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Correlating uncertainties in global analyses within SMEFT matters
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Fakultät Physik, TU Dortmund, Otto-Hahn-Str.4, D-44221 Dortmund, Germany

We investigate the impact of correlations between (theoretical and experimental) uncertainties
on multi-experiment, multi-observable analyses within the Standard Model Effective Field Theory
(SMEFT). To do so, we perform a model-independent analysis of t-channel single top-quark produc-
tion and top-quark decay data from ATLAS, CMS, CDF and D0. We show quantitatively how the
fit changes when different experimental or theoretical correlations are assumed. Scaling down statis-
tical uncertainties according to the luminosities of future colliders with 300 fb−1 and higher, we find
that this effect becomes a matter of life and death: assuming no correlations returns a fit in agree-
ment with the Standard Model while a ’best guess’-ansatz taking into account correlations would
observe new physics. At the same time, modelling the impact of higher order SMEFT-corrections
the latter turn out to be a subleading source of uncertainty only.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Standard Model Effective Field Theory (SMEFT)
allows for model-independent analyses of multi-
experiment, multi-observable data [1–3]. Higher-
dimensional operators, built from Standard Model (SM)
fields consistent with SU(3)C × SU(2)L × U(1)Y - and
Lorentz-invariance, systematically account for physics
beyond the SM (BSM) at the scale Λ above the elec-
troweak one, in an expansion in 1/Λ. Along the lines of
high luminosity precision programs in flavor physics [4],
new physics at scales beyond the colliders energy reach
is probed indirectly, making global fits and uncertainty
management key tasks.

Correlations between measurements play an important
role in global fits, e.g., recently discussed in [5–7]. How-
ever, the quantitative impact of such correlations con-
tinues to be unknown. In practice, this has led to sim-
plifying assumptions as well as the exclusion of data sets
from global fits. A first toy study of correlations has been
discussed in Ref. [8].

In this paper, we work out how correlations of system-
atic uncertainties and theory uncertainties between mea-
surements change fit results within the SMEFT frame-
work. We entertain the example of t-channel single top-
quark production together with top-quark decay; it is
rather compact due to the small number of contributing
Wilson coefficients, while still covers all relevant aspects
of a global fit with various observables from different ex-
periments. In the recent past, several studies of the top-
quark sector of SMEFT have been performed, see, for
instance, Refs. [5–21].

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II we in-
troduce the SMEFT framework and effective couplings
relevant to our analysis and describe the computations

∗ stefan.bissmann@tu-dortmund.de
† johannes.erdmann@tu-dortmund.de
‡ cornelius.grunwald@tu-dortmund.de
§ ghiller@physik.uni-dortmund.de
¶ kevin.kroeninger@tu-dortmund.de

of SM and BSM contributions to single top-quark pro-
duction and top-quark decays. In Sec. III we discuss
the methodology of our analysis and the experimental
input. We consider different scenarios for correlations
between measurements and demonstrate how such cor-
relations affect the results of fits to current data. Fur-
thermore we study the impact of correlations for future
high-luminosity experiments. In Sec. IV we conclude.

II. SMEFT APPROACH TO TOP-QUARK
PHYSICS

The SMEFT Lagrangian Leff is organized as an expan-

sion in powers of Λ−1. Higher dimensional operators O
(d)
i

of dimension d are added to the SM Lagrangian LSM to-

gether with a corresponding Wilson coefficient C
(d)
i and

a factor Λd−4. Since we assume that a gap exist between
the scale of new physics and the electroweak scale, we
keep only the leading contributions at O(Λ−2):

Leff = LSM +
∑
i

C
(6)
i

Λ2
O

(6)
i +O

(
Λ−4

)
. (1)

In the following we study t-channel single top-quark pro-
duction cross sections and top-quark decay observables.
The following operators contribute at O(Λ−2):

O
(3)
φq = i

(
φ†
←→
D I
µφ
) (
q̄Lγ

µτ IqL
)
,

OtW =
(
q̄Lσ

µντ ItR
)
φ̃W I

µν ,

O(1)
qq = (q̄LγµqL) (q̄Lγ

µqL) ,

O(3)
qq =

(
q̄Lγµτ

IqL
) (
q̄Lγ

µτ IqL
)
,

(2)

where φ denotes the Higgs field, φ̃i = εijφ
∗
j (ε12 = 1), tR

the top-quark SU(2) singlet and W I
µν and τ I are the field

strength tensor and the generators of SU(2)L, respec-
tively. qL denotes SU(2)L doublet quarks of the third

generation in O
(3)
φq , OtW and first and third generation

ones in O
(1)
qq , O

(3)
qq as specified in the additional super-

scripts of their Wilson coefficients in Eq. (3). Neglecting
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contributions proportional to masses m� mt, where mt

is the top-quark mass, the observables depend on three
coefficients:

C̃
(3)
φq , C̃tW , C̃qq = C̃(3)1133

qq +
1

6

(
C̃(1)1331
qq − C̃(3)1331

qq

)
,

(3)

with C̃i = Civ
2/Λ2 and the Higgs vacuum expectation

value v = 246 GeV.

In Sec. II A and Sec. II B we discuss single top-quark
production and top-quark decay, respectively.

A. t-channel single top-quark production

We employ the Monte Carlo generator MadGraph5 [22]
and the dim6top LO UFO model [21] to compute SM and
BSM contributions to total and differential cross sections
of t-channel single top-quark production at parton level
at leading order. We validate our results with PYTHIA
8 [23, 24] and find good agreement. For all computa-
tions we utilize the MSTW20008lo [25] parton distribu-
tion function (PDF) set. To reduce the impact of higher
order QCD corrections we take into account SM cross
sections at NLO. For differential cross sections we apply
k-factors to the SM predictions using the NLO predic-
tions presented in the experimental analyses in Refs. [26–
29]. We validate the results by computing the observ-
ables at NLO applying MadGraph5 with different PDF
sets: MSTW20008nlo [25], CT10nlo [30], NNPDF23 nlo
[31]. We find good agreement for all three PDF sets. To-
tal cross sections are computed at NLO using MadGraph5
with the same PDF sets. Renormalization and factoriza-
tion scales are set to µR,F = mt with mt = 172.8 GeV.
Scale uncertainties are evaluated by varying renormal-
ization and factorization scales independently between
mt/2 ≤ µR,F ≤ 2mt. We take the maximal variation
as the uncertainty. We compute PDF uncertainties with
MadGraph5 using the same PDF sets. We take the central
value as the estimate and the total 1 σ range, for which
we add statistical, PDF uncertainties and scale variation
uncertainties in quadrature, as the theory uncertainty.

B. Top-quark decay

The decay width Γt of the top quark and the W boson
helicitiy fractions Fi are measured by extracting tt̄ events
in the lepton+jets channel with t→Wb. Hence, we con-
sider only operators modifying the Wtb vertex in Eq. (2),

OtW and O
(3)
φq . Contributions from other dimension-six

operators are proportional to the mass of the bottom
quark mb, and hence neglected. We include BSM contri-
butions at LO and the SM ones at NNLO [32, 33].

III. STUDYING THE IMPACT OF
CORRELATIONS

We employ a new implementation of the EFTfitter
tool [34] based on the Bayesian Analysis Toolkit - BAT.jl
[35, 36] to determine constraints on the Wilson coeffi-
cients using a Bayesian ansatz. We include data from
ATLAS [26, 27, 37–40], CMS [28, 29, 41–46], CDF and
D0 [47–49], given in Tab. I. We count each bin of differ-
ential distributions as one observable and include in total
55 measurements of 41 different observables. If differen-
tial cross sections are presented in terms of normalized
distributions, we reconstruct absolute distributions us-
ing total cross sections. We take a constant prior for the
parameter interval −1 ≤ C̃i ≤ 1 as default.

We consider both a linear and quadratic fit ansatz for
the observables. For the example of total cross sections,
the linear one reads

σ = σSM +
∑
i

C̃iσi , (’linear’) , (4)

where σSM denotes the SM contribution and σi are the
LO interference terms at O(1/Λ2) between SM and BSM.
Specifically, in the linear ansatz, the quadratic BSM
terms following from squaring amplitudes linear in the
Wilson coefficients, are omitted, as they are formally of
higher order, O(Λ−4), even though they are induced by
dimension six operators.

The quadratic ansatz reads

σ = σSM +
∑
i

C̃iσi +
∑
i≤j

C̃iC̃jσij , (’quadratic’) ,

(5)

where the purely BSM contributions from dimension six
operators σij contributing at O(1/Λ4) are kept. To
study the performance of the SMEFT-fit in view of
the power corrections v2/Λ2, we compare results in
the linear, the quadratic approximation and in a third
EFT-implementation (’linear+δEFT’) based on the lin-
ear ansatz where we add an additional relative system-
atic theory uncertainty δEFT to each observable to model
higher order effects. For each observable, the numeri-
cal value of this uncertainty corresponds to its measured
value times δEFT ∼ v2/Λ2 ≈ 0.06, where we conserva-
tively consider Λ as low as 1 TeV.

In Sec. III A we provide our set-up for correlated uncer-
tainties. Fit results for present and hypothetical future
data are presented in Sec. III B and Sec. III C, respec-
tively. In Sec. III D we compare our findings assuming
no correlations to results in the literature.

A. Uncertainty set-ups

We consider three different types of uncertainties: Sta-
tistical uncertainties, systematic uncertainties and theory
uncertainties. In the statistical analysis with EFTfitter
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TABLE I. The experimental measurements of top-quark production and decay considered in this analysis. For both processes
we indicate the center of mass energy

√
s, the integrated luminosity, the experiment, the observables included in the analysis

and the publication reference.

Process
√
s Luminosity Experiment Observable Reference

Single top 7 TeV
4.59 fb−1

1.17 fb−1(µ)
1.56 fb−1(e)

ATLAS
CMS
CMS

σ(tq), σ(t̄q), dσ(tq)/dpT , dσ(t̄q)/dpT
σ(tq + t̄q)
σ(tq + t̄q)

[26]
[41]
[41]

Single top 8 TeV
20.2 fb−1

19.7 fb−1
ATLAS

CMS
σ(tq), σ(t̄q), dσ(tq)/dpT , dσ(t̄q)/dpT
σ(tq), σ(t̄q), σ(tq + t̄q), dσ/d|y(t/t̄)|

[27]
[28, 42]

Single top 13 TeV
3.2 fb−1

2.2 fb−1

2.3 fb−1

ATLAS
CMS
CMS

σ(tq), σ(t̄q)
σ(tq), σ(t̄q), σ(tq + t̄q)

dσ/d|y(t/t̄)|

[37]
[43]
[29]

Top decay 1.96 TeV
2.7 fb−1

8.7 fb−1

5.4 fb−1

CDF
CDF
D0

F0

F0

F0

[47]
[48]
[49]

Top decay 7 TeV
1.04 fb−1

5.0 fb−1
ATLAS

CMS
F0, FL
F0, FL

[39]
[44]

Top decay 8 TeV
20.2 fb−1

20.2 fb−1

19.7 fb−1

ATLAS
ATLAS

CMS

Γt
F0, FL
F0, FL

[38]
[40]
[45]

Top decay 13 TeV 19.8 fb−1 CMS F0, FL [46]

the uncertainties of all measurements are assumed to be
Gaussian distributed. As described in Ref. [34], correla-
tions are taken into account for all types of uncertainties
(here: statistical, systematic and theory) by calculating
the total covariance matrixM as the sum of the individ-
ual covariance matrices cov(k)[xi, xj ]

Mij = cov[xi, xj ] =
∑
k

cov(k)[xi, xj ] =
∑
k

ρ
(k)
ij σ

(k)
i σ

(k)
j ,

(6)

where xi denotes the measurements, σ
(k)
i are the uncer-

tainty values and ρ
(k)
ij are the correlation coefficients and

the sum is over all types of uncertainties. Correlated
statistical uncertainties arise if different observables are
extracted from the same data set. Corresponding corre-
lation matrices are mostly known from the experimental
analyses [26, 27, 39, 40, 45, 46], and included in our anal-
ysis. In contrast, almost no information about the corre-
lation of systematic uncertainties or theory uncertainties
is provided. To study their impact on the results of the
fit we choose a simple parametrization of the correlation
matrices. In particular, we model the overall impact us-
ing effective correlation coefficients covering all sources
of systematic and theory uncertainties, respectively. As
described in more detail below, the choice of the overall
correlation coefficients is motivated by the combination
of ATLAS and CMS single-top quark production cross-
sections in Ref. [50].

In the case of systematic uncertainties, correlations be-
tween measurements by the same experiment at the same
energy are set to ρsys, since such systematic uncertain-
ties are expected to have the same source. Moreover, we
expect the uncertainties of observables measured by the
same experiment at different energies to be correlated

less, and therefore set these entries to ρsys/2. In partic-
ular, all bins of differential distributions are considered
with the same correlation coefficient. Since almost all
of the distributions included in the fit are unnormalized,
correlations beyond neighbouring bins can appear and
the situation becomes very complicated. Taking these
effects into account realistically requires input from the
experiments, and should ideally be provided.

In contrast, theory uncertainties are not expected to
depend on the experiment, but on the energy of the pro-
cess. Therefore, correlations between measurements at
the same energy are set to ρth. Observables measured
at different energies are assumed to be correlated with a
coefficient ρth/2. In general, the size of theory correla-
tions depends on the energy of the collision. However,
without further inputs from the experimental collabora-
tions, it is not possible to provide proper estimates of the
correlation coefficients. In our analysis, we find that the
effect of these correlations is small relative to the system-
atic ones. Thus, we choose a simple approach with only
two kinds of correlation coefficients, ρth and ρth/2. In
the fit with the linear+δEFT ansatz we include an addi-
tional correlation matrix to model an EFT uncertainty.
For this matrix we make the same assumptions as for the
theory uncertainties, i.e., take ρEFT and ρEFT/2, with
ρEFT = 0.9.

It should be noted that F0 and FL are always anti-
correlated in our set-up since they are required to add up
to 1−FR. In the SM, FR = 0+O(m2

b/m
2
t ) due to the V −

A structure of the weak interaction. Contributions from
OtW are suppressed by a factor m2

b/m
2
t and contributions

from additional dimension-six operators including right-
handed bottom quarks are suppressed by a factor mb/mt.
We neglect these contributions in the fit.

In the following analysis we demonstrate the impact
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of the correlation parameters on the fit results by vary-
ing ρsys and ρth independently within the interval [0, 1],
since positive values for the correlations are expected. We
also explored the possibility of negative values but found
that in this case the covariance matrix is no longer posi-
tive definite for ρsys,th < −0.075. We present results for
two benchmark scenarios: The ’no correlation’ scenario,
which has been adopted in previous studies [5, 19, 20],
where we neglect all unknown correlations

ρsys = ρth = 0 , (’no correlation’) (7)

and the ’best guess’ scenario with strong correlations [50]

ρsys = 0.9 , ρth = 0.9 , (’best guess’) . (8)

Our ’best guess’ scenario is supported by a similar combi-
nation of measurements in Ref. [50]. In this combination,
all correlations of systematic uncertainties, except for the
integrated luminosity, between measurements of ATLAS
and CMS are set to zero, while theory uncertainties are
assumed to be maximally correlated. For these reasons,
we assume in our analysis systematic uncertainties be-
tween CMS and ATLAS to be uncorrelated. We have
checked explicitly that their impact is negligible given
present uncertainties. Specifically, we investigated the
impact of replacing all zeros in the ‘best guess’ correla-
tion matrix of systematic uncertainties by ρz, which then
is varied between -0.25 and 0.25. Corresponding shifts in
the Wilson coefficients lie within the 95 % intervals and
are negligible.

For theory uncertainties of observables at the same en-
ergy we assume strong correlation coefficients of 0.9. We
do not assume maximal correlations, since the effect of
theory uncertainties depends also on details of the ex-
perimental analyses. For measurements by the same ex-
periment at different energies, theory uncertainties are
assumed to be less strongly correlated due to the en-
ergy dependency of the theory modelling. Observables
measured in different processes or channels are indepen-
dent and hence are assumed to have uncorrelated theory
and systematic uncertainties for simplicity. It should be
noted that we do not address the problem that back-
ground processes are also affected by EFT operators, as
this would require a reanalysis of the measurements that
have been performed using SM assumptions.

The correlation matrices for the data given in Tab. I
are 55 × 55 dimensional and too large to be given here
explicitly. Instead, we illustrate our parametrization
with a simplified one. Suppose a dataset with five mea-
surements: the total cross sections of single top-quark
production σ(tq)A

7 and single antitop-quark production
σ(t̄q)A

7 performed by ATLAS at 7 TeV, the total cross
section σ(tq)A

8 and σ(tq)C
8 measured at 8 TeV by ATLAS

and CMS, respectively, and the top-quark decay width
Γt. In this example, our parametrization of the correla-

tion matrix of systematic uncertainties reads



σ(tq)A
7 σ(t̄q)A

7 σ(tq)A
8 σ(tq)C

8 Γt

σ(tq)A
7 1 ρsys

ρsys
2 0 0

σ(t̄q)A
7 ρsys 1

ρsys
2 0 0

σ(tq)A
8

ρsys
2

ρsys
2 1 0 0

σ(tq)C
8 0 0 0 1 0

Γt 0 0 0 0 1


, (9)

while the one of theory uncertainties is written as



σ(tq)A
7 σ(t̄q)A

7 σ(tq)A
8 σ(tq)C

8 Γt

σ(tq)A
7 1 ρth

ρth
2

ρth
2 0

σ(t̄q)A
7 ρth 1 ρth

2
ρth
2 0

σ(tq)A
8

ρth
2

ρth
2 1 ρth 0

σ(tq)C
8

ρth
2

ρth
2 ρth 1 0

Γt 0 0 0 0 1


.

(10)

The additional matrix of the δEFT uncertainties included
in the linear+δEFT ansatz reads



σ(tq)A
7 σ(t̄q)A

7 σ(tq)A
8 σ(tq)C

8 Γt

σ(tq)A
7 1 ρEFT

ρEFT

2
ρEFT

2 0

σ(t̄q)A
7 ρEFT 1 ρEFT

2
ρEFT

2 0

σ(tq)A
8

ρEFT

2
ρEFT

2 1 ρEFT 0

σ(tq)C
8

ρEFT

2
ρEFT

2 ρEFT 1 0

Γt 0 0 0 0 1


,

(11)

with ρEFT = 0.9 in both the ’no correlation’ and ’best
guess’ scenario. We do not include correlations between
observables from different processes (in this case single-
top production and top decay). While single-top pro-

cesses are affected by all three coefficients (C̃
(3)
ϕq , C̃tW ,

C̃qq), contributions O(Λ−2) from C̃qq to top-quark decay
observables are negligible as the W bosons in t → Wb
are produced on-shell [7]. In addition, in measurements
of the W boson helicity fractions the W boson is re-
constructed from its decay particles. This further sup-
presses any contributions from four-fermion operators.

Thus, only the two coefficients C̃
(3)
ϕq and C̃tW contribute

to top-quark decay observables. With the parametriza-
tion in Eq. (11) we aim for a description of the energy
dependency of BSM contributions (ρEFT, ρEFT/2) while
a correlation of observables from different processes af-
fected by a different number of operators lies beyond the
scope of this ansatz.

B. Fit to data

We present results from fits to the data given in Tab. I.
The fit is performed with a linear ansatz (4) with and
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TABLE II. Marginalized smallest 95 % intervals obtained in fits in the ’no correlation’ scenario Eq. (7) and the ’best guess’
scenario Eq. (8) to the data in Tab. I shown in Fig. 1. The central value is in the center of these intervals.

Operators Linear Linear+δEFT Quadratic
’No correlation’

C̃
(3)
φq [−0.049, 0.014] [−0.096, 0.000] [−0.050, 0.013]

C̃tW [−0.012, 0.014] [−0.026, 0.018] [−0.012, 0.014]

C̃qq [−0.013, 0.009] [−0.013, 0.010] [−0.013, 0.009]
’Best guess’

C̃
(3)
φq [−0.127, −0.055] [−0.214, −0.118] [−0.135, −0.056]

C̃tW [−0.011, 0.029] [−0.012, 0.029] [−0.005, 0.024]

C̃qq [−0.012, 0.002] [−0.013, 0.002] [−0.012, 0.002]

0.3 0.2 0.1 0.0

C(3)
q

CtW

Cqq

No correlation
SM
Linear
Quadratic
Linear + EFT

0.3 0.2 0.1 0.0

C(3)
q

CtW

Cqq

Best guess

SM
Linear
Quadratic
Linear + EFT

FIG. 1. Marginal constraints on the coefficients C̃i from fits
with the ’no correlation’ scenario, Eq. (7), and the ’best guess’
scenario, Eq. (8). Dots and lines denote the central value and
the smallest 95 % interval, respectively, in the 1D projection.
The SM is indicated by the vertical dashed line.

without the additional uncertainty δEFT, and with a
quadratic one (5). In the following we denote with ’cen-
tral value’ the global mode of the posterior distribution.

In Fig. 1 and Tab. II we give marginal constraints on
each coefficient in the ’no correlation’ scenario and the
’best guess’ scenario. For each coefficient we give the

central value (dot) and the smallest 95 % intervals (lines)
in the 1D projections. Concerning the different EFT-
implementations we find for all three coefficients good
agreement between the fits in the linear and the quadratic
ansatz. For C̃tW and C̃qq we also find that the ’linear +
δEFT’ shows good agreement with the other two fits. In
case of C̃tW we see that in the ’linear + δEFT’ scenario

the 95 % interval is in general larger. For C̃
(3)
φq we find

differences in the ’linear + δEFT’ compared to the other
two scenarios: The 95 % interval is larger in both corre-
lation scenarios and also shifted towards negative values
away from the SM. In the ’no correlation’ scenario the
three fits are still in agreement with each other (the de-
viations compared to linear and quadratic fit are ∼ 1.2 σ)
while in the ’best guess’ scenario the ’linear + δEFT’ de-
viates by roughly 3 σ. This indicates that the neglected
quadratic terms in the linear fit are a negligible source of
uncertainty which is in turn overestimated in the ’linear
+ δEFT’ ansatz.

Correlations have a significant impact on the results of
the fit. While the results for C̃tW and C̃qq are less af-
fected, we find significant changes in the ’best guess’ sce-

nario compared to the ’no correlation’ scenario for C̃
(3)
φq .

The central value of C̃
(3)
φq is shifted away from the SM

and the 95 % interval grows by roughly 10 %. This gives
rise to deviations from the SM of up to 4.7 σ in the lin-
ear/quadratic and 6.6 σ in the ’linear + δEFT’ ansatz. In

the case of C̃tW the 95 % intervals are shifted to positive
values. This is due to differential cross section measure-
ments which in the presence of strong correlations lead
to positive values of C̃tW . Similarly, the shrinking of the
interval of C̃qq is also due to shifts from differential cross

sections. These observables dominate constraints on C̃qq.
For strong correlations the 95 % region derived from dif-
ferential cross section measurements is deformed in the
three-dimensional parameter space resulting in a smaller
interval for C̃qq, as expected for additional correlations.

To detail the impact of systematic and theory uncer-
tainties on the constraints we perform fits in which we
vary ρsys and ρth independently. In Fig. 2 we give the

central value of C̃
(3)
φq for ρsys, ρth = 0.0, 0.3, 0.6, 0.9 in

the different EFT-implementations. The upper-left cor-
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0.0 0.3 0.6 0.9
sys

0.9

0.6

0.3

0.0

theo    

-0.034 -0.056 -0.074 -0.09

-0.029 -0.049 -0.064 -0.077

-0.024 -0.043 -0.055 -0.06

-0.018 -0.036 -0.045 -0.044

Linear 0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3 0.0 0.3 0.6 0.9
sys

0.9

0.6

0.3

0.0

theo    

-0.064 -0.092 -0.12 -0.17

-0.059 -0.084 -0.11 -0.15

-0.054 -0.078 -0.1 -0.14

-0.049 -0.071 -0.092 -0.12

Linear + EFT 0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.0 0.3 0.6 0.9
sys

0.9

0.6

0.3

0.0

theo    

-0.034 -0.058 -0.076 -0.095

-0.029 -0.051 -0.066 -0.079

-0.024 -0.044 -0.056 -0.062

-0.018 -0.036 -0.046 -0.045

Quadratic 0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

FIG. 2. Central values of C̃
(3)
φq in the different EFT-implementations for correlation parameters ρsys, ρth = 0.0, 0.3, 0.6, 0.9

from a marginalized fit to the data given in Tab. I. Both correlation parameters are varied independently from each other. The
upper-left and lower-right corner correspond to the ’no correlation’ scenario in Eq. (7) and the ’best guess’ scenario in Eq. (8),
respectively. Central values below and to the right of the grey line are in conflict with the SM at more than 2 σ.

0.0 0.3 0.6 0.9
th = sys

0.0

-0.05

-0.1

-0.15

-0.2

C(3)
q       

Linear

0.0 0.3 0.6 0.9
th = sys

Linear+ EFT

0.0 0.3 0.6 0.9
th = sys

Quadratic

FIG. 3. Central values (red line) and 95 % intervals (red band) of C̃
(3)
φq in the different EFT-implementations for correlation

parameters ρsys = ρth ∈ [0, 0.9] from a marginalized fit to the data given in Tab. I.

ner corresponds to the ’no correlation’ scenario and the
lower-right corner to the ’best guess’ scenario.

The 95 % region changes with varying correlation co-
efficients by a factor of up to 1.5 in all three implemen-

tations and is not shown for simplicity. In linear and
quadratic implementation of the BSM contributions we
find very similar results while in the ’linear + δEFT’ im-
plementation the deviations from the SM are more pro-
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nounced, similar to Fig. 1. Correlations of theory un-
certainties and systematic uncertainties affect the con-
straints in a similar way. With increasing values of ρi
the central value is shifted further away from both the
SM and the ’no correlation’ scenario. The grey line shows
which central values deviate strongly from the ’no corre-
lation’ scenario: values below and to the right of the line
deviate from the SM by more than 2 σ. We find that
correlations of systematic uncertainties have a stronger
impact on the constraints than correlations of theory un-
certainties since even in the case ρth = 0 we can still find
deviations of more than 2 σ from the SM while we do
not find such deviations for ρsys = 0 in the linear and
quadratic models. In the ’linear + δEFT’ scenario we ob-
serve a similar behavior where the central value deviates
stronger from the SM for rising values of ρsys than for
ρth.

Correlations affect constraints on C̃
(3)
φq , while C̃qq and

C̃tW remain almost unchanged. This is due to the dif-
ferent datasets driving the constraints: C̃tW is strongly
constrained by the helicity fractions, which have weaker
correlations among each other and smaller uncertainties
than single top production data. In contrast, C̃qq and

C̃
(3)
φq are constrained by the differential and total cross

sections. These datasets can be strongly correlated, such
that the corresponding constraints on the Wilson coeffi-
cients can change significantly with the correlation set-
up. In the case of C̃qq the BSM contributions are signif-
icantly larger and the constraints are stronger compared

to C̃
(3)
φq so that effects of correlations are less pronounced.

In Fig. 3 we give central values (red line) and the cor-

responding 95 % intervals (red band) of C̃
(3)
φq in the dif-

ferent EFT-implementations for correlation parameters
ρsys = ρth ∈ [0, 0.9] from a marginalized fit to the data
given in Tab. I. We find a continuous and consistent be-
havior of the constraints for increasing correlation param-
eters. As evident from all Figs. 1-3, stronger correlations
result in stronger deviations from the SM.

To validate the stability of our fit, we vary the non-zero
off-diagonal entries in the ’best guess’ correlation ma-
trices of systematic and theory uncertainties by adding
uniformly distributed random numbers u with |u| ≤ 0.03
to the entries. Each element is varied individually while
keeping the correlation matrices positive semi-definite.
Using the randomized correlation matrices, we perform
1000 marginalized fits to the data given in Tab. I. In
Fig. 4 we give histograms for the central value and for

the size of the 95 % interval of C̃
(3)
φq in the linear EFT-

implementations for correlation parameters varied ran-
domly around the ’best guess’ scenario (8). The black
lines denote the results from the ’best guess’ scenario.
Compared to the ’best guess’ scenario, the distribution
of the central values is symmetric and slightly shifted to
values closer to the SM. The distribution of the size of
the 95 % interval is slightly shifted to smaller values and
shows an asymmetry, favoring smaller intervals. As in
Fig. 3, we observe a smooth and stable dependence on

0.14 0.12 0.10 0.08 0.06
C(3)

q  - central value

0

100

200

300

400

500
Linear

0.05 0.06 0.07 0.08 0.09
C(3)

q   - size 95 % int.

0

200

400

600
Linear

FIG. 4. Histograms of the central value and the size of

the 95 % interval of C̃
(3)
φq in the linear EFT-implementations

for correlation parameters varied randomly around the ’best
guess’ scenario from a marginalized fit to data given in Tab. I.
Black lines denote results from the ’best guess’ scenario in
Eq. (8).

the correlation parameters. Similar results are obtained
for the quadratic and linear+δEFT EFT-implementations
(not shown).

C. Future scenarios

We demonstrate the impact of correlations of system-
atic and theory uncertainties in the light of the higher in-
tegrated luminosity at future experiments, such as LHC
Run-3 and HL-LHC [51], considering different future sce-
narios: 300 fb−1 and 3000 fb−1. To do so, we scale statis-
tical uncertainties of the data in Tab. I according to the
presumed integrated luminosity keeping the present cen-
tral values and systematic and theory uncertainties. In
Fig. 5 and Tab. III we give marginal constraints for the
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TABLE III. Marginalized smallest 95 % intervals obtained in fits in the ’no correlation’ scenario Eq. (7) and the ’best guess’
scenario Eq. (8) to the data in Tab. I scaled to 300 fb−1 shown in Fig. 5. The central value is in the center of these intervals.

Operators Linear Linear+δEFT Quadratic
’No correlation’

C̃
(3)
φq [−0.043, 0.009] [−0.100, −0.012] [−0.044, 0.009]

C̃tW [−0.009, 0.002] [−0.028, 0.010] [−0.009, 0.002]

C̃qq [−0.012, 0.005] [−0.012, 0.007] [−0.012, 0.005]
’Best guess’

C̃
(3)
φq [−0.190, −0.138] [−0.331, −0.256] [−0.211, −0.148]

C̃tW [0.011, 0.036] [0.024, 0.074] [0.011, 0.036]

C̃qq [−0.011, −0.004] [−0.009, 0.000] [−0.011, 0.004]

0.3 0.2 0.1 0.0

C(3)
q

CtW

Cqq

No correlation
SM
Linear
Quadratic
Linear + EFT

0.3 0.2 0.1 0.0

C(3)
q

CtW

Cqq

Best guess

SM
Linear
Quadratic
Linear + EFT

FIG. 5. Same as Fig. 1, but with statistical uncertainties of
the data in Tab. I scaled to 300 fb−1, assuming present central
values, systematic uncertainties and theory uncertainties.

coefficients C̃i obtained in the ’no correlation’ and ’best
guess’ scenario from fits to data in Tab. I with statistical
uncertainties scaled to 300 fb−1. Dots and lines denote
the central value and the smallest 95 % interval, respec-
tively. We find that increasing the luminosity from up to
20 fb−1 for the data in Tab. I to 300 fb−1 improves the
constraints on the coefficients in both correlation scenar-
ios.

In contrast, increasing the luminosity further to
3000 fb−1 barely improves the constraints (not shown)
due to the dominating systematic and theory uncertain-
ties: In the ’no correlation’ scenario results for 300 fb−1

and 3000 fb−1 are the same up to percent level for all co-
efficients. In the ’best guess’ scenario the results change

by up to 5 % for C̃
(3)
φq and up to 15 % for C̃tW and C̃qq.

The constraints in the light of higher luminosity depend
strongly on the correlation scenario: In the ’no correla-
tion’ scenario the constraints barely change with smaller
statistical uncertainties. Comparing the constraints from
the data in Tab. I to the 300 fb−1 projection we find that
the central values are slightly shifted and the 95 % inter-

vals shrink by a factor of 1.2, 2 and 1.3 for C̃
(3)
φq , C̃tW and

C̃qq, respectively. For all coefficients we find agreement
with the SM within the 95 % intervals.

In the ’best guess’ scenario the picture changes: We
find deviations from the SM for all three coefficients. In
the case of C̃tW in the linear and quadratic implemen-
tation the 95 % interval shrinks by a factor of 1.1 while
the central value is shifted to positive values. This leads
to deviations of 3.8 σ from the SM. In the linear+δEFT
implementation the interval grows by a factor of 1.2
while the central value is strongly shifted to larger val-
ues leading to a deviation of 4 σ. This deviation stems
again from differential cross section measurements. The
strongly correlated dataset in the ’best guess’ scenario
prefers larger deviations from the SM. In the combined
fit this results in a larger 95 % interval. The central
value of C̃qq grows by a factor of up to 1.5 in the dif-
ferent scenarios while the 95 % interval shrinks by a fac-
tor of 3.5, resulting in deviations of up to 5 σ from the
SM. Similar to C̃tW , the origin of the change is due to
differential cross section measurements. As correlations
deform the 95 % interval in the three-dimensional pa-
rameter space constraints on C̃qq become stronger while

those on C̃tW and C̃
(3)
ϕq become weaker. In the case of

C̃
(3)
φq the strongest effects occur. The 95 % interval re-

duces by a factor of roughly 1.3, while the central value
changes by a factor of up to 1.8. Again, the deviations
origin from differential cross section measurements which
push the 95 % interval further away from the SM as this
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0.0 0.3 0.6 0.9
sys

0.9

0.6

0.3

0.0

theo    

-0.038 -0.067 -0.098 -0.16

-0.031 -0.057 -0.081 -0.13

-0.025 -0.048 -0.066 -0.089

-0.019 -0.039 -0.05 -0.046

Linear 0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3 0.0 0.3 0.6 0.9
sys

0.9

0.6

0.3

0.0

theo    

-0.078 -0.12 -0.17 -0.29

-0.072 -0.11 -0.15 -0.26

-0.065 -0.098 -0.14 -0.23

-0.058 -0.088 -0.12 -0.2

Linear + EFT 0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.0 0.3 0.6 0.9
sys

0.9

0.6

0.3

0.0

theo    

-0.039 -0.069 -0.1 -0.18

-0.032 -0.059 -0.085 -0.14

-0.025 -0.049 -0.068 -0.093

-0.019 -0.039 -0.051 -0.047

Quadratic 0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

FIG. 6. Same as Fig. 2, but with all statistical uncertainties of the data in Tab. I scaled to the expected integrated luminosity
of 300 fb−1, assuming present central values, systematic uncertainties and theory uncertainties.

TABLE IV. Marginalized 95 % confidence levels from Ref. [7] from a fit to single top-quark total cross sections and top-quark
decay data together with the smallest 95 % intervals obtained in fits in the ’no correlation’ scenario Eq. (7) to the data in Tab. I
excluding differential cross sections. See text for details.

Operators 95 % CL [7] Linear Linear+δEFT Quadratic

C̃
(3)
φq [−0.29, 0.081] [−0.30, 0.27] [−0.30, 0.28] [−0.33, 0.25]

C̃tW [−0.029, 0.029] [−0.013, 0.013] [−0.029, 0.015] [−0.013, 0.013]

C̃qq [−0.031, 0.0069] [−0.115, 0.095] [−0.12, 0.095] [−0.112, 0.090]

dataset is most sensitive to the strong correlations. The
deviation grow up to 12.6 σ (linear), 11.9 σ (quadratic)
and 16 σ (linear+δEFT) so that new physics would be
observed. In Fig. 6 we repeat the analysis from Fig. 2 for
the 300 fb−1 projection. We find very similar results in
all EFT-implementations. Increasing values of ρi lead to
larger deviations from the SM. Similar to the fit to cur-
rent data correlations of systematic uncertainties have a
stronger impact on the constraints than correlations of
theory uncertainties.

D. Comparison to literature

As a consistency check we compare our results to a
recent global SMEFT analysis [7], which provides 95 %
confidence level intervals from a fit to single top-quark
production and top-quark decay data for the coefficients
in Eq. (3). The dataset used in Ref. [7] is similar to ours
given in Tab. I, except for differential cross sections, not
taken into account in Ref. [7] and s-channel observables,
not considered by us. To allow for a comparison of re-
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sults we repeat our fits for the different fit models, linear,
linear+δEFT, and quadratic, defined in Sec. III in the ’no
correlation’ scenario to the data in Tab. I, excluding dif-
ferential cross sections. Even though the smallest 95 %
intervals in Bayesian statistics differ from confidence in-
tervals in frequentist statistics, used in Ref. [7], we expect
them to give comparable results.

In Tab. IV we give the 95 % confidence levels from
Ref. [7] together with the smallest 95 % intervals ob-
tained in our fits. While the analysis in Ref. [7] utilizes
a quadratic ansatz only we show results from all three
fit scenarios for comparison as we saw that in the ’no
correlation’ scenario all three fits give very similar re-
sults (see Fig. 1). Comparing the constraints obtained
in our three parametrizations of BSM contributions we
find that the results are reasonably similar for all three
coefficients. While the fit with the linear and quadratic
ansatz show excellent agreement, the results for C̃tW in
the ’linear+δEFT’ ansatz show an interval which is larger
by roughly 50 % and shifted to negative values. This is
due to the additional EFT uncertainties which affect C̃tW
stronger as for measurements of F0/L the additional EFT
uncertainty can be larger than both the experimental and
the SM theory uncertainties([40, 45, 46]).

Comparing the results from our quadratic fit (and sim-
ilarly for the other two scenarios) to Ref. [7] we see some
differences but still find reasonable agreement. In the

case of C̃
(3)
ϕq the 95 % CL is smaller by roughly 35 % and

asymmetric, favoring negative values. As this coefficient
simply rescales the SM the additional NLO QCD cor-
rections for SMEFT contributions included in Ref. [7] as
well as additional constraints from tW , tZ and s-channel
observables definetly have an impact on the outcome of
the fit and are most likely the source of this difference. In
the case of C̃tW constraints from our fit are stronger by a
factor of two. This can be traced back to the inclusion of
additional W boson helicity fraction measurements from
CDF, D0 and CMS. Especially the measurements from
Ref. [46] give additional constraints on C̃tW . Constraints

on C̃qq reported in Ref. [7] are stronger by a factor of
5 compared to our analyses. However, in Ref. [7] an
U(2)q × U(2)u × U(2)d flavor symmetry is assumed so
that contributions from second generation quarks are in-
cluded. In addition, s-channel observables show an en-
hanced energy dependency compared to t-channel ob-
servables which we explicitly checked (see also Ref.[7]).
This provides additional constraints on the four-fermion
operator. Togehter with NLO corrections these differ-
ences in the dataset and the flavor assumptions can ex-
plain the stronger constraints obtained in Ref. [7].

In summary, differences are expected from the addi-
tional NLO QCD corrections to BSM contributions and
additional observables which are included in Ref. [7] and
from inflated BSM contributions in our linear+δEFT im-
plementation.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

We studied the impact of correlations between (sys-
tematic and theory) uncertainties on multi-experiment,
multi-observable analyses within SMEFT. Specifically,
we performed a first quantitative study of such corre-
lations entertaining the example of t-channel single top-
quark production and top-quark decay. This data set
allowed us to include 55 measurements from ATLAS,
CMS, CDF and DO, given in Tab. I, in an analysis to
constrain three Wilson coefficients (3). We considered
different scenarios for theoretical and systematical un-
certainties by varying two parameters ρsys and ρth in the
correlation matrices based on simplifying assumptions.
We highlighted two scenarios: The ’no correlation’ sce-
nario Eq. (7), which has been utilized in previous studies
and the ’best guess’ scenario Eq. (8), which incorporates
additional correlations between measurements.

Not unexpectedly, correlations change the constraints
on the Wilson coefficients significantly. Without correla-
tions no deviations from the SM are found. In the case
of strong correlations the SM prediction is not included
anymore in the marginalized smallest 95 % intervals of

C̃
(3)
φq , see Fig. 1. These deviations can be up to 4.7 σ in

the linear and quadratic EFT implementation and 6.6 σ
in the ’linear + δEFT’ scenario. The linear and quadratic
models are in very good agreement with each other, in-
dicating subleading impact of partial higher order EFT
corrections only. On the other hand, the ’linear + δEFT’
model deviates from the other two approaches, especially

in the case of C̃
(3)
φq , and appears to overshoot the EFT

uncertainty.

Correlations become even more crucial for future high-
luminosity experiments where the importance of system-
atic and theory uncertainties is amplified. Assuming cen-
tral values fixed, the SMEFT-fit leads to significant devi-
ations from the SM at 12.6 σ (linear), 11.9 σ (quadratic)

and 16 σ (linear+δEFT) in C̃
(3)
φq in the ’best guess’ sce-

nario at 300 fb−1, see Fig. 5. To benefit from improve-
ments in statistics beyond 300 fb−1 requires improve-
ments in experimental systematics and theoretical pre-
dictions.

Our analysis highlights the importance of correlations
in global fits, especially for high-luminosity experiments.
We suggest to consider different correlation scenarios and
to take the corresponding variation into account when
presenting results of global fits. At the same time, studies
along the lines of Ref. [50] are encouraged to provide
SMEFT-analyses with the requisite information about
correlations of systematic and theory uncertainties. To
conclude:

”Correlating uncertainties in global analyses within
SMEFT matters in the future even more.”
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