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Associated production of a charged Higgs boson and top quark at LHC: The role of the complete
electroweak supersymmetric contribution
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The process of charged Higgs production in association with a top quark at the LHC has been calculated
at the complete next-to-leading-order electroweak level both in a two-Higgs-doublet model and in the
minimal supersymmetric standard model, assuming a minimal supergravity breaking scheme. We have
numerically explored the size of the one-loop corrections in two typical supersymmetric scenarios, with

particular attention to the tanf dependence, and we have found that they remain perturbatively small but
possibly sizable, reaching a 20% limit for extreme values of tan8, when the complete set of Feynman

diagrams is taken into account.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The processes of production of a charged Higgs boson
will be extensively exploited to search for new physics
beyond the standard model at the LHC. Most extensions of
the standard model (SM), such as two-Higgs-doublet mod-
els (2HDMs) or the minimal supersymmetric standard
model (MSSM), enlarge the minimal SM Higgs sector
predicting the existence of charged Higgs particle(s).
Since the discovery of a charged Higgs boson would be a
distinctive signature of new physics, an exhaustive com-
prehension of its production mechanism appears to be
mandatory.

Depending on the charged Higgs boson mass, different
production mechanisms are dominant: If my+ <m, — my,
the main source of a charged Higgs is the ¢7 production and
the subsequent decay of the top t — H™ b [1], while for a
heavier charged Higgs boson the dominant process is the
associated production with heavy quarks [2—12]. Also, the
associated production with W gauge boson has been ana-
lyzed [13-15], but this process is suppressed with respect
to the other two mechanisms of production.

We will focus our analysis on the associated production
with a top quark, which is also an important mechanism of
top production and should be considered in the analysis of
single top production at the LHC [16]. At the lowest
perturbative order, it is well known that this process is
particularly sensitive to the value of the parameter tan/3,
i.e. the ratio of the neutral Higgs vacuum expectation
values v,/v,, which appears in the Yukawa coupling
tbH. Being proportional to m, tanf, the coupling is en-
hanced for large values of tanfB, and this enhancement
allows a direct check of the 2HDM structure of the model,
not necessarily involving supersymmetry (SUSY). Super-
symmetric corrections, on the other hand, can be inves-
tigated only by looking at the loop structure of the process.
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Because of its relevance, the process of production of a
charged Higgs in association with a top quark has been
extensively studied at higher orders, and many important
results have been obtained. The next-to-leading-order
(NLO) corrections in QCD and SUSY QCD in the five-
flavor scheme (i.e. including the bottom quark as a parton
of the sea) have been computed in Refs. [7-11], and the
same corrections in the four-flavor scheme, together with a
comparison of the results in the two schemes, have been
computed in Ref. [12]. As a general feature, while QCD
corrections are generally found to be large, positive, and
nearly independent of tan3, SUSY corrections appear to be
sizable and negative for large tanB. For what concerns the
NLO electroweak (EW) contribution, the subset of Yukawa
SUSY EW corrections has been computed by Refs. [4-6]
in both the five- and four-flavor schemes: All of these
papers assume that the Yukawa part of the correction is
the leading one, and they get some large one-loop contri-
butions for “extreme” values of tanp.

Given the possible relevance of the considered process,
which might require a more accurate prediction, we have
performed in this paper a complete NLO MSSM EW
calculation. This includes all of the EW diagrams that
were neglected in the previous analyses and also the total
QED radiation that has never been computed for this
process and whose effects might be a priori relevant, as
we know from previous recent calculations of our group
[17,18].

The paper is organized as follows. Section IT will be
devoted to a description of the shape and of the basic
properties of the parton level amplitudes for bg — tH™
at Born and at one-loop level. A rigorous treatment of QED
radiation has been performed to obtain reliable values for
the observables and will be described in Sec. IIC. In
Sec. III, the numerical one-loop effects on the production
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rates and distributions for a couple of meaningful SUSY
benchmark points will be shown, together with a discus-
sion of the results.

II. KINEMATICS AND AMPLITUDES OF THE
PROCESS bg — tH~

A. Kinematics

The kinematics of the process bg — tH™ is expressed in
terms of the » quark momentum p,, helicity A,, spinor
u(pp, Ap), the r quark momentum p,, helicity A,, and spinor
i(p;, A,), with

Py = (E; 0,0, p),

the gluon momentum p,, helicity A,, polarization vector
e,, and the Higgs boson momentum p;:

p; = (E,; p'sind, 0, p’ cosh), (1)

L= ;“’“’_ k e \, “; ;= ") R !
8 p g 8 \/z \/5
pH (EH; p/ Sinéy O,v p/ C056 )' (3)

We also use the s-channel and u-channel momenta:

q=pg+p,=ru+tp, s =q°

, @)
q9 =Pt~ Pg=Ppr— Pr

u=q-.

The invariant amplitude of the process bg — tH~ will
be decomposed on a set of 8 forms J,,, where 7 represents
the chirality R, L (sometimes denoted n = +1, —1). The
8 scalar functions Nkn(s, t, u) will be computed in the next

subsection from the various Born and one-loop diagrams.

A= TNy (s, 1, w), 6)

k
Jln = I‘gﬂanr J217 = (e~pt)Pn’ (6)
J377 = an, J417 = (e'pt)lfgpn’ (7)

with P"’l = PR,L = (1 * ’)/5)/2
The 8 helicity amplitudes F), A,A, are obtained from

Dirac decompositions of the 8 invariant forms.
Averaging over initial spins and colors and summing
over final spins and colors with

S(505) =+

one gets the elementary cross section:

do _ B
dcos)  168ms

S 1Fp ol )

spins

where 8 = 2p/\/s and B’ = 2p'/\/s.
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B. Born and one-loop amplitudes

The Born terms result from the s-channel b exchange
and the u-channel ¢ exchange of Fig. 1:

ABoms — _<s f“}ni)(%vﬁ(t)[c’“(b — tH )P,

+ cR(b— tH)PR1(¢ + my)fu(b) (10)
leads to the scalar function
A\ ce"(b— tH™
E) (72) (11)

Borns — __
Nl'r/ - gs(
S — mb

and

oo = (N Vet + m

t

X [c-(b — tH™)P; + cR(b — tH™)Plu(b)

(12)
to
AN\ e"(b— tH™)
NBornu — _ - , 13
In g5<2) " — m% ( )
AN\ ce"(b— tH™)
NBomu — _» - -, 14
20 gs<2) u— m? (14)
with the btH ™~ couplings
b — tH) = em, cotf3 Kb — (H) = emy tan,B.
\/ZSWMW \/ESWMW
(15)

The one-loop EW terms can be classified as:

(i) counter terms for b, t, H™ lines and btH~ coupling
constants. We follow the on-shell scheme in which
all of the counterterms can be computed in terms of
self-energy diagrams. For what concerns the H™ line
and the btH™ coupling, we use the procedure given
in Ref. [19], which takes into account the G~, H~
mixing and expresses the counterterm for tanf in
terms of W — H mixing self-energy. Other proce-
dures, e.g. [20] or [21], would lead to a similar
divergence cancellation but differ by minor finite
contributions;

FIG. 1. Born diagrams:
u-channel top exchange.

s-channel bottom exchange and
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(i1) self-energy corrections for internal 5 and ¢
propagators;

(iii) s-channel left triangles (Vgq), (Sqq), and (yg ¢ ) and
right triangles (¢SV), (Vq'q), (¢VS), (Sf'f), and
(fSS");

(iv) u-channel up triangles (ffV), (ffS), and (SSf) and
down triangles (VSq), (¢'qV), (SVq), (f'fS), and
(S'Sf);

(v) direct boxes: (qqq'V), (qqq'S), and (GG q x;);
crossed boxes: (qqVS), (qqSV), (44 xix;), and
(qqSS"); twisted boxes: (qqq'S), (qqq’'V), and
(G@33q x))-

All of these contributions have been computed using the
usual decomposition in terms of Passarino-Veltman func-
tions, and the complete amplitude has been implemented in
the numerical code PUMAMC.

We have checked the cancellation of the UV divergences
among counterterms, self-energies, and triangles. This
cancellation occurs separately inside 8 sectors, i.e. s-left
L or R, s-right L or R, u-up L or R, u-down L or R.

Another useful check can be done using the high energy
behavior of the amplitudes. High energy rules [22,23]
predict the logarithmic behavior of these amplitudes at
one-loop level. They use splitting functions for external
particles b, t, H and renormalization group effects on the
parameters appearing in the Born terms.

By using the logarithmic expansions of the Passarino-
Veltman functions [24], we have checked that the ampli-
tudes obtained by summing the contributions of the above
self-energy, triangle, and box diagrams satisfy these rules.

At high energy we first observe the mass suppression of
NBomstu ag well as the cancellation of NBoms*#, One

remains with only N3°™* and the 2 helicity amplitudes

Foiq -
eg,m,cotf (/\l) 0 (1 — cosH)
FBom  — — 2 L2 Jeos— (———), (16
o SwMy 2 COSZ 1 + cosf (16)
Fhom_ _, eg,m,tanf (i’) COSQ(] — cosﬁ). a7
o swMy 2 2\1 + cosé

At one-loop logarithmic level the aforementioned rules
[22,23] predict the corrections:

F_ iy =FBm {1+ c(bbL) + c(1iR)] + ¢, ((H)},
(18)

Fi__=F%" {1+ c(bbR) + c(17L))]
+ . _(H)}, 19)

in which c(bbL) and c(t7R) represent the b and ¢ splitting
functions, respectively, and ¢, . (H™) the total of the H~
splitting and of the parameter renormalization of the btH™

couplings through S8g/g — SM /My, + ém,/m, —
StanB/tanB and Sg/g — My /My + Smy,/m, +
S tanB/ tan .
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The result is
F_, . =FBop {1 + [i]{—[i]lo 22
bt - dar 36%‘/ J m%

1 ~t  1—4c -
- I:—z:llogz—2 t = C:V [log2 —I;:I
9cyy my,  12sycy M;

1 I: —u
— | 1og? —]} , (20)
253, M3,
(1 + 2¢3 s
F. = FBOEI_{l + I:i:l{_ W_]l 27
AR AR 4mfl L12s3,c3 o2 m%
1 s —t
_ 1 2 + [ 2 ]
[2sév] 8z T 18, L8 M,
1 [ —u
- 1og2_]”, @1)
653 M3,

with the absence of linear logarithmic terms as noticed in
[25].

Taking our complete one-loop computation and retain-
ing only the logarithmic parts of the B, C, D Passarino-
Veltman functions appearing in the various diagrams, we
do recover the above expressions for the 2 leading
amplitudes.

C. QED radiation

The computation of the real photon radiation contribu-
tions has been performed according to Ref. [26]. The
matrix element has been calculated analytically with the
help of FEYNARTS [27] and FORMCALC [28]. Infrared sin-
gularities have been regularized within mass regulariza-
tion, i.e. giving a small mass to the photon, and the phase
space integration has been performed using the phase space
slicing method.

Concerning the choice of the parton distribution func-
tions (PDFs) and their factorization, we follow Ref. [26].
The PDFs used through this computation are the LO QCD
parton distribution functions CTEQO6L [29]. The factoriza-
tion of the bottom PDF has been performed in the MS
scheme at the scale Q = (m, + my-). If the deep inelastic
scattering factorization scheme is used, the differences in
the numerical value of the one-loop EW effects are of the
order of 0.01% in all of the considered minimal supergrav-
ity (mSUGRA) benchmark points.

The phase space slicing method introduces a fictitious
separator AE in the integration over the photon energy. As
a check of our computations we have verified that, for
sufficiently small AE values, the final cross section is
independent of the choice of AE. Despite the strong sensi-
tivity to AE of the soft and of the hard cross section (cf. the
upper panel of Fig. 2), the dependence of the total result on
AE is far below the integration uncertainties (lower panel
of Fig. 2).
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FIG. 2. Upper panel: Dependence of the O(«) soft plus virtual
and hard cross sections on the soft-hard separator AE. Lower
panel: Independence of the sum of O(«) soft plus virtual and
hard cross sections of the separator AE.

III. ONE-LOOP RESULTS

For the numerical evaluation of the one-loop correc-
tions, we have considered as SM inputs the values in
Table 1. The strong coupling constant has been evaluated
at the renormalization scale Q = m; + my-, and its nu-
merical value will be given below. Since we have per-
formed our computations in the on-shell scheme, we
have evaluated the pole mass of the bottom quark starting
from the MS mass at NLO in QCD, obtaining m;, =
4.58 GeV.

As a first step, we have analyzed the distributions of the
invariant mass of the final states do/dM;,, and the total
cross section for a couple of representative SUSY bench-

TABLE 1.
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TABLE II. Input parameters for the mSUGRA benchmark
points and mass of the charged Higgs H~ (all values with
mass dimension are in GeV).

a,(Q)

+ 229.6 0.0965325
+  412.1 0.0922963

mSUGRA scenario my my;,, Ay

LS2 300 150 —500 50
SPSla 100 250 —100 10

tanB sgnu H™

mark points (assuming a mSUGRA supersymmetry break-
ing): LS2 [30] and SPS1a [31]. The characteristics of the
benchmark points, together with the mass of the charged
Higgs H~ and the value of a,(Q), are shown in Table II.
The two benchmarks are characterized by largely different
input parameters at the grand unified theory scale, leading
to different scenarios for low energy spectra: The LS2
point is an optimistic “light SUSY” scenario, while the
SPS1a point is a standard and widely studied scenario for
phenomenological analyses with higher masses. Moreover,
the two points differ for the tanB values: LS2 features a
very large tanf8 = 50, while in SPSla tanB8 = 10. The
complete spectra at low energy have been obtained running
the parameters through the code SUSPECT [32]. The values
of tanB at low energy have been translated from those
obtained in the DR scheme used by SUSPECT to the values
in the on-shell scheme through the relation tanB(0S) =
tanB(DR) — & tanB(0S)|gnie. The values we have ob-
tained for LS2 and SPS1a are 60.5 and 10.4, respectively.

The resulting total cross sections and K factors (where,
as usual, K = 0-jo0p /Opgom) are shown in Table III.
Because of the very mild dependence of our calculations
on the PDF factorization scheme, only the results obtained
in the MS scheme are shown. We have performed the
analysis considering both the whole supersymmetric spec-
tra (labeled “SUSY” in the following discussion) and the
“SUSY constrained”” 2HDM scenarios obtained from the
original spectra considering only loops involving Higgs
bosons and SM particles (i.e. without charginos, neutrali-
nos, and sfermions).

It is possible to see that for both LS2 and SPSla the
corrections in the 2HDM subset are very small, of the order
of a few percent, while in the complete SUSY case the light
LS2 spectrum features a bigger correction ( ~ 19%) than
in the SPS1a case ( ~ 2%).

The differential distributions for the two benchmark
points are shown in Fig. 3, where it is possible to see
that, as a general behavior, the one-loop corrections de-
crease from the low invariant mass region to high energies.
In the SPS1a case (both SUSY and 2HDM), the one-loop

Numerical values of SM inputs.

Coupling constants a = 1/137.035999, a,(M,) = 0.118

Gauge boson masses My, = 80.424 GeV, M; = 91.1876 GeV

m, = 47 MeV, m. = 1.55 GeV, m, = 170.9 GeV, m,; = 47 MeV, m,; = 0.15 GeV, m,(m,) = 4.2 GeV
m, = 0.51099906 MeV , m,, = 105.6583 MeV, m, = 1.777 GeV

Quark masses
Lepton masses
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TABLE III. Total cross sections (in pb) at Born and loop level
and K factors.

mSUGRA scenario  ogom SUSY 2HDM
O1-100p K factor oo, K factor

LS2 5.589  4.545 0.813 5.867 1.050

SPSla 0.042070.04145 0985 0.04170 0.991

corrections are positive near threshold but suddenly drop
and become negative at high energies: Such compensating
contributions are at the origin of the small one-loop cor-
rection to the total cross section. In LS2, on the other hand,
SUSY and 2HDM behave in different ways: In the former
case, the one-loop corrections are always negative, and the
K factor is ~0.97 near threshold and decreases at high
energies with a behavior analogous to the SPS1a case, thus
explaining the large negative correction to the total cross
section in this scenario; in the latter, the one-loop correc-
tions are positive in a wider M;,, range, giving rise to the
positive overall correction to the total cross section.

LS2
T e e e e
25 =
= EoS Tree Level ]
o 20F 3 — SUSY 3
g E ol --- 2HDM E
ERNEI= E
Z 0 E
E: :
5 -
L1E 3
E o\ 3
105 - v =
E T TTTTTETIAA T A T e A e WY =\~
- v \g
g 095 — SUSY E
2 09F --- 2HDM 3
0.85 E
08 g
R - T B D B I B B P B P B
04 05 06 07 08 09 1 LI 12 13 14 15

M, [TeV]

SPS1la
= 0.15 Tree Level ]
3 - — SUSY :
5 C --- 2HDM ]
a2 o0l1f 3
= C 1

=)

5 005 -
= r h
obdlv v vt T I A
LE — SUSY E
= --- 2HDM E
5 1.05 | -
I ]
v LE A, .
g AR ;
095 £
0.0 Bl b b e b b b e s b b e b Lo
05 06 07 08 09 1 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 2

M. [TeV]

inv

FIG. 3. Differential distribution (upper panels) and partial K
factors (lower panels) in LS2 and SPSla.
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As a second step in our analysis, given the relevance of
tanB for the process under investigation, we have also
analyzed the dependence of the K factors on this parame-
ter. Starting from the two previous LS2 and SPS1a spectra,
we have considered tanf3 as a free parameter and varied it
at low energy within a reasonable range. Chargino and
neutralino masses and mixing matrices depend on the value
of tan3, and they have been varied accordingly. The results
of the K factors as a function of tanf for the LS2- and
SPSla-like spectra are shown in Fig. 4. It is possible to
notice that the dependence of the K factor is stronger in the
LS2 case: In the complete SUSY scenario, it ranges from
~1 (low tanB) to ~0.89 (large tanfB), while the depen-
dence in the 2HDM scenario shows opposite behavior. One
sees that the NLO effects remain perturbatively under
control in the whole considered range, even for large values
of tan 3, where corrections are usually expected to become
large. Similar results have been found for the SPS1a-like
spectra, where, however, the dependence is milder than in
the LS2-like case.

K factors: LS2-like spectra
1.05 ‘ ‘ I ‘ I

1.04
1.03
1.02
1.01

T
*
P

*
*

o}
&,

0.99
0.98
0.97
 0.96
0.95
0.94
0.93
0.92
0.91
0.9
0.89
0.88

087 \ \ \ \
10 20 30 40

tan B

SUSY MS &
SUSY DIS

2HDM MS
2HDM DIS o

+ x O o

%3
=)

K factors: SPS1a-like spectra
1.05 T T T

1.04
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1.02
1.01

0.99
0.98
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X 0.96
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0.94
0.93
0.92
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0.9
0.89
0.88

0.87 ‘ ‘ ‘
10 20 30

tan B

© SUSY MS
O SUSY DIS
x 2HDM MS
+ 2HDM DIS

I
=1

FIG. 4. K-factor dependence on tanf for LS2- and SPS1a-like
spectra.
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FIG. 5. Factorization scheme dependence of the K factor.

As a final remark, we can say that the dependence on the
factorization scheme of our results is very mild, of the
order of 0.01% in all of the considered cases, and in Fig. 5
the differences between the two schemes are shown in
more detail.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have calculated the complete EW NLO
expression of the bg — tH™ process both in a 2HDM and
in the MSSM, assuming a mSUGRA symmetry breaking
scheme, to investigate the size of the corrections to tree-
level observables and their tanf3 dependence. In our cal-
culation we have included the full computation of QED
radiation, which makes our analysis testable against future
data. We have considered two benchmark points charac-
terized by quite different values of tanf (10 and 50), and
we have let the parameter vary into a reasonable range to
investigate for dependences of the observables. We have
found that the NLO corrections to the total cross sections
can be sizable (negative and of the order of 20%) in the
LS2 point, which is characterized by a light spectrum, and
due to its cross sections ( ~ 5 pb) they might be hopefully
observed at the LHC.

The dependence on tanf of the corrections is similar in
the two benchmark points that we have analyzed but more
enhanced in LS2. On the other hand, the corrections exhibit
a different behavior in the two considered physical scenar-
ios: In the 2HDM, the corrections are generally mild, of the
order of a few relative percent in the whole scanned range,
and the effect raises for large tan3; in the MSSM case, the
one-loop corrections become negative and decreasing for
large values of tanp.

Given the outcome of our computations, we conclude
that a complete calculation of EW MSSM NLO effects is
worthwhile and should be taken into account for a full,
reliable, and meaningful NLO analysis of this important
process, which is probably the only one that can provide
information on the charged Higgs couplings of the model.
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APPENDIX: COUNTERTERMS AND SELF-
ENERGY CORRECTIONS TO BORN AMPLITUDES

In this appendix, the expression of the counterterms are
explicitly listed. They concern the counterterms for b, ¢,
and H™ lines as well as the propagator self-energy correc-
tions for b and ¢ exchanges.

s-channel counterterms

Cg®

2

Nc.t. L —
1L s—m2

3
{5 8Zbct(b—tH™)
1
+5(0Z, + S )cl(b— tH™)

1 . .
+0ct(b— i)+ 3507 ct b — 1)), (AD
J

2

N&E Z8ZbcR(b— tH™
IR s —ml rC( )

Cea® {;

1
+ 567} + S¢p,)cR(b— tH™)

1 .
+ 8cRk(b—tH™) + EZ(‘)‘Z;TICR(I) — t])}, (A2)
J

1
mbgs(%)
s —m3

N§Hs = (82 — 8Z2)cR(b — tH™),  (A3)

1
mbgs(/\?)
s —m3

NSy s = (828 — 8ZY)cl (b — tH™),  (Ad)

where, because of the H~ — G~ mixing, we denote H~ by
j=1and G~ by j = 2. And from b s.e. one gets (n =
+1, —1 referring to R, L chiralities):
ANe"(b— tH™
N{;S‘e':gs<_>c ( 2\2 )
n 2) (s—myp)

+mi(2b,(s) +82°,)

I:S(EI;](S) +675)

1 5
+ 2m;§‘(2§(s) —5(62h + 520, - rZ,b)] (A5)

AN (b — tH™
Ngye = gs<3) : ((S — ’t"%) s [E’%(s) + 62
1 om
+ 34(s) = (823 + 82%,) — m—b”] (A6)
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u-channel counterterms

l
N§£“=—gv()l>( ! ){<3BZ’ += 81//,+16Z”>
"—m
X(b—tH )+ 8ct(b—tH")

1 .
+ QZBZjch(b — t])},
j

o) pllon e sov o

X(b—tH )+ 8cR(b—tH™)
1 3 .
+ EZBZ}ICR(b — t])},
J
! 1
Ng = —Zg‘</\ )( ){<3 8Z + = 5¢, + - 52”)
y—
X(b—tH )+ 8ct(b—tH)
1 3 D
+ 5Z(SZ}ICL(b — t])},
J
! 1
i = 20 (S) Aozt + how, Loz
"y —
(b —tH™) + 8cR(b— tH™)

(A7)

ctu —
NlR -

(A8)

(A9)

+ = Zaz* cR(b— tj)}, (A10)
AN\ m,ct(b— tH™)
N§iw = g [ ) —————2{62,, — 62} All
3L gs<2) (I/l _ m%) { R L}’ ( )
AN m,eR(b — tH™)
ctu — - t t t
N3R gs(z) (M _ mtz) {6ZL 8ZR}’ (A12)
and from 7 s.e. one gets:
A\ e, (b—tH™)
Nise =g ()T~ 7 [ L + 671
e = a5 e [0 + 02
+ m?(E’n(u) + 6Z) + 2m? (2 (u)
1 om
—=(6Z,, + 67",) — ’)] Al
2( n ) m (A13)
N’Se = ZNiff, (Al14)

Nise — (%) c,(b— tH))m,

— (82!, + 87",) —
2( n ”7) m,

[2’( )+ 8Zt, + Xi(u)

’]. (A15)

The counterterms appearing in the above expressions are
obtained in terms of self-energies as follows.

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 80, 053011 (2009)
b and ¢ quark

828 =87, = 67,
= 3 (m) — mi[SY (md) + SR ()

+23%(m3)], (A16)

8Zb = =3b(m2) — mi[3P(m?) + TR (m2) + 228 (m3)],
(A17)
8Zk = 8Z; + 3t (m?) — 3h(m?), (A18)
= —{2{(m}) + 87, + mi[3f(m7)
+ Sh(m?) + 23 (md)]}, (A19)
Smy, = % Re[S(m2) + Shim?) + 254(m2)],  (A20)
Sm Re[E’ (m?) + 2L(m?) + 23L(m?)].  (A21)
Gauge boson
27%(0)
w _ W —
8ZY — 87} —vee (A22)
.y W o<y ey [OM5  6Mj,
Sy = =30+ 2 S0 + Y [ o ]
(A23)

SM3, = ReSWW(M3),  8M% = Re3#(M2). (A24)
Higgs boson

We need 677, which means 8Zj;- ;- and Z;- ;. We use
the on-shell procedure of Wan et al. [19] in which

8Zy - =~y (p* = mjy) (A25)
and
' 235 - (mgy-)
87 = 8 s gy = — MW TH
G H G"H MW
23 ey (m2 .
_ 2w () (A26)
MW
Couplings

The Yukawa btH™ coupling leads to the counterterms
5ct and 8c®, computed in terms of 8g, Sm, ;,, SMy (given
above), and & tanB. For the latter, we have adopted the
renormalization scheme of [19]:
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(1]
(2]

(3]

(5]
(6]

(71
(8]

L
bct _ %8, om oMy _ounf (A27)
ct 8 my; My tan3

R
8k :% Smb_éMW+5tanB’ (A28)
ck g m, My  tanp

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 80, 053011 (2009)

g 3

8 — 52V — 52V, A2

g 1 2 2 ( 9)
Stanf _ ReXpyoy:(myy:) (A30)

tanf My, sin2 8
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