+V'x.x,[(x,F}+x), F})B,B, —2x,,F,F;B,By]ly*R} , (A13)

with B,(—,V/ X, My +),
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2
J#+: gAE
2™ M,

({xp V' x [ —F3(Cy+2Cy, +3Cy, )—F,F;(Cy+2C )] +x,V/ x,F2(C,,—C,,+2Cy, —2Cy;)}pHL

+ {zxM\/;c[Ff(Clz +Cy )+FuFdC12]+2xt‘/;cF3(C22 —Cyp)ighL +2xMFd2C247’“L
+ {xM\/_x_,[F‘f(C“ —C,+2C, —2Cy)—F,F(Cy+2Cy, )]—xc\/;;Fuz(Co”'zczl +3C,)}p"R
{

+ (2% VX, [F3(Cy, — Cp3)+ F,FyC1, 1+ 2%,/ %, FA(C, +Cy3)}q4R +2v x x,F2C,y*R ) , (A14)
with Cyy( =, 82, Ay, A,V xp).
The dot products in Eq. (2.5) are expressed as
91°9,=1/2(x,+x,—M2/M}%) ,
9,:9=9,4,—x , (A15)

L P=1/2(M%/M},+x,—x_) .

We note that these expressions are valid for the flavor-changing transitions of heavy up-type quarks. The expressions
for the corresponding decays of heavy down-type quarks are given by the above with the following replacements:
A,(B,)— Ay(B,;), A;(B;)— A,(B,), the coefficients of the expressions for diagrams (h) and (i) in Fig. 1 change sign to
account for the change in sign of the weak isospin of the decaying quark G.e., g2D /2M w— —g2D /2M w), and the
coefficients of diagrams (g) and (j) also change sign to account for the change of sign of the electric charge of the inter-

nal Whboson (i.e., C——Cand E— —E).
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