arXiv:1510.08462v2 [hep-ph] 19 Nov 2015

PREPARED FOR SUBMISSION TO JHEP MCTP-15-24

Effective theories of universal theories

James D. Wells and Zhengkang Zhang

Michigan Center for Theoretical Physics, Department of Physics, University of Michigan,
Ann Arbor, MI 48109, U.S.A.

E-mail: jwells@umich.edu, zzkevinQumich.edu

ABSTRACT: It is well-known but sometimes overlooked that constraints on the oblique
parameters (most notably S and T' parameters) are generally speaking only applicable to
a special class of new physics scenarios known as universal theories. In the effective field
theory (EFT) framework, the oblique parameters should not be associated with Wilson
coefficients in a particular operator basis, unless restrictions have been imposed on the
EFT so that it describes universal theories. We work out these restrictions, and present a
detailed EFT analysis of universal theories. We find that at the dimension-6 level, universal
theories are completely characterized by 16 parameters. They are conveniently chosen
to be: 5 oblique parameters that agree with the commonly-adopted ones, 4 anomalous
triple-gauge couplings, 3 rescaling factors for the h3, hf f, hV'V vertices, 3 parameters for
hV'V vertices absent in the Standard Model, and 1 four-fermion coupling of order y]% All
these parameters are defined in an unambiguous and basis-independent way, allowing for
consistent constraints on the universal theories parameter space from precision electroweak
and Higgs data.
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1 Introduction

It has been realized for quite some time now that precision measurements of Standard
Model (SM) processes can provide indirect probes of beyond the Standard Model (BSM)
new physics. Over the past few decades, high-precision measurements of electroweak and
flavor observables have found remarkable agreement with the SM, leading to stringent
constraints on BSM effects in these sectors; see e.g. [1-6]. The Higgs sector of the SM
will be put under similar scrutiny once more data are collected, and even global analyses
combining data from all sectors may become possible |7, 8|.

While one can examine each new physics model individually against precision data and
see what regions of parameter space are allowed (see e.g. [9-14]), it is often desirable to
perform more general analyses whose results can be translated into wide classes of BSM
scenarios. In such analyses one usually considers simple extensions of the SM, with a
few parameters capturing the leading BSM effects. A well-known example is the S,T,U
parameters (or their rescaled versions ST, U), also known as oblique parameters, proposed



by Peskin and Takeuchi [15] and later generalized by others [16, 17]. In fact, thanks to the
constraining power of the Z-pole data, the oblique parameters formalism has become so
influential that it is commonly used for a quick first evaluation of the compatibility of new
physics models with data, without enough attention paid to the fact that these parameters
are not unambiguously defined in all BSM theories. The problem has become sharper in
light of recent efforts to advocate and develop the effective field theory (EFT) framework
as the most general (under the assumption of no light new states) model-independent and
consistent approach to precision analyses [7, 18-78|. Increased interest in this approach
has led to different operator bases being proposed, with different motivations, which are
all equivalent under field redefinitions |27, 33, 40, 79]. While the physical observables are
always well-defined independent of the basis choice, naively defining the oblique parameters
in the most general EFT is basis-dependent, and is thus not useful.

There are two caveats one should keep in mind when working with the oblique parame-
ters. First, these parameters as defined from the vector boson self-energies ITyy (p?) are not
invariant under redefinitions of the vector boson fields (see [80, 81| for earlier discussions).
Thus, unlike observables, they are unphysical and ambiguous unless it is specified how these
fields are defined. Second, the bounds on these parameters are usually derived assuming
they capture all the BSM effects (or at least the dominant ones) on the processes under
study, and so should not be applied to new physics scenarios where this is not the case. In
particular, these bounds should not be used to constrain the EFT parameter space, unless
restrictions are imposed to satisfy the above assumption.! This second caveat actually de-
fines the range of applicability of the oblique parameters analyses, and has been recently
emphasized in [48].

The EFT framework as the most general consistent characterization of indirect BSM
effects allows these caveats to be properly accounted for. In fact, it is well-known that
generally speaking, the usually-quoted constraints on the oblique parameters can be mean-
ingfully interpreted only within universal theories,?> where there is a unique well-motivated
procedure to eliminate the field-redefinition ambiguity when defining the oblique parame-
ters [17]. However, a comprehensive EFT description of universal theories is still lacking,
and confusion can arise when the oblique parameters are discussed in the EFT context. It
is the purpose of this paper to present such a description.

We begin in section 2 by stating the precise definition of “universal theories” in the
SMEFT (SM plus the complete set of dimension-6 operators, with linearly-realized elec-
troweak symmetry breaking), both in general terms and in particular operator bases. This
will make clear in which cases the oblique parameters analyses can be unambiguously recast
in the EFT language, and how the oblique parameters should be written in terms of the

!The situation is different if measurements of observables are used to constrain the EFT, in which case
no such restrictions are needed. We also note that simultaneously using observables and oblique parameters
to constrain the EFT is redundant if such restrictions are imposed, and inconsistent if they are not.

2For an extraction of oblique parameters from a particular set of experimental data, the results can also
meaningfully constrain some special nonuniversal theories, which are extensions of universal theories by
interactions (or effective operators) that do not affect the observables used in this particular extraction, and
are thus practically indistinguishable from universal theories without additional experimental information.
Aiming at general conclusions, we will not consider this case further in this paper.



Wilson coefficients in each basis. The latter is done in section 3, along with all the other
effects universal theories can produce. We will see that universal theories are completely
characterized by 16 parameters, dubbed “universal parameters.” This number is the same
in all SMEFT bases, and the values of the 16 parameters in a particular universal theory
are independent of the basis choice. In this framework, the 5 nonvanishing oblique pa-
rameters constitute a subset of the 16 universal parameters; the latter also include, e.g.
the familiar anomalous triple-gauge couplings (TGCs) [82] and Higgs coupling rescaling
factors [83]. Next, we connect the universal parameters to the couplings in the Higgs ba-
sis [84] in section 4. The latter can be directly mapped to new physics corrections to the
precision observables, which exhibit a universal pattern. Two examples of corrections to
precision observables are discussed in section 5. We recast the calculations of precision
electroweak observables in the presence of the most general self-energy corrections in [85]
in the language of universal parameters (section 5.1), and demonstrate explicitly the well-
known interplay between TGC measurements, especially from ete™ — W+W ™, and Higgs
data, in particular the spectrum of the 3-body decay h — Z¢T{~ (section 5.2). We will
see that, despite the concerns raised in [48], it is possible to consistently impose precision
electroweak constraints in the form of oblique parameters, and yet find that TGCs and
Higgs observables are connected. Finally, we conclude in section 6. Appendix A collects
our notation and some useful formulas.

We will restrict ourselves to leading order in the new physics effects throughout this
work. A follow-up paper [86] will be devoted to an RG analysis of universal theories.

2 EFT definition of universal theories

2.1 General considerations and bosonic bases

In the SMEFT with cutoff A, universal theories are defined as theories for which, via field
redefinitions, the leading BSM effects can be captured by dimension-6 operators suppressed
by ﬁ which involve SM bosons only (henceforth referred to as “bosonic operators”). Possible
UV completions of such effective theories include not only theories where new states at the
scale A only couple to the bosonic sector of the SM, but also those where the SM fermions
are weakly coupled to new states at A via the vector and/or scalar currents appearing in
the SM [17, 87]. In the latter case, the dimension-6 operators generated involve the SM
currents, and can thus be eliminated in favor of bosonic operators via field redefinitions, or
equivalently by applying the SM equations of motion (EoM),

3 EoM
JGe=9s Y, fuT'f == DG}, (2.1a)
fe{a,u,d}
Jon=0 S Pt BN prwe - Yptee'D 0 (2.1b)
W,u - gfe{ l} ’7/14 2 pv 2 g ptds .
q7

30ther possibilities remain. For example, new states much heavier than A can couple to the SM fermions
but not via these currents, since the effective operators generated in that case are suppressed by a much
higher scale.
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= EoM i 3
By = g Z Yifyuf — 9" By — %HT D,H, (2.1c)
fe{alu,de}
J;‘ = ay;&qgeﬁo‘ + “Vermyad + 1®yee
B (D2HNY + M2 HT — 2\[H|[2H T, (2.1d)

where Ho®'D ,H = Hio*(D,H)— (D, H) 0" H, H'D ,H = H'(D,H)— (D, H) H, > =
(i02)P*. Here and in the following, all fermions fields are gauge eigenstates unless otherwise
specified. «, 8 are SU(2)r, indices, while the generation indices are implicitly summed over,
with the Yukawa matrices y,, ¥4, ye diagonal and real in generation space. The latter should
not be confused with the hypercharges

1 12 1

Y, V.Y, V.. V.l == — - — —1L. 2.2
{ g Ll Yuy Ld, e} {67 2737 37 } ( )
The normalizations of the currents have been chosen such that

Lsm D GMIE, + W T, + B Jpg, — (HaJy +h.c.). (2.3)

There are in total 16 independent CP-even dimension-6 operators one can write down

with D, and the SM boson fields G/’j,/, Wi,

first column of table 1 above the horizontal solid line, in the notation of [33]. In fact, a

B,,,H only. These are enumerated in the

redundant set of 18 bosonic operators are listed. There are 2 integration-by-parts (IBP)
relations among the 7 operators above the dashed line,

IBP 1

Ow <— Onw + Z(OWW + Own), (2.4a)
1
Op ¢ Opp + 4 (Ops + Own), (2.4b)

reducing the set to 16 independent operators. We will neglect the CP-odd operators. With
this further restriction, precision flavor physics will not be at play in our discussions, since
by definition universal theories satisfy minimal flavor violation (MFV) [88]. As far as
CP-conserving processes in the electroweak and Higgs sectors are concerned, the CP-odd
operators only contribute (’)(X—i) corrections and are thus more difficult to probe in general.

We complete the list of dimension-6 operators by showing those involving SM fermions
(henceforth referred to as “fermionic operators”) below the horizontal solid line in the first
column of table 1. It is well-known that the number of independent CP-even dimension-6
operators is 53 (for one fermion generation assuming baryon number conservation). So
among the overcomplete set of 18(bosonic) + 6 + 38(fermionic) = 62 operators shown in
table 1, 9 should be eliminated via field redefinitions to form a complete nonredundant
basis. We mark by “x” the eliminated operators in each of the 3 recently-proposed SMEFT
bases we consider: the Warsaw basis builds upon earlier work [89], and represents the first
successful effort to write down a complete nonredundant basis [79] (hence it is also known as
the standard basis, despite being equivalent to any other basis); the EGGM basis is devised
to simplify the study of RG effects in the bosonic sector [40] (see also [24]); the SILH
basis originates from the study of the strongly-interacting light Higgs (SILH) scenario [90],



Operator Warsaw EGGM SILH Bg Bg
Ow = g(/fﬁaa‘guH)D"W,ﬁy x
Op = Y (H''D ,H)9" B, x
Omw = ig(D"H)io®(D"H)WS, X x x
Opp =ig' (D*H)'(D"H)B,, X X X
Oww = 2| H|PW e, Wb Quw = [HPW e, Wb x x
Ows = gg Hic"HW,B" | Quwp = Hlo"HW?, B x x
OBB = g/Q‘H|2Bl“,BW’ QHB = |H‘ZBMVBMU
| Oce = g2HPGLG | Que = |HPGLGM | | )
Oaw = *%(D“W;L,y X X
Osp = —%(8“3,“,)2 X X
Osc = —5(D*G4,)? X x
Oy = LeabeWavybeyyen Qw = e W Wy o
O = B JAPCGIGEGE | Qo = FABCGIGE GO
Or =i(H'D ,H)* Qup = |H'D, H|?
On = 5(9uH[?)? Quo = [H]’OH|?
O = M\ H|° Qm = |H|
O, = |H|?|D,H|? X X X
Oka = |D?*H|? X X X
O = (iHT'D ,H)(Iy"1) ) x
oW = (iH'6"'D |, H)(Iy"o°1) @ x x
O, = (1D H)(eyve) Qure x
o, = (l_'y#l)(l_'y”l) Qu X unspecified
O?ER = (é’yﬂe)(é’yﬂe) Qee X
OB — (wy, TAu) (dy"TAd) Q¥ x
other 38 fermionic operators kept in all 3 bases

Table 1. List of CP-even dimension-6 operators (column 1) in the notation of [33]. There are 53
independent operators (for one fermion generation assuming baryon number conservation) among
the 24 listed (18 bosonic and 6 fermionic, separated by the horizontal solid line) plus 38 unlisted
(fermionic) operators, so 9 of them should be eliminated to form a complete SMEFT basis. The
eliminated operators for each of the three recently-proposed bases, Warsaw [79], EGGM [40], and
SILH [33], are marked by “x” (the eliminated fermionic operators refer to the first-generation ones).
The operators appear in slightly different forms in the Warsaw basis, where they are denoted by
Q; and are written out explicitly. We also define the Bg and Bg bases (EGGM-like and SILH-like
bosonic bases), each consisting of 16 independent bosonic operators after 2 of the 7 operators above
the dashed line are eliminated via IBP. The bosonic bases are complete when describing universal
theories at leading order.

and has been further developed recently [27], resulting in a complete basis being tabulated
in [33] under the assumption of MEFV. Note that what we refer to as the “SILH basis” is
the one proposed in [33] in the nonuniversal theories case, and used in the global SMEFT
analysis in [7]. To go beyond MFV, we take the eliminated fermionic operators O}, (’)(LS)Z
to be those involving the first-generation fermions. The same basis is referred to as the
“SILH' basis” in [84]. We have adopted the notation of [79] for the Warsaw basis operators
@); in the second column. For the fermionic operators, O; and @); differ only by name;



SW:Ew+4EWW EW:SW“‘SHW
Sp=Ep —4(Eww — Ewp) | Ep=Sp+ Sus
Saw = —4Eww Eww = —5Suw
Sup = 4(Eww — Ewp) Ewp =—3(Suw + Sup)
Sgp = Epp + Eww — Ews Epp = Spp — %SHB

S; = E; for the other 11 Wilson coefficients.

Table 2. Relations between the Wilson coefficients in the B and Bg bases, E; and S; in (2.6).

R d
for example, O% = Qu. = (iH" D ,H)(éy"e) represent the same operator. But for the
bosonic operators, O; and @Q; differ by normalization, so we have written out @); explicitly.

Furthermore, note that

1
or &% —2Qpup - §QHD (2.5)

does not directly correspond to Qpp, despite the two being in the same row in the table.
Also, due to different historical developments of the bases, Quw, Qup, Qw, Qg are not the
same operators as Ogw, Ogp, Ow, Og; instead, up to normalizations, they correspond
to Oww, Opp, Osw, Og, respectively, as indicated in table 1.

The definition of universal theories stated at the beginning of this subsection can be
cast in any complete SMEFT basis. We will discuss this in detail for the 3 recently-proposed
bases in the next subsection. However, perhaps the simplest way to completely describe
universal theories in the SMEFT is, according to this definition, to use 16 independent
CP-even bosonic operators only. We call such a set of 16 bosonic operators a “bosonic
basis,” in the sense that it can be used as a complete basis for universal theories at leading
order. Recall that there is freedom in choosing 5 out of the 7 operators above the dashed
line in table 1, and we demonstrate two options — to eliminate Ogw and Ogpg, or Oww
and Owp. We call the resulting bosonic bases the EGGM-like and the SILH-like bosonic
bases, respectively, or By and Bg bases for short. Denoting the Wilson coefficients in the
Br, and Bg bases by E; and S;, respectively, we have

1 _ _ _ _ _
Luniversal = Lsm + ﬁ(EWOW + EpOp + EwwOww + EwpOwp + EppOpp

+EccOca + EowOaw + EBapOap + EagOac + Esw Osw + EscOsa
+ETOT + EHOH + E(;OG + ETO,« + EK4OK4) (2.6&)
1 _ _ _ _
= Lgm + E(SWOW +SpO0B + SuwOnw + SuOnp + SpOsB
+SaaOaa + Saw Oow + Sag0ap + SogOsq + Saw Ozw + S360s¢
+8707 + SOy + S¢0¢ + S, 0, + SK4OK4)~ (2.6b)

The normalization chosen is such that E;, S; ~ (’)(X—z) Each of the Wilson coefficient
sets {E;} and {S;} spans the 16-dimensional parameter space of universal theories. The
translation between the two directly follows from (2.4), and are shown in table 2. Note
that while Ey, Eg, Egp and Sy, Sg, Sgp are the Wilson coefficients of the same three
operators, they are not equal numerically and hence have different meanings, because the
full sets of operators are not the same in the two bosonic bases.



2.2 Universal theories in complete SMEFT bases

In this subsection, we will work out the definition of universal theories in the 3 recently-
proposed SMEFT bases, which, unlike the bosonic bases discussed above, are complete
and nonredundant for generic nonuniversal theories. In other words, we will find the 16-
dimensional subspace of the full SMEFT parameter space that describes universal theories.

EGGM basis. We start from (2.6a), and eliminate O,., Oy,

1
O, = |HP(DH) (DFH) =5 —2 ||[HP(H'D*H) + (9| H*) (H' D" H) + h.c.
1 1
= —5HP(H'D’H + he) - O B, 2| H|* + 206 + 50s— O, (2.7a)
O = |D2H|? M,
Nt |H? — 4N [H[* + 4006 — A? (HoJy) + h.c.) 4+ 2)00y + Oy, (2.7D)

where we have defined

Oy = |H|*(H, Jy +h.e.), (2.8a)
Oy = JyaJ;‘ (2.8b)

These can be thought of as interactions mediated by a heavy scalar that couples to SM
fermions via the scalar current Ji, i.e. in the same way as the SM Higgs field H does. In
the EGGM basis, they represent the following linear combinations of operators, with O(yy)
and O(y}) coefficients, respectively,

Oy = [Wulij[Oy.Jij + [Vermyalij[Oyglis + Welij[Oy.lij +hoc., (2.9a)

1, .. u
Oyy = _[yu]il[ymkj 6[ LRlijm + [0(8) hjkl)

8)d 1 e
—[Vexmyal [yIlVC]JLKM]kJ< 08 gliji + (O ]wkl) ~[yel [yl [OF Rijwi

\)

+([yu]ij Verm¥Ya)ki[Oyuyalijit + Wa)ij el ki [Oyuyeijri
Hyelii Wi Vel k[ Oyeyalign + h~0-) : (2.9b)

Here and in the following, repeated generation indices are summed over unless specified
otherwise. Note that our convention slightly differs from that in [33] in that we do not in-

s Oypyp
involving products of vector currents in (2.9b) is due to Fierz rearrangements, e.g.

clude the SM Yukawa couplings in the operators O 4. The appearance of operators

(@ yuw) (@ylaa) = [Yula[yllridaade (@ uf) (5q5,)
1
= —5[yu]iz[yl]kj%dfscb((i?a’mq;?a)(ﬂi’Y“Uzd)

4Ref. [33] focuses on one fermion generation when listing the operators. The prescription used there for
associating SM Yukawa couplings to operators can be straightforwardly extended to three generations only
when MFV is satisfied. We find it useful to factor out the Yukawa couplings, and define universal theories
in terms of restrictions on the most general SMEFT that does not assume MFV.



EH:EH—Er EH:EH+2Ey—4)\E2y
FEg = E6 + 2E7~ + 4)\EK4 E(; = Fg — 4Ey + 4/\E2y
E, = E, + 2 \Ex4 E, = 2E, — 4\Ey,

Eoy = Exy Exy = Eyy

E; = E; for the other 12 Wilson coefficients.

Table 3. Relations between the Wilson coefficients in the By and EGGM bases, E; in (2.6a) and
E; in (2.11), for universal theories.

1 _ _
= —[yalulvl]r; (65ab(5cd + Té%T(fz) (@ ¥ qC0) (T uf’)

= —[yulalyllr; [é(cmqu)(amﬂ w) + (G T q5) (W T ) |, (2.10)

where (A.8), (A.9) have been used. The generation indices ¢, 7, k,[, the SU(3). indices
a,b,c,d, and the SU(2)r, index « have been made explicit where necessary.

The operators with dimensions < 4 on the RHS of (2.7) rescale the SM Lagrangian
parameters, and have no observable effects. Therefore, in terms of the EGGM basis opera-
tors,

1
Lyniversal = LM + ﬁ(EWOW + EgOp + EwwOww + EwsOwp + EppOnp
+EccOaa + Eow Oow + EapOap + EaqOa + Ezw Osw + E3¢Ozqa
+E7rOr + EgOp + EgO¢ + E,0y + EQyOQy). (2.11)

We have denoted the Wilson coefficients by E; to distinguish from E; in the By, basis. The
translation between E; and E; can be read off from (2.7), and is summarized in table 3.

SILH basis. To translate Lypiversal into the SILH basis, we start from (2.6b), eliminate
O,,Oky4 as in (2.7), and further eliminate Qg , Ozp, Osg in favor of fermionic operators

as follows,
O = —%(D”W;}l,)Q oM, —%(D”W[}y) (igHTa“ﬁ“H - %HTUG?#H + J;IV“)

oM, —%g(HTa“ﬁ#H)D”WSV + %(%HT oD H + Jiy,) (%QHT o DIH — It

(2:152), _%QQAU2|H|4 — O — ZgQOH + ¢*O0g + ifoy — %owv, (2.12a)
Osp = —%(aVB,w)2 HoM, —%(a”BM,,)(ig’HTﬁMH - gngTﬁﬂH +J4)

BoM, —ng/(HT%)uH)ﬁ”BW n ;(%’/HT?MH ¥ JBH) (ig/HTﬁﬂH - Jg)

= -0Op — ngOT - %OQJBa (2.12b)

Os5 = — 507G B L = Loy, (212)

where we have defined

OQ]W = J&/MJ‘%L, (2.13&)



Oa278 = JBup, (2.13b)
OQJG = Jéﬂ']é”' (2.13C)

These are linear combinations of SILH basis operators, representing 4-fermion interactions
mediated by heavy vector states that couple to the SM vector currents,

1 1 S
Oogw = ¢ <_Z[O%L]iijj + E[OLL]Z]]z + [O( )q}zgji
1. 3)ql
[OLL]“JJ +5 [OLLMJ@ +5 2 [O(LL)q ]iijj)v (2'143)

Ourp = 9 (Yz[O%L]”]] + YQ[OLL]“]] + Y2[ RR]”]] + Yf[O%R]iijj + Y2[O§%R]iijj
+2Y, Yl[OquL]zm + 2Y, Y, [0 glisjs + 2YqYalOf plisjs + 2YqYe [OF Riijj
+2VY[OFRiijs + 2Y1YalOFRliijs + 2Yi1Ye[OF gliisj

+2Y,Y4[OFh ]zm +2Y,Ye[OR ]zm +2YaYe [ORR]zm) (2.14D)
Ons = g2 (IO iis — 5 Oaliss + 5[Ohalissi — 5[Ohaliis + 5[ Okali
ud
+2(0)55 + 2[0(“){ liijs + 2[(95%8}2 ]m-j). (2.14¢)

Fierz rearrangements (A.8) and group-theoretic identities (A.9) have been used to arrive at
the SILH basis operators, e.g.
(H'o"'D ,H)? = oap08s{ [(H1* D, HP)(HY DY) + he.] = 2(H1 D, HO)(H' D*H') |
= (25a65'y,8 - ‘5a,3575)
+h.c.| —2
H™D,H?(H"D'H®) +h H'™D,H®)(H° D*H
= [(H'D,H)* +h.c] - 4|HP*|D,H|* + 2|H'D,H|?
— [H'(D,H) + (D, H"H|* - 4|H*| D,H|* = 205 — 40,
BT ) H|Y + 605 — 805 — 20, (2.15a)
(Zi’)/uo'ali)2 = aﬁavd(larﬁtlz )(l’y HZ5) (25046576 5a65”/5)(la’7ul¢ )(l'y #lé)
= 25?55vﬂ(l§fwl§)(l%‘_‘lf ) — faﬁ%(l?wf )([4"19)
= 2(Liyuly) ([7"1) — (Lvuls) (17L), (2.15b)
(@720°6)* = Gabded(20a50,5 — 0apdys) (@70 ) (77" ¢P)
= 20a0ca0050,6(@ ¥ a®) (@7 0°) — (@vua:) (@7 05)
2 —ao — = =
- (gdad50b+4TﬁzT£)6aa5w(qi YdN G 4) = (@7u3:) (@7 05)

2, _ _ _ _ _
= g(qmqj')(qﬂ“%:) + 4G T ) (@G T2 %) — (@va) (@7 ). (2.15¢)

We therefore arrive at the most general Lagrangian for universal theories in terms of
the SILH basis operators,

Lyniversal = L£3M +2 (SWOW + SpO0p + SuwOnw + SupOup + SpsO0ss + SccOca
+53W03W + S3cO03a + SO + SOy + SO



Sw = Sw — Saw

Sp =SB — SaB

St = Sr— 19”58

Su =S — 39*Saw — S

S = 56 + QZSQW + QS’T + 4)\SK4
Sogw = —5Saw

Sayp = —1Som

Sayc = —35%

Sy = 19%Sow + 35, + 2ASk4
Soy = Ska

Sw = Sw — 282w
Sp=5Sp—2S8

St =St — 39”58

SH =Sy — %gZSQJW + QSy — 4/\52y
56 = S — 4Sy + 4)\Sgy

SQW = =25 5w
é'QB = —258B
Saq = —2525a

Sy = g2Sagw + 25, — 4\S,
Sk = Sy

S; = S; for the other 6 Wilson coefficients.

Table 4. Relations between the Wilson coefficients in the Bg and SILH bases, S; in (2.6b) and S;

in (2.16), for universal theories.

Sw = Ew +4Eww — Eaw

Suw = —4Eww
Sup = 4(Eww — EwnB)
S = Epp + Eww — Ewn

Saa = Ega
Saw = 3w
S3q = Esq

St = Er — 39”Fap
Sy = En — 29°Eaw
Se = Es + g° Eaw
Sogw = —5Eow
Ssyp = —5Esp
Sayc = —3Es;

Sy = Ey + 19*Eow
Say = Foy

Sp = Ep —4(Eww — Ewg) — EaB

Ew = Sw + Suw — 252w
Ep =S+ Sup — 2528
Eww = —1Saw

Ewp = —3(Suw + Sup)
Epp = Spp — 1SuB

Eqa = Saa
Esw = Saw
Esq = S3a

Ep = Sp — 59”528
Eg = Su — 39*Sauw
Eg = S + 29*Sagw

Eow = —2S25w
Eyp = —2S5B

Exqg = —2525¢

Ey = Sy + %g2SQJW
E2y = SQy

Table 5. Relations between the Wilson coefficients in the EGGM and SILH bases, F; in (2.11)

and S; in (2.16), for universal theories.

+S2 5w O2gw + S2780218 + S2760256 + SyOy + S2y02y),

with the Wilson coefficients denoted by S;, to distinguish from S; in the Bg basis. Note
that Oy, O, represent the same operator combinations in the SILH basis as in the EGGM
basis, given in (2.9). The translation between S; and S; can be read off from (2.7) and
(2.12), and is summarized in table 4. We can also combine tables 2, 3 and 4 to derive the
dictionary between the EGGM and SILH bases Wilson coefficients in universal theories.
This is shown in table 5. Alternatively, the dictionary can be directly obtained by applying
(2.12) to (2.11).
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Warsaw basis. Finally, we write Luniversal in the Warsaw basis. Starting from the EGGM
basis operators in (2.11), we eliminate Oy and Op as follows:
Oy = (HTJG D, H)D"wg, oM, g e

(2A15a)
—5

H'o'D H)(ngT “D“H+J‘”‘)

- 2)\112|H|4 + *9 2Quo + 29°AQp + 59 Qy +QuIw, (2.17a)

05 = (HT JH)O By 2 X

25)

")
HID 1) (S H D H + )
9*Qup + ZQI2QHD + Quis- (2.17b)

Here Q, = O, = |H|2(HaJ§‘ + h.c.) represent the Warsaw basis operator combination

Qy = [Wulij[Qumli; + [Vermyalij [(Qarlij + [Welij[Qemr)ij + huc., (2.18)
while Qg yw and Qg p are defined as the following operator combinations in the Warsaw
basis,

Quiw = %g(HTa“ﬁ“H)J‘%* = 392([62%]15 +1QW1), (2.19a)
Qui = g(HTﬁuH)Jg
= %glz (Yq[ng]ii + Yz[ng]u + YulQmulii + YalQudlii + Ye[Qurelii)- (2.19b)

In addition to Oy and Opg, three more operators Oqp, O25, O2c should be eliminated,

Oy 212 _392)\@2|H‘4 — Oy — ZgQOH + ¢*Og + ngC’)y - éOQJW

(2170), %gQ)\1)2|H|4 - gg2QHD —9°\Qp — EQQQZ/ — Quw — %QWW’(ZZ()&)
Osp w) —-Op — ngOT — %OQJB

(2170),(25) —%g/2QHD - ég/QQHD —QuiB — %QzJ& (2.20b)
Oy 2129, —%OQJG = —%QZ]Ga (2:20¢)

where Qo w, Q278, Q2¢ are the same as Ogyw, O275, O defined in (2.13), but represent
linear combinations of Warsaw basis 4-fermion operators,

Quw = ¢ (3108 Niis — §[Quliss + 3[Qulisi + 1@V (2:212)
Qar8 = 9% (Y7 1QWiss + Y 1Quliiss + Y [Quulisgs + Vi [Qadliigs + Yo [Qecliis
+2Y,Yi[QN Jisis + 2y Yul Q4 Tiiss + 2YaYalQlg Tiiss + 2YaYelQqeliiss
+2Y1 Y [Quuiijj + 2Y1Ya[Qualiij; + 2Y1Ye[Queliijs

+2Y, Yd[Qq(Ml)]zz]j +2Y,Ye [Qeu]ngg + 2YdY [Qed]nj]) (2~21b)
1 1 1 1
QQJG = g? (_6[Q((1}1)]M]] + E[Qéq)]z]ﬂ + E[Q((;;)]z]]z - [Quu]u]y + = [Quu}zggz
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Cuw = ¢*Eww
Caws = 99'Ewn

Cup = ¢”EBs
Cua = 9:Eqa
Cw = s9Esw
Co = §9sEsa

Cup = —2Er + 3¢*(2Ep — Esp)

Cun=—3Ey — 1ET + £9?(2Ep — Eap)
§92(2EW Ezw)

CH = )\E@' + g2/\(2EW — ng)

Eww = g%CHW
Ewp = ﬁCHWB
Epp = Q%CHB
Ece = 5Cha
Esw = SCw
By =2 2. Ca
Er = _*CHD +39?%(Chyp — Caym)
Epy = -2Cgo + QCHD

+36*(Craw — Cogw)
Eg = 1Ch —2¢*(Craw — Cogw)

Ew = Cujw — 2Co 5w
Ep =Cujp —2C2B

Cusw = Ew — Eaw
Cuip = Ep — Eap

Cogw = —3Eow Eow = —2Cow

Coyp = —1Esp FEyp = —2Cyp

Cayc = —3Es FEoq = —2Cq¢

Cy = Ey + 1¢*(2Ew — Eaw) E, = Cy— 59*(Cryw — Cogw)

Table 6. Relations between the Wilson coefficients in the EGGM and Warsaw bases, E; in (2.11)
and C; in (2.23), for universal theories.

[Qdd]l]jl + Q[qu)]ujj + 2[62( )]7,7,3] + 2[Q’2d)]“33> (221C)

[Qdd] 5] + -

Similarly, we use (Q2, to denote the combination corresponding to Oy, defined in (2.8b),

Qay = ~ldalyis (5100 + Qw1

1 1
E[Q&l)hjkl + [ng)]ijkl) = 5lYeli (3145 [Qiclijna

+<[yu]ij [Vexmyal ki [Q((]L)qd]z‘jkl = [yelij[yulm [Ql(elgu]ijkz

—[Vexkmydla [deCKM]kj (

+lyelis i Virlm[Queddliju + h-C-)- (2.22)

Following the procedures detailed above, we obtain the universal theories Lagrangian
in terms of the Warsaw basis operators,

Lsm +t2 (C'HWQHW + CawsQuws + CupQup + CucQuc

+CWQW +CcQc + CupQup + CuoQun + Culu

+CriwQuiw + CuypQuip + CogwQasw + CoypQain + CaycQ2sc
+CyQy + CoyQay), (2.23)

Euniversal

with the Wilson coefficients denoted by C; (instead of W; to avoid clash of notation with
the W’s in the subscripts). They are related to EGGM basis coefficients E; by the basis

transformation summarized in table 6.
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To sum up, egs. (2.11), (2.16) and (2.23) represent the definition of universal theories
in the EGGM, SILH, and Warsaw bases, respectively, with Wilson coefficients related to
the bosonic bases and to each other as shown in tables 3, 4, 5 and 6. Egs. (2.6), (2.11),
(2.16) and (2.23) are equivalent effective Lagrangians at the dimension-6 level, and can
be transformed into each other via field redefinitions. Independent of the basis choice,
there are always 16 independent Wilson coefficients in Lyniversal. We emphasize that this is
the number of independent bosonic operators one can possibly write down, rather than the
number of bosonic operators in any particular basis. In fact, the latter number is 16, 14,
11, and 9 in the bosonic (Bg and Bg), EGGM, SILH, and Warsaw bases, respectively, as is
clear from table 1. In each of the 3 complete bases discussed in this subsection, there are
(combinations of) fermionic operators that are part of Lyniversal, and should not be discarded
for a consistent analysis of universal theories aiming at basis-independent conclusions.’

As a side remark, it is often argued (see e.g. [24, 33]) that the Warsaw basis is less
convenient for studying universal theories, because new physics effects are encoded in the
correlations among various Wilson coefficients of the fermionic operators; see e.g. (2.19),
(2.21) above. While this is true in many cases, the Warsaw basis does have the capability
of describing universal theories as well as any other basis. In fact, the form of Lyniversal in
the Warsaw basis that we have worked out will be useful in the discussion of RG effects
in [86], since the full anomalous dimension matrix for the dimension-6 operators has only
been calculated in this basis.

3 Characterization of universal theories: oblique parameters and beyond

In this section, we present an unambiguous and basis-independent definition of the oblique
parameters in universal theories,® and further develop a formalism for the characterization
of universal theories that generalizes the oblique parameters framework. In particular, we
transform Luniversal via field and parameter redefinitions into a form where coefficients of
various terms are identified with what we call universal parameters, a set of 16 independent
parameters that completely characterizes universal theories. It is convenient to first work
with the EGGM basis. We will later translate the results into other bases with the help of
the dictionaries worked out in the previous section. To make the physics transparent, we

write Luniversal i the unitary gauge,
Luniversal = Ly2 + Lys + Lp + Lpy + Lyg + Loy + Lypy + O(V4). (3.1)
The various terms are:

e Gauge boson quadratic terms

Ly2 = <%>2WM+W*# +(1— ET)% (%)QZMZM

°Tt is claimed in section 2 of [33] that the number of independent parameters in universal theories is 14.
This is because O, and O2, are left out in the counting. However, the presence of Oy in universal theories
is recognized in section 6 of that paper.

5By “basis-independent,” we mean that the values of the oblique parameters (and more generally universal
parameters to be defined below), as calculated in the SMEFT, are the same for a particular universal theory,
no matter what basis of SMEFT it is matched onto.
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—(1— 2g Ecg)= Gﬁk‘ul/Gf
1 1
- {1 —g*(5Ew + 2EWW)} (Wi kw4 SR W)
1 1 s
~9g (Bws + {Bw + 1 Eg) WK™ B,
12 1 1 - v
—|1-g (iEB +2Bpp) SBUKB,

1 1 B
3 | 2oy GL R Gy

) 1 1
+E2W(W;K2WW; n 5VijKWVVS) n E2B§BMK2‘“’BV}, (3.2)

where ¢y is short for cos @, = 29+ — (similarly we will denote sin 6, by sp), and
9%+g
KM = —g"9* + 0"9”, K™ = KMK,". (3.3)

e Triple-gauge interactions

2 1
Lys = ig{(W;VW—N - W, W) [(1 — %(1 + @)EW — 292EWW) coZ"
0

2
+<1 — %EW — 292Eww) S@AV:|

W

[W
My

. [(1 — 2By - 7( )EW — 20 Bww ) co 2"

g2
(1 +¢*Ewp — *EW —2g EWW) SBA'LW]

ESW _ EQW
2 WW, p(CGZp“"‘SGAp“)} 2 K o Ly
SM E3G 9s L ABC ~Av ~Bp~Cp E2G
+(1 - 2g2Eqa) Loy + SICG GG + KoL, (3.4)

where W[ w, = Wiw, —Wiw;, W =0, W, V] LM can be read off from
the terms in the curly bracket in above equatlon by setting F; — 0. The action of
Ko follows the product rule, e.g.

Ko (WhHLW™HZ") = K o (8, WiW"Z")

= O, (KW, WHZ" + B[MWJ(KW‘)“Z” + a[#,Wj}W—“(f(Z)”, (3.5)

where (KW“‘)V = KVPW+p, etc. For the special case of ff — WHW™ at tree level,
assuming on-shell W*TW~ and my = 0,

gt m%,[, for outgoing W¥,

KM — —g"9? — { (3.6)

ghtv's for s-channel Z* /v*,

where § is the partonic center-of-mass energy squared. The effect of Ko E‘S,IB/IWV is
thus equivalent to (8 + 2m%,) L3}, in momentum space in this case.
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e Higgs boson kinetic and potential terms
hy2]1
o= |1+ En(1+ f) 50uh®" 1

(1~ §E6) (@232 — (1~ gEﬁ)Avfﬁ +O(hY). (3.7)

Note that due to the presence of Og = A\|H|*, the Higgs potential has been modified
such that the original parameter v in the SM Lagrangian no longer represents the
minimum of the potential. In fact, the minimum |(H)| has shifted from % to (1 +
%Eﬁ)%. Therefore, we have redefined (1 + 2FEg)v — v, so that the parameter v in
(3.7) represents the true minimum, and is thus the same v that appears in all other

parts of Luniversal derived by expanding H around the true minimum H = % (0,v+h).

e Higgs-fermion interactions

Lig =14+~ Ey)% - 3EyZ2] (

1 Y5V o 32
1-2B) S Y25y o), (38)
2 2 y) f! \/5

where the sum is over mass eigenstates, denoted by f’ to distinguish from the gauge
eigenstates f.

e Higgs-vector boson interactions
h  Rh%\ /g
=2+ 3) () Wi
Lpy = +5.2) (5 W,w-
h h?
+[(1—2ET);+(1—6ET) ng) 7, 7"

2021\ 2¢q

(5 +

+(CQEWW + CQSQEWB + SoEBB) ZHVZ#V
9

+[2 GEWW (69 — 30>EWB — QSGEBB] gg/Zm,A'uV
+(E ww — Ewng + EBB)EQAMVA’W

1
+3 [Ewg® (W, 0,WH" + h.c) + (Ewg® + Epg®) 2,0, 2"

) {Egggs By, GG 1 2EWWg2le§,W’“”

+(Byw — EB)gg'ZM&,A“"]} + OV, B3V?). (3.9)
e Four-fermion interactions
Lyf = EyOyy, (3.10)
with Oy, given in (2.9b).
e Gauged fermion kinetic terms (same as in the SM)
Lipp= Y, i[y"Duf. (3.11)
fefalu,de}

In all the equations above, the fields and parameters are the SM ones, with the exception
of the parameter v. No field or parameter redefinitions have been made except for the
rescaling of v (and the associated redefinition of h) explained below (3.7).
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3.1 Oblique parameters

In universal theories, the oblique parameters are defined from the Taylor expansion coeffi-
cients of the new physics contributions to the transverse part of the vector boson self-energies
Iy (p?) (defined with the SM piece excluded),

y pHp¥ pHp”
I, (%) = (g‘”— 5 )HVV’(p2)+ 5 ()
P P
2 / 2 1 " 2\2

with the vector boson fields and the SM parameters redefined such that the following 3
oblique parameters defining conditions are satisfied [17]:

1) Only bosonic operators are present.
2) The kinetic terms of W* and B are canonically normalized.
3) Tww (0) = 0 [here W represents W, see (3.14) below].

In particular, the nonzero oblique parameters in the linear SMEFT up to dimension 6 are
defined by

S = 40;35 = —E—ZﬁgB(O), (3.13a)
T =al = ml%V [Ty (0) — Ts(0)], (3.13D)
W = —”;%Vgg(o), (3.13c)
Y = —mjngB(o) (3.13d)
Z = —mjVﬁgG(o), (3.13¢)

where Iy are the self-energies of the vector boson fields after redefinitions are performed
(to be explicitly shown below) to satisfy the 3 oblique parameters defining conditions stated
above. In these equations one can use the SM leading-order expressions for myy, and ¢y, sg
before the redefinitions, since Ilyy- are already O(X—z); the same applies to all the O(X—z)
terms and will be implicitly understood in various equations in the following. Our sign
conventions differ from [17] but agree with the commonly-used ones. Note that the U
parameter (or its rescaled version U) originally defined in [15] is zero at the dimension-6
level.

The definitions of oblique parameters are unambiguous from the 3 defining conditions
stated above: the first condition dictates the use of a bosonic basis; the second and third
conditions fix the SM parameters g, ¢’,v so that there is no more freedom to rescale them
within the bosonic basis. In a sense, the intrinsic ambiguity of defining oblique parameters
from self-energies is eliminated by choosing a well-motivated prescription for field redefi-
nitions, namely to eliminate all fermionic operators and go to a bosonic basis. The latter
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is possible only in universal theories. Once the choice is made, no further field redefini-
tions are allowed since they will reintroduce the currents containing SM fermions and hence
fermionic operators. In nonuniversal theories, on the other hand, precision analyses with
oblique parameters are in general inappropriate (and observables should be used instead),
since it is not possible to shuffle all the leading BSM effects into the bosonic sector, as re-
quired by the oblique parameters defining conditions. In particular, any attempt to define
oblique parameters from Iy (p?) in the general SMEFT, where all dimension-6 operators
are present, is dependent on the choice of basis, i.e. on which fermionic operators are kept
in the basis, because the latter determines the meaning of the Wilson coefficients contribut-
ing to Iy (p?). Transforming from one basis to another generally changes the values of
bosonic operator Wilson coefficients, and hence the values of Iy (p?). Thus, it is impos-
sible to derive basis-independent constraints on nonuniversal theories from the bounds on
the oblique parameters naively defined from self-energy corrections — the procedure is not
consistent since the full SMEFT parameter space is much larger than bosonic operators
alone can span.

In passing, however, we remark that in some special cases, an analysis with oblique
parameters supplemented by additional anomalous fermion couplings can be appropriate
and useful. For example, in theories where the heavy states couple preferentially to the
third-generation SM fermions, it may be possible to redefine the fields and parameters such
that the leading BSM effects in the electroweak sector are completely characterized by the
oblique parameters plus anomalous third-generation fermion couplings.” In this case, one
can meaningfully talk about constraints on the oblique parameters despite the theory being
nonuniversal, but should nevertheless keep in mind that they should be derived from a fit
including the anomalous third-generation fermion couplings also; see e.g. [91] for a recent
analysis. The often-quoted constraints on the S, T parameters assume the absence of such
anomalous fermion couplings, and thus should not be applied to this case.

Now we make the arguments above concrete, by deriving the 5 oblique parameters in
terms of the SMEFT Wilson coefficients. In principle, we should work with a bosonic basis,
e.g. the By basis, instead of the EGGM basis to satisfy the first oblique parameters defining
condition stated above. But in practice, for all the Wilson coeflicients that appear in this
derivation, E; = F;, so we will omit the bars for simplicity and write E; instead of E;. To
begin with, (3.2) can be rewritten as follows,

Lys = [(92”)2 v HWW(O)] WEW [(209)2 n HZZ(O)] %ZMZ“

1 - .
—[1 = M6 (0)] 5 G KM GF = [1 = Ty ()] Wi KW,

1 - - 1 .
—[1 = T3 (0) S WKW, 4+ T () WK™ B, — [1 = T (0)] 5 Bu K" By

1 1 as ) 1
5 [ () SGLRM7 G + Wiy ()W, KW, 4 Ty (0) S WKW

"This case is particularly interesting also from the RG point of view, because the third-generation
couplings receive larger loop corrections proportional to yf:; see [86].
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~ 1 R
IR () WEK Y B, + 11 B(o)gBNKWB,,} . (3.14)

One can easily get the Taylor expansion coefficients of ITy -y (p?) in the EGGM basis by
comparing (3.14) with (3.2),

yw(0) =0, Tzz(0) = —m%E7, (3.15a)
T(0) = 202 Fag, Ty (0) = Wia(0) = o (3 Bw + 28w,
35(0) = —g9' (EWB + %Ew + %EB), T 5(0) = g’z(%EB + 2EBB), (3.15b)
46(0) =~ Faa, Wiy (0) = T45(0) = = Baw,
55(0) =0, Igp(0)= —%Ew- (3.15¢)

We then carry out the following field and parameter redefinitions,

0= 1= L(0)]a, G = 1+ Jisa0)] G (3.16a)
g=[1- %H’WW(O)]g, we=[1+ %H’WW(O)] Ve (3.16b)
J = [1 - %H (0)]@ , B,= [1 + %H%B(o)}[}#, (3.16¢)
v = [1 1HWW } (3.16d)

These redefinitions make the kinetic terms for @f, Wﬁc, Bu canonical so as to satisfy the
second oblique parameters defining condition, and meanwhile ensure gsG/‘i1 = gséf}, gW =
L(_ﬂ/V;},g’B/L = ¢'B,, so that all gauge interactions of the matter fields (SM fermions and
Higgs) preserve their SM forms. In other words, no fermionic dimension-6 operators are
generated and the first oblique parameters defining condition is still satisfied. The redefi-
nition of v is not really necessary in the Bg basis since Iy (0) is already zero (the third
oblique parameters defining condition is already satisfied), but we will keep the calculation
more general in this subsection. Similarly, while IIj;,;,(0) = II54(0), II{;,4,,(0) = II55(0),
I155(0) = 0 at the dimension-6 level (corresponding to the additional oblique parameters
U, vV, X [15-17] being zero), we have kept separately all 5 parameters for generality. From
(3.16) we also have

cp= ——F = [1 - st, (0) + ﬁn’ (0)}5 (3.17a)
0 \/W 9 ww 2 BB 05 .
g % %
/ ! —
s = e = |1+ LTy (0) — 210550 |0, (3.17D)
Vo' +yg

3 oy S 1y 7

Zu = Wi = s9By = |1+ LMy (0) + L1055(0)| 2. (3.17¢)

AM = S@Wj + CQBM
2

82 C _
= [1+ Pl (0) + TM55(0)] Ay + o0 [Tw (0) ~ TWp(0)] Zy - (3.17)
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where Zu = E(;WS — §QBM, Au = EQWS + EQBM. After the redefinitions, (3.14) becomes

) W+W my{q - yww (0) —1I33(0) ] 1 (gv) AL
m%/V 2 2¢g ’

Lv2 —

/’\
l\.’J

_légjfcwc‘;f W R,
1 Ty (0) — T (0)] gWERH T 4+ 0,y OWER™ B,, — S B K™ B,
% (0 )fﬁf( 200 GA - Ty ()W KH W, + Hg?,(o)%WjR?WWE
I ()W R B, + H%B(O)%BHKQ“VBV , (3.18)
where we have used IlI33 = cgﬂzz + 2cpsll 7y + sgllW and IIz,(0) = II,,(0) = 0. It

is straightforward to read off the Taylor expansion coefficients of the self-energies of the

redefined (barred) fields,

Iyw (0) =
II33(0) = CQHZZ(O) = M33(0) — My (0) = c2I1z2(0) — Ty (0), (3.19a)
GG(O) = Iy (0) = Mpp(0) = 0,
53(0) = I53(0) — My (0),  T3p(0) = IT35(0), (3.19D)
I1{y/(0) = Ty (0). (3.19¢)
Plugging in (3.15), we therefore obtain the oblique parameters, defined in (3.13), in terms
of the EGGM (or equivalently Bg) basis Wilson coefficients,

5 o 1 1 . g9 9° g9
S =g (Ewp + ZEW + ZEB)> T=FEr, W= ZEzw, Y = ZEzB, Z = ZEze-

These 5 oblique parameters constitute a subset of the 16 universal parameters.

3.2 Triple-gauge couplings

The field and parameter redefinitions in section 3.1 reduce the triple gauge interactions Ly 3
in (3.4) to the following form,

2
Lys = ig{(W* WH W, WTH) [(1 T 1 2EW>06)Z + SﬂAy]
Cy

W W [(1 — ?Ewp — —EW)CQZ“ (1+ g*Eywp)spAM }

[, v

E3W y E2W
5 WIWI (2, + 59 A #)} > Ko Lo

Es gs L
. 3GngBcGAuGBpGCu+ 2GK 3 (3.21)

The terms in curly brackets correspond to the standard anomalous TGC parametriza-
tion [82],

Lys = ig{(WjVW‘“ — W, W [(1+ AgY)EZ" + (14 Ag))5e A"
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1. - _ B
+§W[:7W7 [(1 + ARZ)EQZ“” + (1 + AR»Y)EQAHV}

V]

1 o = s _ 5 - <
o W P(AneoZ, P + AVSQAPH)} +o (3.22)
It is well-known that at the dimension-6 level,
=Y = _ AL Sg = Yo o)
Agl =0, Akz=Agy — 50Ky, Az =\, (3.23)
o

which are seen to hold from (3.21). The independent nonzero anomalous TGC parameters,
on the other hand, can be expressed in terms of the EGGM basis Wilson coefficients as
follows,

2 2

2
Aglz = —%Ew, AI_-{,Y = gQEWB, 5\7 = —ing, S\g = —iEgc, (3.24)
c 4 4
where we have defined 5\9 for the triple-gluon vertex in analogy to 5\7. These 4 anomalous
TGC parameters constitute a second subset of the universal parameters. Up to now we
have introduced 9 of the 16 universal parameters.

Note that we have put bars on the anomalous TGC parameters, indicating they are
defined with respect to the barred fields Wﬁc,Zu,Au. In the presence of a nonzero S
parameter, there is kinetic mixing between WE and B/u and hence between Zu and flu [see
section 3.1, or (3.36) below|. Thus, in this case the barred fields do not correspond to the
physical particles, and the anomalous TGC parameters defined here are not equivalent to
the usually used ones defined for the physical particles. However, the barred parameters
AGE, AR, 5\7 are more convenient for universal theories, since they can be used in parallel
with the oblique parameters S , T, W,Y; see [68] for a demonstration in eTe™ — WTW ™.
We will work out the relations between Ag?, AR, j‘v and the anomalous TGC parameters
in the Higgs basis, which agree with the usually adopted definitions, in section 4 [see (4.14c)
and table §].

3.3 Higgs boson couplings

The Higgs boson kinetic terms in (3.7) can be made canonical by the following field redefi-
nition,
1 h  h?
h=|1--E (1 - —) h. 3.25
[ SRR ] (3:25)

We also rescale the Higgs self-coupling A in the SM Lagrangian,

3 _
A= (1 +5Es + EH))\, (3.26)
such that the tree-level relation mi = 2\0? is preserved. As a result,

1. -.,- 1, < o5+ -~ - -
Ly = 50.h0"h - 5(2X5*)h? — (1 — Eg— ;EH) NGRS + O(hY), (3.27)
where we have used v = 7; see (3.16d), (3.15a). With the redefinitions (3.25) and (3.26),
all the new physics modifications to £}, are encoded in the momentum-independent Higgs
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boson self-interactions. In particular, the correction to the triple-Higgs coupling can lead
to observable effects in double-Higgs production [92-107]. We parametrize the deviation
from the SM by defining 1 + Ax3 to be the coefficient of —Avh?3, with

A/ﬁ}g = —E6 — gEH (328)

in the EGGM basis. This is the 10th universal parameter.
We next consider the Higgs-fermion interactions. It is clear from (3.8) that the tree-level

relation my = % is preserved if we redefine the Yukawa couplings

_ 1
Also taking into account (3.25), we have

1 h 3
£hf:—[14'(1—]53;—*EH)5—(5

1 R? . U o
> By + 5En) =5 + O(lf’)} fz YWl e  (3.30)

v V2
Defining 1 + Ak to be the coefficient of —g'—\/’%ﬁf’f', we have, in the EGGM basis,

1
AF.‘,F =—-F,— *EH. 3.31
o2

This is the 11th universal parameter.
At this point, there is no more freedom to redefine fields or parameters. In terms of
the barred fields and parameters, the Higgs-vector boson interactions with zero derivatives,

namely the first two terms in (3.9), become

® (1 Le V(N e (1 - om L (90) 2 e
Lhv = (1 2EH> v [( 2) W 2ET)2(2—9> Znd
h2 gv 2,_’_,_“ 1/gv\25 >
+(1—2EH)1_}2[(2) Pl +(1—6ET)§<2—59) 7,7
+O(h3V?). (3.32)

These terms represent the rescaling of the AV'V, hhVV vertices in the SM. Following the
common practice in the literature, we can define 1 + ARy to be the rescaling factor of the
hWW vertex (for the barred fields and parameters), with the 12th universal parameter

1
ARy = —§EH (3.33)

in the EGGM basis. The hZZ vertex is rescaled by the same factor in the absence of
a nonzero 1 parameter [recall T = Ep, see (3.20)]. The two-derivative terms in (3.9),

on the other hand, represent anomalous hV'V, hhVV interactions with different Lorentz
2
17
unbarred fields and parameters by the barred ones in these terms. We define parame-

structures as in the SM. Since they are already of order one can directly replace the

ters fggs fuws f221 fovs fyys fwns f20, 7o corresponding to these vertices, with normalization
conventions shown in (3.36) below. Their expressions in terms of the EGGM basis Wilson
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coefficients can be read off from (3.9). These parameters are not all independent of each
other and of the 12 previously-defined universal parameters. In fact, they only contribute 3
more independent parameters. We will choose f44, f.+, f14 to be included in the universal
parameters set, motivated by their close connection to the most accessible Higgs processes
gg — h, h = Z~, h — v7.8 In the EGGM basis, they read,

fog =4Eca, [y =2[2¢Bww — 253Epp — (¢ — s3)Ew ],
fyy =4 Eww + Eps — Ewp). (3.34)

The final universal parameter is associated with the (’)(y]%) four-fermion interaction in (3.10),

and we simply define
Coy = E2y- (335)

3.4 Summary

To summarize, universal theories are characterized by the following effective Lagrangian (in
the unitary gauge),

gu 1/ gv\2
Luniversal = ( ) W+W ® 1—-T 7< ) VA
2 +(1=1)3(5,) 2
o o 1 —on N
_LGARmar — it ke — SWIKMWE — SCWIKM™ B, — fB K" B,
2 # v H v 9k Zo
1 14~ ~ = - - 1 - _ _
_T[Z*G;}KQMVG;?_FW(WJKQALVWV—+7W3K2HVW1§) +Y*BMK2‘MVBV}
my, L2 2 2
+z‘§{<W+ W — W, W) [(1 4 Agl)eg 2" + 59 A"
W[+W
u, V]
D - - - W
Y WEYW P (eaZ M 5. A 1 ESM

(14 ARZ)EZ™ + (1 + AR,)59AM]

A z
+LE - —mf’ S ICG GG + K o L3
W

h =2
— (1, AV gf y Vaunl ¥, ad 4 ~ UV
+< 2@2) [fgg 8[“ G ]au G + fww 2 W,u,l/W K + fzz4ég ZHVZM

8These processes are the most accessible from the SMEFT point of view. In particular, though current
data is not yet sensitive to h — Z~ at the level of SM prediction, strong constraints have been derived on
the effective operators contributing to this process [7].

— 22 —



99 5 < e’ - _
+sz%ZMVAMV + fvaA;U/AMV + wa§Q(W;8VW+“” —|— hC)
+fz|jg22uay2uy + fymgglzuayfl“”}

gy TS I8 + Y iy Duf + OV R R 2 PV hVE), (3.36)
!

where KM, K2 are defined in (3.3), and the action of Ko is shown in (3.5) and the
discussions below that equation. f’ denotes mass eigenstates, while f € {q, [, u,d, e} denotes
gauge eigenstates. They agree with each other except for dy, in the SU(2), doublet ¢, for
which dy, = Vegmd). The scalar current Jy is defined in (2.1d). The gauge interactions
of f from ify*D,f are the same as in the SM, shown in (A.7), with unbarred fields and
parameters replaced by barred ones.

Corresponding to the 16 independent Wilson coefficients in each basis, we have defined
16 parameters that conveniently characterize all the indirect effects of universal theories,
dubbed universal parameters. They include:

e 5 oblique parameters 5*7 T, w.Y, Z,

e 4 anomalous TGC parameters Aglz, AR, 5\7, 5\9;

e 3 parameters for the rescaling of the SM A%, hff, hVV couplings Ak, ARkp, ARy;
e 3 parameters for the hV'V couplings with non-SM Lorentz structures fyq, fovy, fyyi
e 1 parameter for the O(y?) four-fermion coupling cay,.

Eq. (3.36) can be viewed as the definition of these parameters: they are defined from the
terms in the effective Lagrangian when L yniversal 1S cast in the form shown in this equation
by field and parameter redefinitions.

Each of the 16 universal parameters can be expressed as a linear combination of Wilson
coefficients in a particular SMEFT basis (in a sense they constitute an alternative basis
for universal theories). We have shown in detail how to derive the expressions in the
EGGM basis. The results are presented in eqgs. (3.20), (3.24), (3.28), (3.31), (3.33), (3.34),
(3.35), and summarized in the second column of table 7. Applying the basis transformation
formulas tabulated in section 2, we arrive at the following columns of table 7, showing
how the universal parameters should be written down in each basis. In particular, we note
that in the SILH and Warsaw bases, Wilson coefficients of fermionic operators enter the
oblique parameters when the latter are defined according to the procedure described at the
beginning of section 3.1. In fact, they correspond to combinations of fermionic operators
allowed in universal theories whose effects on observables are equivalent to vector boson
self-energy corrections. To consistently use the constraints on the oblique parameters, the
fermionic operators should be traded for their bosonic counterparts, and their contributions

to the oblique parameters evaluated.
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The other parameters appearing in (3.36) are related to the independent universal
parameters as follows,

2
ARy = AgZ — 2 AR, (3.37a)
o
2
fww = fzv + ngwv + gﬁARw (3.37b)
2
fez = (c§ — 5) for + Cos.fry + 28R (3.37¢)
2c2
fu = —g—nglz , (3.37d)
27 5 o7 L 50/nx &
fo= 2 (cg — s5)Ag7 + ?(AH’Y - 9)|, (3.37e)
0
2 DN 7 B N
fyo = —?(QCeAgl — ARy +5). (3.37f)

Also, note that the hhf f and hhV'V couplings are completely determined by the hf f and
hV'V couplings, as is clear from (3.36). This is a consequence of the h being part of the
SU(2)r, doublet H, and also holds in general nonuniversal theories.

4 Connection to the Higgs basis

It has been recently proposed that a common SMEFT basis that is most straightforwardly
connected to observables be adopted by the precision analyses community [84]. This pro-
posal is motivated by the earlier idea of BSM primaries [108], and features a set of effective
couplings that capture corrections to all the interaction vertices in the SM Lagrangian,
when the following 3 Higgs basis defining conditions (not to be confused with the oblique
parameters defining conditions listed in section 3.1) are satisfied:”

1) All the mass eigenstates have canonically normalized kinetic terms with no kinetic
mixing or higher-derivative self-interactions.

2) The input observables mz, mg, GF, o, a, my are not modified at leading order.

3) The combinations of anomalous V ff, RV f f, h?V f f interactions are proportional to
(1+2)2,

One can choose a subset of these effective couplings to be independent couplings, and the
rest are dependent couplings due to the correlations of new physics effects at the dimension-6
level with linearly-realized electroweak symmetry breaking. The set of independent cou-
plings constitute a complete basis, called the Higgs basis, since they can be written as
independent linear combinations of Wilson coefficients in any other basis. With a slight

9The third Higgs basis defining condition is not explicitly stated in a complete way in the current version
of [84], where the prescription for the h®V f f terms is not specified. But it is clear from the calculations
in [84] that the condition stated here is implicitly assumed.
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abuse of terminology, in the following we will refer to the “effective couplings in the La-
grangian when the Higgs basis defining conditions are satisfied” as “Higgs basis couplings.”
To avoid confusion with the “independent couplings constituting the Higgs basis”, we will
call the latter simply “independent couplings.”

Though the Higgs basis is still work in progress, and especially it is yet to be understood
how to extend the framework beyond leading order, the virtue of the proposal is clear, at
least at leading order. Due to the Higgs basis defining conditions specified above, all
BSM effects are captured by wvertex corrections involving the physical particles, and all new
physics contributions to precision observables are direct (there is no indirect contribution
from shifting the input observables, see [85]). As a result, there is almost a one-to-one
mapping between the effective couplings and many precision observables.

While the Higgs basis proposal is largely motivated by a convenient characterization
of indirect BSM effects in generic nonuniversal theories, it is helpful to work out the Higgs
basis couplings in the special case of universal theories, as we will do in section 4.1. In this
case, all the Higgs basis couplings are determined by the 16 universal parameters. This
number is much smaller than the number of independent couplings in general nonuniversal
theories, which means that in addition to the generally-valid coupling relations listed in [84]
(expressions of dependent couplings in terms of independent couplings), universal theories
predict relations among the independent couplings. As we will discuss in section 4.2, on the
one hand, these relations serve as a definition of universal theories in the Higgs basis; on the
other hand, the pattern of deviations from the SM predictions for the precision observables
can be inferred from these correlations, which will make it clear in what sense the BSM
effects are “universal” in universal theories.

4.1 Higgs basis couplings in universal theories

We will start from the Lagrangian (3.36), where the BSM effects are captured by the 16
universal parameters, and make further field and parameter redefinitions to satisfy the Higgs
basis defining conditions. An alternative strategy is to start from the SMEFT Lagrangian in
a basis that does not contain Osp, O, O2¢ (and hence no higher-derivative gauge boson
self-interactions) such as the SILH or Warsaw basis, namely from (2.16) or (2.23), and follow
the steps in [84] to redefine the fields and parameters. The resulting Higgs basis parameters
can then be recast in terms of the universal parameters with the help of table 7. We have
explicitly checked that both approaches yield identical final results. In the following we
will illustrate in detail the first approach, which involves the universal parameters more
directly. The distinction between independent vs. dependent couplings is not relevant for
this calculation, so we will not specify which couplings are to be chosen as independent
couplings till the end of this subsection.

First, according to the first Higgs basis defining condition, the terms proportional
to W,Y, Z should be eliminated, since they represent higher-derivative gauge boson self-
interactions. Recall from table 7 that W.,Y, Z are proportional to Faow, Fop, Eog, respec-
tively, so the terms to be eliminated are actually

%(E2WO2W + EypOap + EagOsq) = Tnl%v(WOQW +YOs + Z0sq). (4.1)

— 96 —



By (2.12), this is equivalent to

2
—%(WOW-FYOB)—FEQ(4O6+Oy—3OH)—XQS%OT—%(WOQJW‘FYOQJB‘FZOQJG).
miy v v* ¢y 2miy,
(4.2)
It can be directly read off from table 7 how the coefficients of Ow,Op, Og, Oy, O, Or
contribute to the universal parameters. Thus, Lypiversal 1S equivalent to (3.36) with the
following replacements

2
SHS-W-Y =2, T—oT-2Y=Ac—Ac, WY,Z-0,

c
0
W Ae w Ae
A = AFE + =5 = AjF — =57, Akg = Akg+ — = Arg — —,
c c 2 2

W A 3W 3A
Akp = ARp+ - = Akp - % ARy — ARy + “o- = ARy - 262, (4.3)

along with the addition of the terms

1

2
2mW

(WO2gw +YOay5 + ZO02c). (4.4)
In (4.3) we have used the parameters A¢; 3, defined by
~ 52 N
A =T -W-2LY, Ae=-W, Ag=S-W-Y. (4.5)
o

These are the three independent linear combinations of S’,T,VV,Y that enter the pole
observables, which have been used historically [17, 109, 110].1°
Next, we focus on the electroweak sector. The neutral vector boson kinetic terms

1 =32 w3 50 %3 fruv B L= 5
— S WAKHW - AegaW#K’“’By ~ 3B.K" B,
1. . 1. .
=—(1— 2§§A63)§ZMK‘“’ZV -1+ 2§§A63)§AMK“”AV
—%Z(ag — 2)AesZ, K" A, (4.6)

can be diagonalized and canonically normalized by redefining the fields

ZM = (1 + §§A€3)ZAW (4.7&)
Ay = (1-550e3) A, — ?(63 — 5 Aes 2. (4.7b)
0

Eq. (4.6) then becomes —%2#f(‘“’21, - %AMK“”AV. The W+ fields need not be redefined,
and we write Wui = W/j: so that the properly-defined fields satisfying the Higgs basis

10As a historical note, Aeq 2,3 used to be associated with S, T, U. But as argued in [17], U is generically
higher order compared with W and Y if there is a separation of scales A > v. Recasting the oblique
parameters analyses in the SMEFT language as in [17], and more systematically in this paper, makes it
clear that Ae 2,3 are actually associated with linear combinations of 5’, T, W, Y at the dimension-6 level.
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defining conditions are denoted with hats. Further, to preserve the leading-order relations
between the input observables mz, Gr, a and the SM Lagrangian parameters as required by
the second Higgs basis defining condition, the following parameter redefinitions are needed,

__\2 An o\ 2
e”) = (1+Aer — Az — 253Ac3) (f? ) , (4.8a)
CoSp CoSp
7% = (1 — Aep)d?, (4.8b)
e = (14 s3Ae3)é. 8¢c)
Accordingly, we have
2
S Ael
- 0 ( _952A ) o, 4.9
0 [ + Cg — 53 5 SpRAe3 ) |Co (4.9a)
2
B or Aey 9 .
5y = [1 ~ate (7 _ 239A63)} 3, (4.9b)
_ 2 2
e c Aeq s
g = — — 1 0 — 0 A ) A, 49
g Sg <+cg—s§ 2 cg—sg )9 (4:9¢)
_ 2 2
—'232(1_ S _Aa %A )A’ 4.9d
g Co cg—sg 2 +c§—sg )9 (4.94)

where the first two equations follow from (4.8) and ¢3+35 = 1. These parameter redefinitions
ensure that
1/ ev \25 5 1/ éb
ALy, = (1= A +Ae)s (5o—) 22" = 5
me = (U= Batdalg (g o) 2" =5

2 . .
=) 22"

2¢pSp

LO ev
= my Y ( a)

GoN2 = = G - Ae

2
2 2Ae 2
LO _ 2 _
ALy = ALY Qpfy"fDeA> Qrf'f
s f
é2
= a0 = ot (4.10c)

In deriving (4.10b), we have noticed that —2/2GE° is identified as the coefficient of the
effective four-fermion interaction term (e, ve) (7,77 pr) + h.c. after the W= propagator is
integrated out. The first two terms in ALg, are the same as the corresponding SM terms
with barred fields and parameters [we have defined o = (0! + i0?)/2], which contribute
_a% to this coefficient, while the third term contains

2Ae 2Ae
72 [(Ervp1r) (7,7 ve) + hc] = - 2 [Ervpve) (7P pr) + hoc], (4.11)

where a Fierz rearrangement has been made.
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As a consequence of the field and parameter redefinitions above, the W boson mass
term becomes

aoN 2 _ _ D12 ~ N
(%) Wi = [+ o) T ] W, (4.12)
where ) )
C Ael AEQ S
Oy = ——2. — -0 _A 4.13
m cg — sg 2 2 cg — Sg € ( )

is one of the the Higgs basis couplings.!’ Also, using (4.7), (4.8), (4.9), we obtain the
charged-current (CC) and neutral-current (NC) interactions of the SM fermions, and the
triple-gauge interactions,

G o, _
Lce = NG [WJ(QWHUJrqz‘ +liv"o"l;) + hee]
2 2 N
= G _Aa % I Wt (et a + Ltotl
= (1 + cg — sg 5 Cg — 83 Aeg) V2 [Wu (GYo" g+ lin"oTl) + h.c.]
9 [ _ _
= E{WJ [(1 + [5gE/q]ij)qm“a+q]~ + (1+ [5gzw]ij)li'y”a+lj} + h.c.}, (4.14a)
e = _ _
Lne = Ef;[mZH(T}” — Q) + A, Q] for
e Aey A 1 Aq i _
- zf:{aes:e 2 [T? (1+5) - @si(i- g (5 - A63)>] + eAqu}fﬂ“fi
= Z[A;H 2u(T} — Q35 + [595;03}2'3‘) + éAqu@j} Fiv" £, (4.14D)
!
- _ - - A _ _
Lrce = ig{(W;,W‘“ - W, W) [(1 + Agf — C—?)@Z" + ggAl’]
0

1 = = _ — Fur — = ApV

+§W[Z,Wu] |:(1+A/<az)09Z“ —|—(1+AH7)89A”:|
Ay oo o N o

e WEW P2, + s0d ) |+ L8 — g GGGy

— ig{ (W W= — W)

[ A 2 A A . .
e
i cy cy — S5 28) o
1.4 o
Ly -

oW Wy

52 Aegy s2 Aer  Aez . .
L4 AaZ — Sopam _ o _ )AZW 1+ AR,)gAM

(1+ 80 = ok, = S5t + 5 (55 = 730 a2 + (1+ Ak
Ay i . 2 Ay e ABo A

e WEW P @2, + Sdf) )+ L GG aag

= ig{(WLW*ﬂ — W, W) [(1+6g12)¢0 2" + 39 A"

" This parameter is denoted by dm in the current version of [84]. We prefer §,, because ém is often used
to refer to the absolute shift, rather than the factional shift, of a mass.
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W[M Wy] (14 6k2)E 2 + (1 + Skiy) 39 AM ]
A . o, )
+ﬁWJ Wb (eoZ, + 30400 | + L8 + SEGE AP GRS, (4140)

where 5gff and 5g}Z2f apply for f € {ur,dp,er,v} and f € {ur,dg, er}, respectively. Note
that T})’ =0 for f € {ugr,dr,er}. We have also included the triple-gluon interactions in
Lrcc, with (_Jﬁ = G’f}, gs = §s. The results for the Higgs basis couplings 5gzvf, 6gff,
5g£f , 091z, 0K+, Ay, c3g can be read off from the equations above, and are listed in table 8.
Note that we have defined [5gzvq]ij in the gauge eigenstate basis, as opposed to the current
version of [84] where it is defined in the mass eigenstate basis. The coupling relation

2
0Kk, = 0g1, — 8—25/@ (4.15)
o
holds as in general nonuniversal theories. It is clear from table 8 that among the 4 oblique
parameters S , T, W, Y in the electroweak sector, only 3 linear combinations A o 3 enter the
Higgs basis couplings discussed above. It is well-known that the fourth independent oblique
parameter is accessible only through off-Z-pole four-fermion processes, such as ete™ — ff
at LEP2 [17]. In the Higgs basis, the contributing parameters are coefficients of 4-fermion
operators, which we collectively denote by c4r. They are linear combinations of W,Y [see
(4.4)], and, if we go beyond the electroweak sector, also Z, ¢a,. On the other hand, the W+
coupling with right-handed quarks § ggq, and the dipole-type couplings dy y are not present
in universal theories at tree level.

Finally, we look at the Higgs sector. The Higgs boson kinetic term in (3.36) already
satisfies the first Higgs basis defining condition, so h = h. To preserve the leading-order

expressions of the Higgs boson and SM fermion masses

/NG — VoAd ypo _ gpo
m¥P = V2Xo = V2X0, mlflo_\j;i:\];i’ (4.16)

as required by the second Higgs basis defining condition, we should, by (4.8b), have

, A A
A=(1+Ae)k, Gy = (1 + %)yf (4.17)

It follows that the triple-Higgs and Higgs-fermion interactions become

Aeon .. . .
Ly = —(1 + Akg — 7)@}&” = —(1+ Ar3)Aoh® = —(A + 6A3)0h3,  (4.18a)

['hff = —(1 + ARp — &) Z ur Bf’f/ = —(1+ ARp) Z Ir ibf/f,

25V 7 V2
= (5 + 5yf,]w)\/f%izf’ i (4.18b)

f/
from which one can read off the Higgs basis couplings A3 and [6ys];;; see table 8.

To derive the Higgs-vector boson couplings, further field redefinitions, or equivalently,
applications of EoM, are needed. We see from (4.14a) and (4.14b) that anomalous V f f
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couplings have been generated, but not accompanied by AV f f, h2V f f vertices. To generate
the latter with coefficients required by the third Higgs basis defining condition, we reorganize
the anomalous V f f interaction terms and apply the EoM as follows,

) i W"'z“a"' h.
f:Z%Z[QL ]]f( fiv fi+hec)

A 2 _
= Y00 (145 ) W Tt gy he) + Al (4.190)
f=aql

e - h\2 e _
2[5 f}cR] EZMf{y“fj Z[égL/R}U (1 + 5) %Zufi’}/ufj + ALz, (4.19b)
f f

where

ALy = —2(f+ 691 1= (WF ftot f; + hec.)

z]\/—

2 A
(72552 - 259 5 Aes ) Wi (T +iJ3l) + hie]

2
cy — S 2 09—59

h h 2 A
m gty MG B s s
cy — Sp 2 ce 59

(W (D, W™ +iD, W — igh'ot'D ,H) + h.c.]
2 2

h h A
e e
v 2v cy — Sp 2 60—86

gv S+ —p ﬁ 2_ - +uv 3
[4( 2) wiEw (14 v) 2(W,0,WH 4 he) + O(V)|, (4.20a)

h

ALz = _2(h + 27,02) Z[5gL/R] 250 ufﬂ/ I
f

2e h h 213 2 A61 2 7
= (O ) [T+ Y S 3 Ae| Zuf
0980(03 - Sg) <v + 21}2> f {(60 F s f) 2 Sle €| Zufin" ]

2 h h 3 Aeq S9
= gl a) BBt £ ) - Dbt
EoM 2 h h e v
— —63_33< + M)Z“{ {CGD” "+ 500, B

HT(CQO' + 52) D”H} % — —8 A‘UVAG:),}

QCQSQ
S | N e e
_Cgciszg (Aq AC:3)Z“8”Auy + O(VS)} (4.20b)

One can then add ALpw,ALpz to the Higgs-vector boson interactions in (3.36) [with
the replacements (4.3)], and apply the redefinitions (4.7), (4.8), (4.9). For example, the
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Higgs basis coupling universal parameters

) % _Ae _ A _ 5 Ae

m ci—s2 22 2 263_55 3
Wf _ C, A S

[6gL ]ij (f =4q, l) 5ij (Cg_ess % — 03—0253 A63)
Z s

697705 (f = up,dp,er,v) | [T}i% t Q1 (5 — A63)}
Z 2 €

[5ng]Z] (f = UR, de €R) 52]Qf cgs_esg (A21 — AGg)

=7 A 5 (A A

0912 Agl - 5+ 222 (53 — 55°)

Ok~ 7A/?;7

Ay Ay )

56 BT

OA3 )\Afig

[6yf/]1] (f/ =u, d: 6) 5ZJARF

dc, ARy

Cggy Czryy Cyy fgga fz'y, f'y'y, respectively

Caf combinations of W, Y, Z, o,
w

(095 “%ij» [dv £l 0

Table 8. Higgs basis couplings in terms of the universal parameters. Ae; o3 are independent
linear combinations of S, T, W,Y defined in (4.5). c4s collectively denotes four-fermion effective
couplings, and dy s stands for the dipole-type V f f couplings.

zero-derivative hZ Z coupling reads

(1 + ARy — 3A62)(1 —2A€ + ZAeQ)Z (29:)22“211 + %qz (5;)22##

_ (1 + ARy — 3A62)(1 — 206 + 2A6) (1 +Aey — A;)Z(g;)QZMZ“
+Aq}f(2g;>22#2u

- (1 +Anv)2(§;>2@2/‘ — (1 +5cz)@(§éz)22u2#, (4.21)

so that the Higgs basis coupling dc, = ARy . Similarly, one can work out the zero-derivative
hWW coupling, and show explicitly the coupling relation

0Cyw = 0Cy + 40y, (4.22)

which holds at the dimension-6 level in general nonuniversal theories. On the other hand,
the above procedure does not affect the terms in (3.36) proportional to f,,/, so the latter
are directly identified with the Higgs basis parameters c,,. Other parameters in the Higgs
sector, including ¢,0, and couplings of 2 Higgs bosons to fermions or vector bosons, can also
be derived by this procedure. We have explicitly checked that they satisfy the generally-
valid coupling relations listed in [84].

Table 8 summarizes the Higgs basis couplings expressed in terms of the universal pa-
rameters found in this subsection. The Higgs basis couplings listed in the first column of
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the table actually constitute a complete basis of independent couplings modulo two redun-
dancies
597" = 0g7° + 591", dgp * = g7 — 597", (4.23)

which are among the generally-valid coupling relations in [84|. The set of independent cou-
plings chosen here differs slightly from that in [84], in that two of the AV V couplings ¢, ¢,
have been traded for the anomalous TGCs dg1.,dK~. Some of the coupling relations listed
in [84] take a slightly different (and simpler) form when dg;., 0k~ are used as independent
couplings in place of c,,, c.0:

2
Cww = Coy + sgcW + g—zdm, (4.24a)
2

Con = (€3 — 53)Can + ChSHCYy + 9—26/{7, (4.24b)
2c2

Cwld = —?205912, (4.24c¢)
21 2 o 5

e = —= (2 — $2)0g1. + —2557}, (4.24d)
Y Cy
2

co = —?(203591,2 — k). (4.24¢)

From these equations it is clear that new physics contributions to the Higgs-vector boson
couplings are related to the anomalous TGCs, a fact that has been used recently to extract
the TGC parameters from Higgs data [28, 71]. This connection will be demonstrated in
more detail with an example in section 5.2.

4.2 Universal effects in universal theories
Table 8 shows the following special features of universal theories at leading order.
e All the V ff vertex corrections are determined by only 2 parameters Aey, Aes. Fo-

cusing on one generation for simplicity, we can write down 5 relations among the 7
: : Ze Ze wi Zu Zu zZd zd.
independent couplings dg7°,dg%°,0g; ‘097", 095", 097 %, dgp:

5gWe = gg V! 097" - O95" _ 097"
L ’ Qu Qd Qe ’
8g7°+ 397" =097, Og7" + 697" = dgR" + dgR’. (4.25)

e All the hf f vertices are rescaled by a common factor (1 + Akg) compared to the SM
ones, i.e.

0yulij = [0Ydlij = [0yelij = 0i; ARF. (4.26)

e The plethora of four-fermion couplings are all linear combinations of 4 parameters

W,Y, Z, cay.

e The independent couplings 5gg/q and dy y are not generated.
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These features actually provide another way to define universal theories, by clarifying the
sense in which the indirect new physics effects are “universal.” All of them are restrictions on
the way in which the SM fermions couple, which originate from the statement of universal
theories definition in section 2.1. In particular, the relations shown in (4.25) and (4.26)
restrict the patterns of electroweak and Yukawa coupling modifications in universal theories
at leading order (these patterns will be slightly distorted by RG evolution [86]; see also [33]).
The bosonic sector, on the other hand, has the same number of independent couplings in
universal and nonuniversal theories: 0,,, dg1., 0K+, Ay, 3G, 0A3, dcz, Cqq, Czy, Cyy. These
10 independent couplings among SM bosons, plus the 6 additional independent couplings
involving SM fermions (2 for V ff, 1 for hf f, and 3 more for 4f), give the correct number
of independent parameters (16) in universal theories.

To close this section, we remark that while universal and nonuniversal theories have
often been discussed in different languages (e.g. oblique vs. vertex corrections), and argued
to be more conveniently analyzed in different SMEFT bases (see e.g. [24, 33, 46]), the former
is really a limit of the latter. This seemingly trivial but perhaps less appreciated (from the
EFT perspective) point is made clear in this section, as we have seen how the limit can be
explicitly taken in the Higgs basis framework. The special features of universal theories in
this limit listed above distinguish them from the more general nonuniversal theories.

5 From universal parameters to observables

5.1 Precision electroweak observables

In [85], we demonstrated that, with the knowledge of the Higgs boson mass, precision
electroweak analyses can be formulated in terms of expansion formulas, taking into account
both the state-of-the-art SM calculations and perturbative new physics corrections. One
interesting example shown in [85] is BSM scenarios where the new particles affect precision
electroweak observables predominantly via contributions to the vector boson self-energies.
For the Z-pole observables and myy, only 6 quantities enter the calculations,

o _ Hww(0) _ HOyw(md)) _ Mzz(m%)
Tww="_"92 » Tww="_">5» Tzz= 2 )
my myy my
II Z(mQ)
7r,/zz = HIZZ(m2Z)a Mz = 7T2Z7 71{77 = HZY’Y(O) (51)
z

The fractional shifts of the observables due to new physics, defined as

o O O
NP —
(2
are given at LO by
NPO, = b,?’wwﬂ'?vw + biwwTww + Vi z2Taz + U] 70, + biemyz + b7 (5.3)

with the b-coefficients tabulated in [85]. The m-parameters here include only the new physics
contributions, and correspond to 7Y in [85]; Iy (p?) is defined in (3.12).
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These results do not rely on the SMEFT framework, and are valid in complete general-
ity. But since the BSM scenarios under consideration are by assumption universal theories,
it is useful to recast (5.3) in terms of the universal parameters S, T, W, Y (the fifth
oblique parameter Z is not relevant here since we focus on observables in the electroweak
sector) when the effective Lagrangian is truncated at dimension 6. Using the results in sec-
tion 3.1, we find, after the field and parameter redefinitions necessary to satisfy the oblique
parameters defining conditions [i.e. replacing ITy/y by Iy in (5.1)],

2
5 4 s

Trgjw =0, mpw=-W, m,= 2835 —-T-W — ?gY’
0

2

= 2(33§ -W - %Y), Tz = —i—: (5 — s2)S +W — Y], 7, = —2525. (5.4)
0

These equations were previously worked out in [50] in the special case W =Y = 0.

To take one step further, we note that (5.3) is actually a redundant representation of
SNP®;. There are 3 relations among the 6 b-coefficients, associated with the 3 flat directions
in the space of the 6 wm-parameters, along which observables do not change. They can be
found by rescaling the SM parameters and fields such that all the new physics effects on the
electroweak observables are still captured by the 6 w-parameters. Such rescalings cannot
change the observables (when they are expressed in terms of input observables), but shift
the m-parameters along the flat directions:

e g— (1+ g)g, Wi — (1-— %)Wg = Axm = (0, 1,03,03,0959,53)6;
o ¢ = (1+ g)g’7 B, — (1- g)Bu = A = (0,0,83,83,—6989,63)6;
e v— (1+3)v= Ar=(1,1,1,0,0,0).

Here 7w = (0, Tww, Tezy Toyy Tz, ), and Amr denotes the shift in 7w. We can directly
read off the relations among the b-coefficients that must be satisfied,

buww + cg(bzz +b..) + cospby: + sgblW =0, (5.5a)
s5(bas +b.,) — cospbys + cgbiw =0, (5.5b)
b2+ buw + bz = 0. (5.5¢)

It is clear from the calculations and numerical results in [85] that these relations indeed

hold. They allow us to eliminate 3 of the 6 b-coefficients, which we choose to be b2, b..,

vl for illustration. Eq. (5.3) then becomes

2

2
NP A o S 0 ’ ro 0
07 0; = byw {Trww ) 3 M2z =+ P 5 (ﬂ—ww + ﬂ—v'y):| + bzz(ﬂzz — Mz + Trww)
Co— S Co — S
CoSo 0 /
+b’YZ |:7T’YZ + ﬁ(ﬂ-ww + Ty — TrZZ)
Cy— S
0 6
63 CoSp /
= (ﬁbww + D) 2b»}/z + bzz) AEl - bwwAEQ
€ — Sp € — S
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1 89 2

H <C*6b,yz + 280bww) Aﬁg, (56)
where we have used (5.4) to arrive at the second equation. As expected, the result depends
on the 4 oblique parameters S, T, W,Y only through the 3 linear combinations Aej 3 3,
defined in (4.5). This is a well-known fact [17, 109, 110], and is also obvious from the values
of the Higgs basis parameters in table 8.

5.2 Interplay between ete™ — WTW ™~ and h — Z{1{~

There has been quite some interest recently in the interplay between TGC measurements
and Higgs data [28, 71] (see also [7, 50]). As we have seen in section 4.1, the relevant Higgs
basis couplings are correlated. The measurements of the TGCs are currently dominated by
ete” — WTW™ at LEP2, for which an EFT calculation in the case of universal theories
has been presented in [68]. On the other hand, measurement of the spectrum of h —
Z0t0~, a very clean decay channel, will be sensitive to an overlapping set of SMEFT
parameters. The calculation of this process has been recently discussed in [111-114] (see
also [53, 59, 69]). Here we recast this calculation in the Higgs basis framework, and map
the results to universal parameters in the case of universal theories. This will provide an
illustration of the Higgs basis at work, and help address the concerns raised in 48] regarding
theory consistency related to the defining assumptions of the S parameter and anomalous
TGCs.

To begin with, we specify the notation and kinematics. We label the final state particles
Z, t*, = by 1,2,3, respectively, with p{, p§, p4 being the corresponding 4-momenta.
We denote the invariant mass squared of two particles by m?j = (pi + pj)2, and define
¢" = ph + pf so that q®> = m35. The initial-state h and the final-state Z will be assumed
on-shell, and lepton masses will be neglected. We will be interested in the differential decay
rate % for either £ = e or £ = p or £ = 7, with the polarizations of Z and the chiralities of
¢T¢~ summed over [¢ should not be confused with the SU(2);, doublet field {|. We have,

dr 1 mi
diqg = 2567r3m%/mz_ |M[Zdm7y, (5.7)

where

1
mi=3 [mi G — qF o ab = 2q2(m} +md) + (] —m3)? . (5:8)

To calculate |M|?, the matrix element squared with the final state polarizations and
chiralities summed over as specified above, we need the following interaction terms in the
Higgs basis Lagrangian,

h gu \2 g* g9’
L D) ; |:(1 + 6CZ) (Tce) Z'U/Z'u + CZZQZMVZ'LLV + CZ77ZMVA'MV
+CZDQQZM8VZ‘“’ + cwggg’ZHB,,A’“’]

+C%Zu > lgr + 897V Fuv fr + (gr + 097 )fm“fR]
f=t
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2 h
+ 222,36t Fi f + 693 Frr fr). (5.9)

C
oV

We have dropped the hats on the fields and parameters for simplicity, and defined

{ov, gn} = {1} — Qssh, —Qpst} = {- +se,sg} for f =1¢. (5.10)

In the SM, h — Z{T{~ proceeds through the single diagram h — ZZ* — Z{T¢~ at LO.
Besides corrections to the vertices in this diagram, there are two additional LO diagrams,
h — Z~v* — Z¢*¢~ and h — Z{*{~ (via the 4-point vertex), in the SMEFT. We find, up
to loop corrections and higher order terms in £z,

4
M = L 4 6. lgn + 697)? + (om + 807
0

m22(2q2 - m%) + m%Q(m% + m2z —q*) — mil2
(¢2 —m3)?
e 2 2 2 2
q 9 q“+my —myp
+[C (9% + g%) 55 + c,€*Q(g1, +9R)}
3! ¢ —my ¢* = m3

2)q2+m2

+[czmg (91 + 9% £ _mz T one Qg + gr) + 29109} + grog")

m(q? — sz) ’

where Q = —1. The contribution from each diagram is apparent from this expression.
Integrating over m?, as in (5.7), we get,

U ¢? +g%g* \/q4 = 2¢*(mj; + my) + (mj — m})?

72 oy 3

dq? 153673 ¢ my

4
g — 2¢2(m2 — 5m22)2+ (mj —m%)? (1 N SNP£)7 (5.12)
(2 —m2)? dq?

where the fractional shift due to new physics, defined in (5.2), is given by

p dl’ 291, LY 29R Z2f | =My hz

dq 97 + 9% % 91 + 9%
64%(q? +m% —m3) {92 Q(9L+9R)q —mze% }
A 4
¢* —2¢2(mj — 5m%) + (mj, — mQZ)z c 9it9n @ !
2 2
g +m QgL + gr) ¢* — M3,
+ L T2 e+ (g g ) Dz, (5.13)
mz 91 + 9% mz

Using 5gZ’ZP{ = 592% and (4.24) to eliminate (59272]{, Czz, C20, CyO, We can write the result

in terms of the independent couplings,

5NP£ = 20¢c, + ———5 ¢ (gLég +gRég )
dq? % g%+ng2Z L R
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64°(¢> + m% —m3) 2

+ e
q* = 2¢*(mj, — 5m%) + (mj — m%)?
3 — st Qg +9gr) ¢ —m
532 t 7 3 2 2 Cay T Cyy
CySp gL +9r q
+m + —m>
_2 |:(C§ o Sg)q Z + 2 2 QQ(gL gR) 5 Z:|5g1z

my 91 + 9% my

+3[ 6¢%(q* + m% —m3)
ez Lg* — 2¢2(m3 — 5m%) + (m} — m%)?

2 2 2 2
q°+m QgL +9r) ¢ —m
—3372Z + 252 R 5 Z}d/@. (5.14)
my 971 + 9% my

Up to now, our calculation has been completely general, and is valid also for nonuni-
versal theories. Specializing to the case of universal theories, we can use table 8 to rewrite
(5.14) in terms of the universal parameters Aej 23 (combinations of S, T, W, Y), Ag?,
ARy, ARy, f.y, fyy- In this case, precision electroweak measurements constrain the oblique
parameters Aej 23 to be very small. In the limit where these parameters vanish,

oo dl _
NP = —2[(03 39)q +my +2¢3 QQ(QL +gR) ¢ ZmZ}Aglz
dq m giter Mm%
3[ 6¢%(¢*> + m% —m3)
&

q¢* — 2¢3(mj; — 5m7) + (mj; —m3)?

2q2+m22 2 2Q9r +9r) ¢* —m
—8942 + 6989 3 5 3
my 91, t 9r myz
6q%(q* +m% —m3) o2
q* —2¢*(m} — 5m22) + (m% —m?%)?

{[cg ~ s, Qlow+gn) o = mz]fw +fw} (Aeras — 0). (5.15)

QZ}AF;W

+2ARy +

555 9% + 9% q°

The dependence on the anomalous TGC parameters Ag7, AR, can be clearly seen from
this equation. The same parameters enter the ete™ — WTW ™ observables in the same
limit Ae; 23 — 0. For example, translating the results in [68] into the parameterizations in
this paper, we find that, at /s = 200 GeV, the unpolarized cross section is shifted by

NPo = —0.0374A57 — 0.0960AF, — 0.0537\, (Ae123 — 0). (5.16)

Therefore, the anomalous TGC parameters Agf, Ak, extracted from eTe™ — WHTW~
observables are related to h — Z{T¢~, when the precision electroweak constraints in the
from of oblique parameters Ae; 23 — 0 are imposed. The latter can be done consistently
when we restrict ourselves to the 16-dimensional subspace of the SMEFT parameter space
that characterizes universal theories. Our conclusion differs from that in [48], where a
stronger restriction is placed on the SMEFT parameter space (the “strong LEP bound
limit”) that is however not required for the utility of the oblique parameters, and has the
effect of decoupling the correlations shown here.

Of course, a separate issue is whether taking the limit Ae; 23 — 0 as motivated by preci-
sion electroweak constraints is justified in TGC extractions. In the case of ete™ — WTW~
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at LEP2, which dominates the current anomalous TGC constraints, we find (also with

the differential cross section dfgs g taken into account) that the answer is positive, in the

sense that in almost the entire phase space, the possible contributions from A 2 3, as con-
strained by the oblique parameters analyses, are smaller than the contributions from the
anomalous TGCs, when the latter saturate the upper bounds derived from ete™ — WTW~
data assuming Ae; 23 — 0. The same conclusion holds also for nonuniversal theories, if
one assumes the invisible Z decay width is equivalent to I'z_5, [so that 592” is strongly

constrained from §gZ¢ and §gZ” by (4.23)]. But in this case, one should use the preci-

sion electroweak constraints in the form of per-mil-level bounds on 6™ myy, NPT, gy,
NPT, s, ONP sin? g instead of the oblique parameters. We remark, however, that the
situation may change at future high-precision measurements of TGCs. A detailed analysis

will be presented in a future publication.

6 Conclusions

While it is often desirable to simplify the indirect searches for BSM physics by introducing
model-independent frameworks, it is important to understand the range of applicability of
each framework so as not to use a framework to constrain BSM theories where it does not
apply. As a historically influential example, oblique parameters analyses in general can only
be used to connect precision electroweak data to universal theories, where it is possible to
shuffle all the indirect BSM effects, or at least the dominant ones, into the bosonic sector.
On the other hand, the SMEFT, as the modern approach to model-independently study
BSM effects on precision observables, is completely general (assuming the absence of light
new states). Caution is needed when connecting the two frameworks, to ensure the analysis
is consistent and basis-independent. In particular, one should not naively write down the
oblique parameters from the vector boson self-energy corrections in a specific basis for the
most general SMEFT, or use the reported bounds on the oblique parameters to constrain
the full parameter space of the SMEFT.

In this paper we have presented a detailed EFT analysis of universal theories. As we
have shown, universal theories can be unambiguously defined in any SMEFT basis, in terms
of restrictions on the Wilson coefficients. When these restrictions are satisfied, the oblique
parameters can be written in terms of the SMEFT Wilson coefficients in a basis-independent
way. To completely characterize the SM deviations in universal theories, however, requires
extending the oblique parameters formalism to 16 “universal parameters” that we have
defined; see (3.36). Table 7 shows how these universal parameters should be written down
in each SMEFT basis. While the electroweak oblique parameters, especially S and T, have
been under intensive study historically due to the strong precision electroweak constraints,
they do not have a special status in the complete characterization of universal theories.
As we begin to push the precision frontier to the Higgs sector, more universal parameters
have become (or will soon become) accessible, although with perhaps lower precisions at
the present stage (or in the near future).

The universal pattern of SM deviations in universal theories becomes transparent when
the analysis is connected to the Higgs basis framework, and the Higgs basis couplings are
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expressed in terms of the universal parameters as in table 8. This demonstrates how the
otherwise independent effective couplings are related in universal theories, as summarized
in section 4.2. Further, we have illustrated two example applications to phenomenology —
corrections to the precision electroweak observables, and the connections between anoma-
lous TGCs and Higgs couplings. All our analyses have been done at leading order in the
new physics contributions. We will discuss RG effects in universal theories in a follow-up
paper [86].

As precision analyses continue to guide us in the search for new physics, the importance
of ensuring theory consistency will grow as more data, especially in the Higgs sector, become
available. Our analysis constitutes an effort toward this aim.
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A Notation and useful formulas

Our notation is such that
1 7 1 17 1 v
Loy = —ZGQ‘VGA“ = W W = S BB + |D,H|? + W |H> - \H*

+ Z ify'D,f — [(ﬂqugeﬁa + ¢*Vermyad + 1*yee) Hy + hoc]. (A1)
fe{q,lu,d.e}

Denoting in general an antisymmetric tensor by (...)ju, = (- ) — (-++ )yu, we have
Gy, = 04, Gy + s fAPCGRGY, Wi, = 8y, Wi + ge®™WiWy, By, = 9y, B,). The SU(2)
doublets ¢ = (ur,dr), I = (v,er), and the SU(2), singlets u = ugr, d = dr, e = eg. All
the gauge-eigenstate fermion fields are also mass eigenstates except d, = Voxmd; where
" is a mass eigenstate. For f = ¢, D, = 0, — igsTAGﬁ - zg%VVﬁ — ig'YyB,, with
[TA, TB] = ifABCTC, ["—;, %b] = ie“bc%c; the SU(3). and/or SU(2)[, pieces are absent for
other fermion fields neutral under these gauge groups. In the last term, o and 3 are SU(2)p,
indices of the doublet fields, while generation indices are implicitly summed over; the 3 x 3

Yukawa matrices in generation space ¥, ¥4, Ye are diagonal and real.
In the unitary gauge, H = %(O, v+h) where h is the physical Higgs boson. Electroweak

symmetry breaking mixes W3 and B to form the mass eigenstates

Zy = coW) — s¢Bu, Ay =sgW; + coBy, (A.2)
where )
g € g €
Ghp=—F7—==—, Sp=-——mo = —. (A.3)
92 + g/2 g’ /92 + g/2 g
Inversely,

W3 =coZy+ s9Au, Bu=—s9Zy+ coAy. (A.4)
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The charged gauge bosons W*, on the other hand, are related to W12 by

1 1 ]
+ _ 1 1172). 1 + - 2 + -
WN _E(W#:‘:ZWM% W,u —E(WM +WH ), W,u, —E(WH _Wp, ) (A5)
The mass-eigenstate field strengths are defined by
Wi = 0uWois  Zuw =042y, Aw =0, Ay. (A.6)

The gauge interactions of the SM fermions read
GG, + W, + B g,

A 7 A g _
= gsG,, Z T f + ﬁ (VV;r Z fAte™ f + h.c.)
fe{q,u,d} fe{q,l}
t Y [L21) - Qrsh) +eauQs| s
fe{qlu,d.e}

= gstL1 Z fv“TAf + % [le— (aL’YNVCKMd/L + vyter) + h.C.]
fe{ur,dp,ur,dr}

+ ; [C%ZH(T? — Qys3) + eAan} A (A7)

where 07 = (0! +i0?)/2. The last sum is over f € {ur,ug,dr,dg,er,er, v}, with T3 =
{%,O, —%, 0, —%, 0, %}, respectively. @y = T]‘} + Y with Y} given in (2.2).
It is useful to know the following Fierz rearrangement formulas,

(Frovufor)(Fspvufar) = (Frovafar)(farvufor), (A.8a)
(fiefor)(f3rfar) = _%(flL'Yuf4L)(JE3R7uf2R)~ (A.8b)

The same identities hold with L «+» R. Note that the f’s in these equations are anticom-
muting fields dependent on the spacetime coordinate x*; if these formulas are derived for
the momentum-space spinors ur, g(p), vr,r(p), which are commuting, the right hand sides
should be multiplied by (—1). Also, the following group-theoretic identities are often used
when reducing operators,

0'3,8036 = 250{567,3 - 5a,8576; (A.9a)
1 1
Tl = 50ad0ch = Oabded- (A.9b)

References

[1] K. A. Olive et al. [Particle Data Group Collaboration|, Chin. Phys. C 38, 090001 (2014).

[2] M. Baak et al. [Gfitter Group Collaboration|, Eur. Phys. J. C 74, 3046 (2014)
[arXiv:1407.3792 [hep-ph]|.

— 41 —



[3] O. Eberhardt, G. Herbert, H. Lacker, A. Lenz, A. Menzel, U. Nierste and M. Wiebusch,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 109, 241802 (2012) [arXiv:1209.1101 [hep-ph]].

[4] M. Ciuchini, E. Franco, S. Mishima and L. Silvestrini, JHEP 1308, 106 (2013)
[arXiv:1306.4644 [hep-ph]|.

[5] M. Ciuchini, E. Franco, S. Mishima, M. Pierini, L. Reina and L. Silvestrini, arXiv:1410.6940
[hep-ph].

[6] J. Charles et al., Phys. Rev. D 91, no. 7, 073007 (2015) [arXiv:1501.05013 [hep-ph]].

[7] A. Pomarol and F. Riva, JHEP 1401, 151 (2014) [arXiv:1308.2803 [hep-ph]|.

[8] A. A. Petrov, S. Pokorski, J. D. Wells and Z. Zhang, Phys. Rev. D 91, no. 7, 073001 (2015)
[arXiv:1501.02803 [hep-ph]].

[9] J. Erler, P. Langacker, S. Munir and E. Rojas, JHEP 0908, 017 (2009) [arXiv:0906.2435
[hep-ph]|.
[10] S. Heinemeyer, W. Hollik and G. Weiglein, Phys. Rept. 425, 265 (2006) [hep-ph,/0412214].

[11] J. R. Ellis, S. Heinemeyer, K. A. Olive, A. M. Weber and G. Weiglein, JHEP 0708, 083
(2007) [arXiv:0706.0652 [hep-ph]].

[12] J. Hubisz, P. Meade, A. Noble and M. Perelstein, JHEP 0601, 135 (2006) [hep-ph/0506042].
[13] K. Agashe and R. Contino, Nucl. Phys. B 742, 59 (2006) [hep-ph,/0510164].

[14] R. Barbieri, D. Buttazzo, F. Sala, D. M. Straub and A. Tesi, JHEP 1305, 069 (2013)
[arXiv:1211.5085 [hep-ph]].

[15] M. E. Peskin and T. Takeuchi, Phys. Rev. D 46, 381 (1992).
[16] 1. Maksymyk, C. P. Burgess and D. London, Phys. Rev. D 50, 529 (1994) [hep-ph,/9306267].

[17] R. Barbieri, A. Pomarol, R. Rattazzi and A. Strumia, Nucl. Phys. B 703, 127 (2004)
[hep-ph/0405040].

[18] C. Degrande, N. Greiner, W. Kilian, O. Mattelaer, H. Mebane, T. Stelzer, S. Willenbrock
and C. Zhang, Annals Phys. 335, 21 (2013) [arXiv:1205.4231 [hep-ph]].

[19] G. Buchalla and O. Cata, JHEP 1207, 101 (2012) [arXiv:1203.6510 [hep-ph)].
[20] G. Passarino, Nucl. Phys. B 868, 416 (2013) [arXiv:1209.5538 [hep-ph]].
[21] E. Mass6 and V. Sanz, Phys. Rev. D 87, no. 3, 033001 (2013) [arXiv:1211.1320 [hep-ph]].

[22] T. Corbett, O. J. P. Eboli, J. Gonzalez-Fraile and M. C. Gonzalez-Garcia, Phys. Rev. D 87,
015022 (2013) [arXiv:1211.4580 [hep-ph]].

[23] C. Grojean, E. E. Jenkins, A. V. Manohar and M. Trott, JHEP 1304, 016 (2013)
[arXiv:1301.2588 [hep-ph]].

[24] J. Elias-Mir6, J. R. Espinosa, E. Masso and A. Pomarol, JHEP 1308, 033 (2013)
[arXiv:1302.5661 [hep-ph]].

[25] G. Buchalla, O. Cata, R. Rahn and M. Schlaffer, Eur. Phys. J. C 73, no. 10, 2589 (2013)
[arXiv:1302.6481 [hep-ph]|.

[26] A. Falkowski, F. Riva and A. Urbano, JHEP 1311, 111 (2013) [arXiv:1303.1812 [hep-ph]].

[27] R. Contino, M. Ghezzi, C. Grojean, M. Muhlleitner and M. Spira, JHEP 1307, 035 (2013)
[arXiv:1303.3876 [hep-ph]]|.

— 42 —



28]

[29]

[30]

31]
[32]

[33]

[34]
[35]

[36]

[37]

[38]

[39]

[40]

[41]

[42]
[43]
[44]

[45]
[46]

[47]
(48]
[49]
[50]
[51]

T. Corbett, O. J. P. Eboli, J. Gonzalez-Fraile and M. C. Gonzalez-Garcia, Phys. Rev. Lett.
111, 011801 (2013) [arXiv:1304.1151 [hep-ph]].

E. E. Jenkins, A. V. Manohar and M. Trott, JHEP 1309, 063 (2013) [arXiv:1305.0017
[hep-ph]].

H. Mebane, N. Greiner, C. Zhang and S. Willenbrock, Phys. Rev. D 88, no. 1, 015028 (2013)
[arXiv:1306.3380 [hep-ph]].

M. B. Einhorn and J. Wudka, Nucl. Phys. B 876, 556 (2013) [arXiv:1307.0478 [hep-ph]].

G. Buchalla, O. Cata and C. Krause, Nucl. Phys. B 880, 552 (2014) [arXiv:1307.5017
[hep-ph].

J. Elias-Miro, J. R. Espinosa, E. Masso and A. Pomarol, JHEP 1311, 066 (2013)
[arXiv:1308.1879 [hep-phl|.

M. B. Einhorn and J. Wudka, Nucl. Phys. B 877, 792 (2013) [arXiv:1308.2255 [hep-ph]].

E. E. Jenkins, A. V. Manohar and M. Trott, JHEP 1310, 087 (2013) [arXiv:1308.2627
[hep-ph]].
E. E. Jenkins, A. V. Manohar and M. Trott, JHEP 1401, 035 (2014) [arXiv:1310.4838
[hep-phl].

I. Brivio, T. Corbett, O. J. P. Eboli, M. B. Gavela, J. Gonzalez-Fraile,
M. C. Gonzalez-Garcia, L. Merlo and S. Rigolin, JHEP 1403, 024 (2014) [arXiv:1311.1823

[hep-ph].

C.Y. Chen, S. Dawson and C. Zhang, Phys. Rev. D 89, no. 1, 015016 (2014)
[arXiv:1311.3107 [hep-ph]].

R. Alonso, E. E. Jenkins, A. V. Manohar and M. Trott, JHEP 1404, 159 (2014)
[arXiv:1312.2014 [hep-ph]|.

J. Elias-Mir6, C. Grojean, R. S. Gupta and D. Marzocca, JHEP 1405, 019 (2014)
[arXiv:1312.2928 [hep-ph]].

S. Willenbrock and C. Zhang, Ann. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci. 64, 83 (2014) [arXiv:1401.0470
[hep-ph]].

J. Ellis, V. Sanz and T. You, JHEP 1407, 036 (2014) [arXiv:1404.3667 [hep-ph]].

H. Belusca-Maito, arXiv:1404.5343 [hep-ph].

R. Alonso, H. M. Chang, E. E. Jenkins, A. V. Manohar and B. Shotwell, Phys. Lett. B 734,
302 (2014) doi:10.1016/j.physletb.2014.05.065 [arXiv:1405.0486 [hep-ph]].

E. Masso, JHEP 1410, 128 (2014) [arXiv:1406.6376 [hep-ph]].

A. Biekotter, A. Knochel, M. Kramer, D. Liu and F. Riva, Phys. Rev. D 91, 055029 (2015)
[arXiv:1406.7320 [hep-ph]].

C. Englert and M. Spannowsky, Phys. Lett. B 740, 8 (2015) [arXiv:1408.5147 [hep-ph]].
M. Trott, JHEP 1502, 046 (2015) [arXiv:1409.7605 [hep-ph]].

L. Lehman, Phys. Rev. D 90, no. 12, 125023 (2014) [arXiv:1410.4193 [hep-ph]]|.

J. Ellis, V. Sanz and T. You, JHEP 1503, 157 (2015) [arXiv:1410.7703 [hep-ph]].

A. Falkowski and F. Riva, JHEP 1502, 039 (2015) [arXiv:1411.0669 [hep-ph]|.

— 43 —



[52]
53]

[54]

[55]
[56]
[57]
[58]

[59]

[60]
[61]
[62]

[63]

[64]
[65]
[66]

167]
[68]
[69]

[70]
[71]
[72]
(73]

[74]
[75]
[76]
[77]
(78]
[79]

B. Henning, X. Lu and H. Murayama, arXiv:1412.1837 [hep-ph].

M. Gonzalez-Alonso, A. Greljo, G. Isidori and D. Marzocca, Eur. Phys. J. C 75, no. 3, 128
(2015) [arXiv:1412.6038 [hep-ph]].

G. Buchalla, O. Cata and C. Krause, Nucl. Phys. B 894, 602 (2015) [arXiv:1412.6356
[hep-ph]].

L. Berthier and M. Trott, JHEP 1505, 024 (2015) [arXiv:1502.02570 [hep-ph].

L. Lehman and A. Martin, Phys. Rev. D 91, 105014 (2015) [arXiv:1503.07537 [hep-ph]].
A. Efrati, A. Falkowski and Y. Soreq, JHEP 1507, 018 (2015) [arXiv:1503.07872 [hep-ph]|.

G. Buchalla, O. Cata, A. Celis and C. Krause, Phys. Lett. B 750, 298 (2015)
[arXiv:1504.01707 [hep-ph]|.

M. Gonzalez-Alonso, A. Greljo, G. Isidori and D. Marzocca, Eur. Phys. J. C 75, no. 7, 341
(2015) [arXiv:1504.04018 [hep-ph]|.

A. Falkowski, arXiv:1505.00046 [hep-ph].
C. Hartmann and M. Trott, JHEP 1507, 151 (2015) [arXiv:1505.02646 [hep-ph]].

M. Ghezzi, R. Gomez-Ambrosio, G. Passarino and S. Uccirati, JHEP 1507, 175 (2015)
[arXiv:1505.03706 [hep-ph]].

T. Corbett, O. J. P. Eboli, D. Goncalves, J. Gonzalez-Fraile, T. Plehn and M. Rauch, JHEP
1508, 156 (2015) [arXiv:1505.05516 [hep-ph]].

C. W. Chiang and R. Huo, JHEP 1509, 152 (2015) [arXiv:1505.06334 [hep-ph]]|.
R. Huo, JHEP 1509, 037 (2015) [arXiv:1506.00840 [hep-ph]].

A. Buckley, C. Englert, J. Ferrando, D. J. Miller, L. Moore, M. Russell and C. D. White,
arXiv:1506.08845 [hep-ph].

J. de Blas, M. Chala and J. Santiago, arXiv:1507.00757 [hep-ph].
J. D. Wells and Z. Zhang, arXiv:1507.01594 [hep-ph].

M. Bordone, A. Greljo, G. Isidori, D. Marzocca and A. Pattori, Eur. Phys. J. C 75, no. 8§,
385 (2015) [arXiv:1507.02555 [hep-ph]].

C. Hartmann and M. Trott, arXiv:1507.03568 [hep-ph].

A. Falkowski, M. Gonzalez-Alonso, A. Greljo and D. Marzocca, arXiv:1508.00581 [hep-ph].
L. Berthier and M. Trott, arXiv:1508.05060 [hep-ph].

A. Falkowski, B. Fuks, K. Mawatari, K. Mimasu, F. Riva and V. sanz, arXiv:1508.05895
[hep-ph].

R. Huo, arXiv:1509.05942 [hep-ph].

L. Lehman and A. Martin, arXiv:1510.00372 [hep-ph].

A. David and G. Passarino, arXiv:1510.00414 [hep-ph].

J. Brehmer, A. Freitas, D. Lopez-Val and T. Plehn, arXiv:1510.03443 [hep-ph].

J. Ellis and T. You, arXiv:1510.04561 [hep-ph].

B. Grzadkowski, M. Iskrzynski, M. Misiak and J. Rosiek, JHEP 1010, 085 (2010)
[arXiv:1008.4884 [hep-ph]]|.

— 44 —



[80]
[81]
[82]
[83]

[84]

[85]
[36]
[87]
[83]

[89]
[90]

[91]
92]

93]

94]

195]

[96]

197]

193]
[99]

G. Sanchez-Colon and J. Wudka, Phys. Lett. B 432, 383 (1998) [hep-ph/9805366].
C. Grojean, W. Skiba and J. Terning, Phys. Rev. D 73, 075008 (2006) [hep-ph/0602154].
K. Hagiwara, R. D. Peccei, D. Zeppenfeld and K. Hikasa, Nucl. Phys. B 282, 253 (1987).

A. David et al. [LHC Higgs Cross Section Working Group Collaboration|, arXiv:1209.0040
[hep-ph.

LHC Higgs Cross Section Working Group Collaboration, “Higgs Basis: Proposal for an EFT
basis choice,” LHCHXSWG-INT-2015-001.

J. D. Wells and Z. Zhang, Phys. Rev. D 90, no. 3, 033006 (2014) [arXiv:1406.6070 [hep-ph]].
J. D. Wells and Z. Zhang, to appear.
G. Panico and A. Wulzer, arXiv:1506.01961 [hep-ph].

G. D’Ambrosio, G. F. Giudice, G. Isidori and A. Strumia, Nucl. Phys. B 645, 155 (2002)
[hep-ph/0207036].

W. Buchmuller and D. Wyler, Nucl. Phys. B 268, 621 (1986).

G. F. Giudice, C. Grojean, A. Pomarol and R. Rattazzi, JHEP 0706, 045 (2007)
[hep-ph/0703164].

S. Gori, J. Gu and L. T. Wang, arXiv:1508.07010 [hep-ph].

M. J. Dolan, C. Englert and M. Spannowsky, JHEP 1210, 112 (2012) [arXiv:1206.5001
[hep-phl].

A. Papaefstathiou, L. L. Yang and J. Zurita, Phys. Rev. D 87, no. 1, 011301 (2013)
[arXiv:1209.1489 [hep-ph]].

J. Baglio, A. Djouadi, R. Gréber, M. M. Miihlleitner, J. Quevillon and M. Spira, JHEP
1304, 151 (2013) [arXiv:1212.5581 [hep-ph]].

F. Goertz, A. Papaefstathiou, L. L. Yang and J. Zurita, JHEP 1306, 016 (2013)
[arXiv:1301.3492 [hep-ph]].

A. J. Barr, M. J. Dolan, C. Englert and M. Spannowsky, Phys. Lett. B 728, 308 (2014)
[arXiv:1309.6318 [hep-ph]].

V. Barger, L. L. Everett, C. B. Jackson and G. Shaughnessy, Phys. Lett. B 728, 433 (2014)
[arXiv:1311.2931 [hep-ph]].

P. Maierhofer and A. Papaefstathiou, JHEP 1403, 126 (2014) [arXiv:1401.0007 [hep-ph]].

D. E. Ferreira de Lima, A. Papaefstathiou and M. Spannowsky, JHEP 1408, 030 (2014)
[arXiv:1404.7139 [hep-ph]].

[100] C. R. Chen and I. Low, Phys. Rev. D 90, no. 1, 013018 (2014) [arXiv:1405.7040 [hep-ph]].

[101] F. Goertz, A. Papaefstathiou, L. L. Yang and J. Zurita, JHEP 1504, 167 (2015)

[arXiv:1410.3471 [hep-ph]].

[102] A. J. Barr, M. J. Dolan, C. Englert, D. E. Ferreira de Lima and M. Spannowsky, JHEP

1502, 016 (2015) [arXiv:1412.7154 [hep-ph]].

[103] A. Azatov, R. Contino, G. Panico and M. Son, Phys. Rev. D 92, no. 3, 035001 (2015)

[arXiv:1502.00539 [hep-ph]].

— 45 —



[104] Q. Li, Z. Li, Q. S. Yan and X. Zhao, Phys. Rev. D 92, no. 1, 014015 (2015)
[arXiv:1503.07611 [hep-ph]].

[105] S. Dawson, A. Ismail and I. Low, Phys. Rev. D 91, no. 11, 115008 (2015) [arXiv:1504.05596
[hep-ph]|.

[106] C. T. Lu, J. Chang, K. Cheung and J. S. Lee, JHEP 1508, 133 (2015) [arXiv:1505.00957
[hep-ph]].

[107] M. Dall’Osso, T. Dorigo, C. A. Gottardo, A. Oliveira, M. Tosi and F. Goertz,
arXiv:1507.02245 [hep-ph].

[108] R. S. Gupta, A. Pomarol and F. Riva, Phys. Rev. D 91, no. 3, 035001 (2015)
[arXiv:1405.0181 [hep-ph]|.

[109] G. Altarelli and R. Barbieri, Phys. Lett. B 253, 161 (1991).

[110] G. Altarelli, R. Barbieri and S. Jadach, Nucl. Phys. B 369, 3 (1992) [Nucl. Phys. B 376,
444 (1992)].

[111] G. Isidori, A. V. Manohar and M. Trott, Phys. Lett. B 728, 131 (2014) [arXiv:1305.0663
[hep-ph]].

[112] B. Grinstein, C. W. Murphy and D. Pirtskhalava, JHEP 1310, 077 (2013) [arXiv:1305.6938
[hep-ph]].

[113] G. Buchalla, O. Cata and G. D’Ambrosio, Eur. Phys. J. C 74, no. 3, 2798 (2014)
[arXiv:1310.2574 [hep-ph]].

[114] M. Beneke, D. Boito and Y. M. Wang, JHEP 1411, 028 (2014) [arXiv:1406.1361 [hep-ph]].

— 46 —



	1 Introduction
	2 EFT definition of universal theories
	2.1 General considerations and bosonic bases
	2.2 Universal theories in complete SMEFT bases

	3 Characterization of universal theories: oblique parameters and beyond
	3.1 Oblique parameters
	3.2 Triple-gauge couplings
	3.3 Higgs boson couplings
	3.4 Summary

	4 Connection to the Higgs basis
	4.1 Higgs basis couplings in universal theories
	4.2 Universal effects in universal theories

	5 From universal parameters to observables
	5.1 Precision electroweak observables
	5.2 Interplay between e+e-W+W- and hZ+-

	6 Conclusions
	A Notation and useful formulas

