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Abstract

This report presents the results of the activities of the Models and Effective Field Theories
Subgroup of the Off-Shell Interpretations Task Force in the LHC Higgs Working Group. The
main goal of the subgroup was to discuss and advance the potential impact of off-shell Higgs
measurements on searches for BSM physics carried out in the EFT framework or as benchmark
model studies. In the first contribution, the off-shell potential to resolve flat directions in pa-
rameter space for on-shell measurements is studied. Furthermore, the sensitivity of off-shell
measurements to SMEFT dimension-6 operators for the gg → ZZ process is discussed, and
studies of explicit models that are testable in off-shell production are reviewed. In the second
contribution, the SMEFT effects in the off-shell gluon fusion and electroweak processes are dis-
cussed. Subsequently, the computation of integrated and differential effects using SMEFT@NLO
and MG5 aMC@NLO, or JHUGen and MCFM, is demonstrated. On that basis, a study of the
prospects of obtaining additional SMEFT constraints – beyond those from global fits – by util-
ising the off-shell process is presented. For clarification, a revised introduction, definition and
discussion of the Higgs basis parametrisation of the SMEFT is given in the third contribu-
tion. In short notes on the SMEFT, the Higgs basis with an additional constraint is discussed
and relations between the Higgs and Warsaw bases are presented. Lastly, an overview of EFT
calculations and tools is given.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

After the discovery of the 125 GeV Higgs boson, the search for physics beyond the Standard
Model (SM) continues. Two complementary frameworks to study New Physics exist. First, at
sufficiently low scales the New Physics may be described by an Effective Field Theory (EFT),
where the SM Lagrangian is extended by terms consisting of Wilson coefficients multiplied
by higher-dimensional operators constructed from the SM fields, which respect the SM gauge
symmetries. Secondly, it may be described by an explicit extension of the SM with additional dy-
namical degrees of freedom and related model parameters, which has the fundamental properties
of unitarity and renormalizability, and may feature additional gauge or other symmetries. By
comparing predictions of such EFTs/explicit models with experimental measurements, bounds
on Wilson coefficients and model parameters, respectively, can be obtained. Both approaches
are complementary. EFTs facilitate a generic parameterisation of New Physics that originates
at higher scales, but have a limited range of validity. On the other hand, low degrees of freedom
can only be described by explicit models. It is therefore essential to analyse experimental data
using both descriptions.

Experimental data collected at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) for Higgs production in gluon
fusion or vector boson fusion (VBF) with subsequent decay to a pair of Z or W bosons contains
an O(10%) signal contribution from the off-shell high-mass region above 2MV . The situation
is similar at a high-energy linear collider. The off-shell high-mass Higgs signal has distinctly
different properties than the dominant “on-peak” signal contribution, where the Higgs is nearly
on-shell. It thus has the potential to provide complementary information in searches for Beyond-
SM (BSM) physics. First, the off-shell signal above 2MV has a plateau-like distribution, which
extends to even higher energies in VBF than in gluon fusion. Therefore, the typical invariant
mass of the off-shell Higgs is much higher than in the on-shell case. Consequently, all high-energy
effects are more pronounced and the sensitivity to Wilson coefficients is typically enhanced. Sec-
ondly, unlike the on-peak signal, the off-shell signal is affected by substantial signal-background
interference. Thirdly, unlike the on-peak signal, the off-shell signal is essentially independent
of the total Higgs width. This has enabled O(1) bounds on the Higgs width from LHC data
relative to the SM prediction [1–4]. It came as a surprise, given that the direct Higgs width
measurement at the LHC is severely limited by the mass resolution, which is approximately 600
times larger than the SM prediction.1

The comprehensive task that suggests itself is to determine the subset of EFT operators that
are most sensitive to off-shell data and to examine in detail the prospects of off-shell Higgs data
providing better constraints than those obtained in global fits. The ability of the off-shell data
to resolve degeneracies in parameter space, which was exploited to obtain the mentioned Higgs
width bounds, may more generally be useful to resolve flat directions for on-shell measurements
in the parameter space of explicit BSM realisations. Regarding the Higgs width constraint

1The Higgs width bound relies on assuming no energy dependence of the relevant Higgs couplings.

1



analysis, it would be interesting to understand in more detail how the scaling violation for the
total Higgs width can arise and what constraints can be achieved at colliders.

When assessing the potential impact of off-shell Higgs measurements on searches for BSM physics
carried out in the EFT framework or as benchmark model studies, the following issues deserve
consideration.

The “minimal” list of operators and accordingly couplings that deserve priority in the initial
stage of studies needs to be determined.2.

Different bases of the SMEFT have been developed. At leading order (LO), some off-shell studies
prefer the Higgs basis over the Warsaw basis.3 It is hence important to clarify the motivation
and details of this basis, and its relation to the Warsaw basis.4

Initially, it is suggestive to analyse the impact of SMEFT operators on the off-shell process
individually and to ignore correlations with other processes. Subsequently, however, the interplay
with other channels due to shared couplings, e.g. in top production, and dependencies between
operators cannot be ignored. The following questions arise: How should bounds, especially
more competitive ones, on relevant Wilson coefficients obtained in other channels be taken into
account? How can operators be disentangled? Can independent subsets of operators be found?

From a practical point of view, the number of degrees of freedom in fits is limited. A key question
is therefore: With what quantities should the available degrees of freedom be associated? When
going beyond the “minimal” list mentioned above, what approach should be taken in expanding
the fit variables? From an experimental point of view, a full EFT analysis of Higgs data is
extremely challenging, even without consideration of non-Higgs-sector operators. A priori, it
is suggestive to focus on the HV V , Hgg and Htt̄ operators that appear in off-shell Higgs
production in gluon fusion; and to deprioritise consideration of non-Higgs EFT couplings, which
primarily affect backgrounds, whenever they are better constrainted by non-Higgs data. While
other HV V and Hff̄ operators may also contribute, they are expected to be less important.

The off-shell enhancement is not only present in gluon-fusion Higgs production. As mentioned,
Higgs production in VBF features a similar enhancement. We note that the VBF channel is
less model dependent, since it is not loop induced, but yields less data overall. At high energies,
however, its signal is similar to or larger than the gluon-fusion signal. The additional sensitivity
provided by the VBF/V H channel data should also be analysed.

As mentioned above, a two-pronged approach is essential. The EFT-based studies need to
be complemented by studies of explicit SM extensions. Which poses the questions: What
types of BSM benchmark models should be analysed? What light degrees of freedom should
be considered and up to what scale? More specifically: Are common models sufficient, for
example the MSSM, 2HDM and SM+scalar? What toy models should be studied? Should
composite inspired models be studied? Can toy models be nominated that cover the two extreme
scenarios: no exotic/undetected width, but large detectable effects in off-shell measurements;
a sizeable exotic/undetected width, but no detectable deviation in off-shell measurements? It
would be useful to compare the phenomenology of common models to both limiting scenarios
and investigate which one is closer. For the BSM benchmark models as well as for the SMEFT,
a more detailed analysis of the additional sensitivity provided by the off-shell process when
combined with constraints from top or electroweak (EW) measurements for instance appears
well justified.

At a later stage, the following issues deserve consideration.

2The discussion and results in Sections 2.2 and 3.1.3 of this report address this issue.
3Beyond LO it becomes difficult to argue for a particular basis, except for practical considerations, such as

tools availability.
4Chapter 4 and Section 5.2 in this report address this issue.
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The additional operators in the SMEFT do not only affect the signal, but also the background
and the Higgs width.5 Therefore, SMEFT effects should be taken into account in background
amplitudes and, for consistency, also in the Higgs width, in order to clarify if significant EFT
effects can enter via non-signal amplitudes. If that is the case, then statistical data analysis
methods will be required that permit to include BSM effects in the background when determining
bounds on Wilson coefficients. This is of course not just an issue for the EFT modelling of New
Physics, but similarly affects model parameters in studies of BSM benchmark models.

At this more advanced stage, next-to-leading order (NLO) QCD and EW corrections should
be taken into account if they are available. In particular for QCD, calculations and tools are
available, for instance to take into account NLO QCD corrections in the SMEFT.6 BSM@NLO
in general, especially for dimension-8 operators, appears to be beyond current capabilities. But,
neglected BSM higher order effects can be estimated to assess the validity of the EFT expansion.
Such studies or studies that include available QCD or EW corrections and find large effects
may motivate future efforts towards general BSM@NLO, in particular if and when significant
deviations from the SM are observed. From a technical point of view, BSM@NLO is more
feasible for VBF/V H processes, which proceed at tree level and are hence more amenable for
proof-of-concept studies. For loop-induced processes like gluon-fusion Higgs production, the
technical threshold is significantly higher.

An interesting proposal that may warrant more attention in the future is to study a specific
BSM benchmark model which is extended with higher-dimensional operators – in particular if a
SM deviation is observed. The latter would also provide guidance as to what underlying model
should be chosen. Treating the Higgs width as a free parameter in a SMEFT fit would imply
the assumption of additional BSM physics to account for the possible Higgs width deviation.
It would be instructive if these additional degrees of freedom could be modelled explicitly, for
instance through additional fields in the underlying model.

While in principle possible, including operators which go beyond a Higgs sector from EW dou-
blets does not appear to be well motivated any longer and is hence of lower priority. The EFT
efforts should focus on the SMEFT.

Though subleading in gg → H → V V , it has been proposed to model New Physics in the
Higgs self-energy via an oblique parameter. In this context, it should be noted that the Higgs
self-energy is one among many parameters to consider. The class of models where the Higgs
self-energy is the only relevant deformation of the SM is rather thin. Such a study would be
quite limited.

The report is structured as follows: In Chapter 2, the potential impact of off-shell Higgs mea-
surements on BSM physics is re-examined, in particular the prospects to resolve flat directions
in parameter space for on-shell measurements. Furthermore, the sensitivity of off-shell mea-
surements to SMEFT dimension-6 operators for the gg → ZZ process and studies of explicit
models that are testable in off-shell production are reviewed. In Chapter 3, SMEFT effects in
the off-shell process of Higgs production and decay to a weak-boson pair are discussed, and the
computation of integrated and differential effects using SMEFT@NLO and MG5 aMC@NLO,
or JHUGen and MCFM, is demonstrated. Furthermore, a study of the prospects of obtaining
additional SMEFT constraints beyond those from global fits by utilising the off-shell process
is presented. In Chapter 4, a revised introduction, definition and discussion of the Higgs basis
parametrisation of the SMEFT is given, including an appendix on notation and conventions.
Chapter 5 contains short notes on the SMEFT. The first is on the Higgs basis with an additional
constraint. The second is on the relation between the Higgs and Warsaw bases. In Chapter 6,
an overview of EFT calculations and tools is given. The report closes with a summary and final
remarks in Chapter 7.

5For the interfering background to the off-shell process, this is illustrated in Figure 3.1.
6An overview of calculations and tools is given in Chapter 6.
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Chapter 2

What can off-shell Higgs
measurements tell us about BSM
physics?7

In this chapter we briefly re-examine the potential impact of off-shell Higgs measurements on
Beyond the Standard Model (BSM) physics.

2.1 Going beyond a universal flat direction

To begin we review the original proposal by Caola and Melnikov [5], who pointed out that the
off-shell channel can lift a flat direction plaguing LHC on-shell Higgs measurements: if the Higgs
couplings are universally rescaled, ghii = κunivg

SM
hii , and the Higgs width is modified according

to Γh = κ4
univΓSM

h , on-shell rates remain identical to the Standard Model (SM). Genuinely new
contributions to the Higgs width can be categorized in invisible and untagged. Since the former
is already constrained to BRinv < 0.13 at 95% CL by direct measurement [6, 7] (139 fb−1 at
13 TeV), in this note we focus on the presence of an untagged partial width, in which case the
flat direction is along

BRexo =
κ2

univ − 1

κ2
univ

, (2.1)

as can be seen in Fig. 2.1. Notice that, importantly, the flat direction is present for κuniv >
1. Caola and Melnikov observed that the off-shell rate is dσgg→h∗→ZZ/ds ∝ g2

hggg
2
hZZ/s

2 =

κ4
univ(gSM

hgg)
2(gSM

hZZ)2/s2, where
√
s = m4`. Hence, an upper bound on the cross section in the

large -m4` region translates into an upper bound on κuniv (and therefore into an upper bound
on the Higgs width, under the above set of assumptions).

How can such a universal flat direction be realized in a concrete BSM setup? As a simple
illustration, we consider a scalar extension of the SM containing the following interactions,

LBSM 3
cH
2f2

(∂µ|H|2)2 − λHϕ|H|2ϕ2 , (2.2)

whereH is the SM Higgs doublet, and ϕ is a real scalar that decays dominantly to hadrons, for ex-
ample a color-singlet or -octet decaying to gg (a singlet would decay through higher-dimensional
operators, such as ϕGµνG

µν). The dimension-6 operator in Eq. (2.2) gives a universal rescaling
ghii/g

SM
hii = 1 − cHv2/f2. For mϕ � mh/2, the untagged Higgs width also acquires a contribu-

tion from Γ(h→ ϕϕ) ∼ λ2
Hϕv

2/(8πmh) through the dimension-4 operator. Thus, two conditions
need to be met to obtain a universal flat direction: first, cH must be negative, which is only re-
alized in somewhat exotic (albeit possible) theories, e.g. models with electroweak triplet scalars

7contributed by A. Azatov, J. de Blas, C. Grojean, E. Salvioni
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Figure 2.1: χ2 contours for the projection to the HL-LHC of CMS on-shell Higgs measure-
ments [12], assuming a universal coupling rescaling κuniv and the presence of an untagged
branching ratio BRexo. The white dashed line corresponds to BRexo = (κ2

univ − 1)/κ2
univ .

or non-compact coset spaces; second, there must be an accidental “conspiracy” relating the a
priori-independent quantities cH/f

2 and λHϕ in the appropriate fashion.

Models with a universal flat direction?

To make these issues more explicit, we inspect how cH < 0 can arise from integrating out triplet
scalars at tree level [8]. Considering both a real triplet ϕar with hypercharge Y = 0 and a complex
triplet Φa

c with Y = 1, the relevant pieces of the UV Lagrangian are

LUV =
1

2
∂µϕ

a
r∂

µϕar−
1

2
M2
rϕ

a
rϕ

a
r+βrfϕ

a
rH
†σ

a

2
H+∂µΦa∗

c ∂
µΦa

c−M2
c Φa∗

c Φa
c+βcf

(
Φa∗
c H

T ε
σa

2
H+h.c.

)
,

(2.3)
where ε ≡ iσ2. Integrating out the heavy scalars we obtain in the SILH basis for the EFT [9]

cH
f2

= −β
2
rf

2

2M4
r

− β2
c f

2

2M4
c

,
cT
f2

=
β2
rf

2

4M4
r

− β2
c f

2

2M4
c

, (2.4)

where cH is manifestly negative and cT is the coefficient of (H†
↔
DµH)2/(2f2). In scenarios with

custodial symmetry, such as the Georgi-Machacek (GM) model [10, 11], the real and complex
triplets satisfy the relations β2

rf
2 = 2β2

c f
2 and M2

r = M2
c , resulting in cT = 0 and cH/f

2 =
−3β2

rf
2/(4M4

r ). However, under the assumption that the mass of the triplets is sufficiently large
that they can be integrated out, the GM model does not contain a possible candidate for the
light scalar ϕ; the latter can of course be added to the model as an additional singlet, but an
ad-hoc suitable relation between βrf,Mr, and λHϕ would need to be imposed in order to sit
along the flat direction discussed above.

A second possibility to obtain cH < 0 is via a non-compact coset. An example that has been
discussed in the literature is SO(4, 1)/SO(4) [13], giving rise to H as a Goldstone doublet
within a consistent effective theory. The price to pay is that the effective theory cannot be
UV-completed by an ordinary QFT, since the latter cannot have the non-compact SO(4, 1) as
a linearly realized global symmetry group; see Ref. [14] for related discussions. As in the GM
model, to realize a universal flat direction a genuinely new contribution to the Higgs width is
required. This could be obtained by extending the coset to include additional Goldstones, one
of which may be identified with the light ϕ (in this case, the role of the last operator in Eq. (2.2)
could also be played by cHϕ∂µ|H|2∂µϕ2/f2), but the necessary parametric relation would again
need to be accidental.

The above examples make it clear that a BSM theory needs to satisfy specific conditions in order
for a universal flat direction to be realized, as already emphasized in Ref. [15]. For this reason,

5



we next ask whether the fit to on-shell Higgs data allows for (approximately) flat directions even
when the assumption of coupling universality is relaxed.

Relaxing coupling universality

As a first step in the exploration of the impact of off-shell measurements on more general BSM
scenarios, we depart from coupling universality by allowing the rescaling of the hbb̄ interaction
to be different from the others, thus focusing on the (κ̃univ, κb,BRexo) parameter space. The
rationale for choosing this parametrization is that, since in the SM the total Higgs width is
dominated by κb, the on-shell global fit has an approximate flat direction in the (κb,BRexo)
plane: for a given κb < 1 there exists a value of BRexo that maintains the total width SM-like.
This flat direction is lifted by observables that test directly the h→ bb̄ decay, whose sensitivity
will be somewhat limited even at the HL-LHC.8 The best channel is expected to be Zh, h→ bb̄
(Wh, h → bb̄), where CMS projects an uncertainty of 6.5% (9.4%) [16]. This is followed by
tt̄h, h → bb̄, with a projected uncertainty weaker by approximately a factor 2. In this context
off-shell Higgs production can be regarded as providing complementary information to on-shell
h→ bb̄ channels.

We illustrate this in the left panel of Fig. 2.2, where each shaded ellipse covers the region
of the (κb, κ̃univ) plane allowed at 1σ by the on-shell CMS HL-LHC fit [12, 16], assuming the
indicated value of BRexo and relaxing the uncertainty on the leading V h, h → bb̄ measurement
by the indicated multiplicative factor sV h,bb̄ . Subleading direct probes of the hbb̄ coupling, in
particular tt̄h, h → bb̄, are excluded from the fit. In addition, the dashed contour encloses the
allowed range of κ̃univ as found from the off-shell contribution to gg → 4` at the HL-LHC [17].
Using a binned fit and neglecting systematic uncertainties we find 0.57 < κ̃univ < 1.09 at 1σ.

The implications of our results can be evaluated by considering a few benchmarks: for a relatively
large BRexo = 0.2, off-shell is guaranteed to have stronger sensitivity than V h, h → bb̄ even
for nominal uncertainties on the latter; for intermediate BRexo = 0.1, off-shell would provide
genuinely new information for sV h,bb̄ ≈ 2 (i.e., if the uncertainty turns out to be a factor 2
weaker than currently expected); for small BRexo = 0.05, the performance in V h, h→ bb̄ would
need to be much (≈ 4 times) worse than currently projected for the off-shell constraint to be
competitive. The right panel of Fig. 2.2 shows similar results, but including all h→ bb̄ channels
in the on-shell fit. We see that if BRexo . 0.1 off-shell cannot provide useful information even if
sV h,bb̄ is very large, due to the tt̄h, h→ bb̄ sensitivity which takes over in that limit.

Impact of observing deviations from the SM in on-shell h→ bb̄ channels

As a further step in our analysis we consider a scenario where the V h, h→ bb̄ rate is observed to
be lower than the SM prediction at the HL-LHC. We choose µV h,h→bb̄ = 0.75, corresponding to
the lower edge of the current 1σ uncertainty band. Figure 2.3 shows the corresponding contours
in the (κb, κ̃univ) plane. In the left panel we assume nominal uncertainties for the h → bb̄
channels, in which case off-shell provides a relevant constraint as long as BRexo > 0.23. In
the right panel the sV h,bb̄ factor is varied as well, showing in particular that for BRexo < 0.15
off-shell would be competitive only in the presence of a strong relaxation (by a factor > 3) of
the V h, h→ bb̄ uncertainty.

For the sake of illustration we give the analytical relation between the three parameters under
consideration, (κ̃univ, κb,BRexo), and three experimental rates that determine them, normalized
to the SM predictions:

• µon, the on-shell rate for gg → h→ ZZ∗ (or equivalently, any other on-shell process that
does not involve h→ bb̄);

• µV h,bb̄ , the on-shell rate for qq̄ → V (h→ bb̄);

8Gluon fusion production, h→ γγ and h→ Zγ are also sensitive to κb, but only very weakly.
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Figure 2.2: HL-LHC comparison of the off-shell sensitivity to the on-shell fit, for the
(κ̃univ, κb,BRexo) parameter space. Left: in the on-shell fit only V h, h→ bb̄ is considered among
the direct probes of the hbb̄ coupling, with expected uncertainty relaxed by a factor sV h,bb̄ .
Right: the on-shell fit includes all h → bb̄ modes, and we relax the uncertainty of V h, h → bb̄
only.

Figure 2.3: HL-LHC comparison of the off-shell sensitivity to the on-shell fit, assuming the
V h, h→ bb̄ to deviate from the SM as µV h,h→bb̄ = 0.75. Left: nominal uncertainties are assumed
for h→ bb̄ channels. Right: we relax the uncertainty of V h, h→ bb̄ by the multiplicative factor
sV h,bb̄ .

• µoff , the rate for the gg → 4` process in the kinematic region m4` ∈ [250, 1500] GeV, which
includes the off-shell Higgs contribution.

We find the relations

BRexo = 1− µon
κ̃2

univ(1− BRbb̄
SM) + κ2

bBRbb̄
SM

κ̃4
univ

, κ2
b =

µV h,bb̄

µon
κ̃2

univ , κ̃2
univ =

±
√
b2 + 4(µoff − a)c − b

2c
,

(2.5)

where BRbb̄
SM = 0.58 and the last relation is derived by inverting µoff = a+bκ̃2

univ +cκ̃4
univ , where

{a, b, c} = {1.07,−0.20, 0.13}.9 Both solutions exist for µoff < a = 1.07, one having κ̃univ > 1
and one κ̃univ < 1, whereas for µoff > a only the “+” solution with κ̃univ > 1 remains.

Summary

In this note we have reconsidered the power of off-shell Higgs measurements to probe new
physics. We started from the original proposal of off-shell observables as capable of lifting

9The corresponding HL-LHC sensitivity derived using a single inclusive bin is 0.50 < κ̃univ < 1.13 at 1σ,
moderately weaker than the result obtained dividing the m4` ∈ [250, 1500] GeV region into 5 bins, 0.57 < κ̃univ <
1.09 as already mentioned.
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the universal flat direction plaguing on-shell Higgs rates. We have spelled out the conditions
that a BSM theory must satisfy for such a universal flat direction to arise, finding that two
specific ingredients must be simultaneously present: an enhancement of the Higgs couplings
with respect to the SM, which requires models with extended scalar multiplets or non-compact
cosets, and an accidental relation between the coupling modification and the BSM decay width
of the Higgs. Motivated by these arguments we have made a first step away from coupling
universality, considering a (κ̃univ, κb,BRexo) parametrization. In this scenario on-shell rates
display an approximate flat direction, which is broken both by on-shell observables involving
h → bb̄, and by off-shell measurements. We have compared the two, finding that off-shell
has the leading resolving power in the presence of a relatively large BRexo & 0.2 ; for smaller
values, off-shell will be competitive if the uncertainties in the V h, h → bb̄ channel turn out to
be larger than currently projected. Finally, given the importance of the interplay with h → bb̄
observables, we have explored how the above conclusions would be affected if the V h, h → bb̄
rate were observed to deviate from the SM prediction.

2.2 SMEFT effects in gg → ZZ

We turn to discuss the sensitivity of off-shell measurements to SMEFT dimension-6 operators,
considering the gg → ZZ process. In the Higgs basis (see Chapter 4, whose conventions we
follow) we count 9 CP -even and 5 CP -odd coefficients,

∆L =
h

v

(
cgg

g2s
4
GaµνG

µν a −mt[δyu]33t̄LtR + h.c.+ δcz
g2Zv

2

4
ZµZ

µ + czz
g2Z
4
ZµνZ

µν + cz�g
2
LZµ∂νZ

µν

+ c̃gg
g2s
4
GaµνG̃

a
µν + c̃zz

g2Z
4
ZµνZ̃µν

)
− gZ(δgZuL )33Zµt̄Lγ

µtL − gZ(δgZuR )33Zµt̄Rγ
µtR (2.6)

− mt

4v2

(
1 +

h

v

)(
gst̄Rσ

µνT a[dGu]33tLG
a
µν + gZ t̄Rσ

µνT a[dZu]33tLZµν
)

+ h.c.,

where gZ ≡
√
g2
L + g2

Y and complex coefficients are underlined in both colors. Notice that

couplings involving the photon and the W were omitted; these would be relevant for gg →WW .

We focus here on the CP -even couplings. Several of these can be constrained from other mea-
surements, in particular:

• One linear combination of cgg and Re [δyu]33 determines the leading correction to Higgs
production in gluon fusion at the LHC,

σgg→h

σSM
gg→h

'
(

1 + 12π2cgg + Re [δyu]33

)2
. (2.7)

The remaining blind direction is lifted mainly by tt̄h production, which is sensitive to
Re [δyu]33 at tree-level.

• δcz is directly probed by on-shell h → ZZ∗ decays, as well as h → WW ∗ if δmw = 0 is
assumed (recall that δcw = δcz + 4δmw), a sensible approximation in the context of Higgs
analyses, as discussed in Chapter 4.

• The corrections to the Zt̄LtL, Wt̄LbL and Zb̄LbL interactions are not all independent at
dimension 6,

δgWq
L = V †CKMδg

Zu
L VCKM − δgZdL → (δgWq

L )33 ' (δgZuL )33 − (δgZdL )33 (2.8)

where the last relation considers only BSM modifications of the third generation quark
gauge couplings.10 The coefficient (δgZdL )33 has been measured with O(10−3) accuracy

at LEP, whereas (δgWq
L )33 is known to better than 10% from single-top measurements at

the LHC: (δgWq
L )33 = v2C

(3)33
ϕq

Λ2 with C
(3)33
ϕq /Λ2 constrained to be ∈ [−2.66, 0.34] TeV−2 at

10Equivalently, in the Warsaw basis the Zt̄LtL, Wt̄LbL and Zb̄LbL corrections arise from only two operators,
Q

(1)33
ϕq and Q

(3)33
ϕq .
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68% CL [18], giving −0.16 < (δgWq
L )33 < 0.02. This leaves relatively little room for new

physics in (δgZuL )33. On the contrary, (δgZuR )33 is probed in tt̄Z production with limited
accuracy [18].

• The gluon dipole coefficient Re [dGu]33 is rather strongly constrained by tt̄ production [18].
The coefficient [dGu]33 is in one-to-one correspondence with the Warsaw basis operator

Q33
uG , and Re [dGu]33 = −2

√
2 v3

gsmt
CtG
Λ2 where CtG/Λ

2 was found to be ∈ [0.30, 0.74] TeV−2

at 68% CL [18].

The above discussion suggests it would be sensible to prioritize a certain subset of operators,
where the potential sensitivity is most relevant, when presenting experimental results in off-shell
Higgs production channels. First steps toward this goal are taken in Chapter 3.

2.3 Brief review of models testable in off-shell production

To showcase the insight on ultraviolet physics that can be gained from off-shell measurements,
here we review briefly the existing analyses of gg → ZZ sensitivity to explicit models. We note
that many more off-shell studies have been written, but they are not mentioned here if their
discussion was framed in EFT.

• Reference [19] considered very light and strongly-mixed stops in supersymmetry, whose
impact comes primarily from Higgs-mediated gg → h∗ → ZZ diagrams. In addition,
the role of a new scalar ϕ mixed with the 125 GeV Higgs was discussed, showing that
its effect is limited to the resonant region m(ZZ) ∼ mϕ , whereas for

√
ŝ � mϕ the h-

mediated and ϕ -mediated amplitudes sum to give a SM-like result, as a consequence of
perturbative unitarity. Similar considerations were offered in [20] for scalars belonging to
larger electroweak representations, as appear e.g. in the GM model.

• In [17] the impact of heavy vector-like quarks on gg → ZZ was analyzed, highlighting
the important role of corrections to the Ztt̄ couplings and therefore to the continuum
amplitude (box diagrams).11 First, a simplified model with one SU(2)L- singlet, Y = 2/3
vector-like quark was discussed. Then, a realistic Composite Higgs setup with several
top partner multiplets was introduced and the impact of gg → ZZ measurements on
the parameter space was assessed. Vector-like fermions charged under color but carrying
lepton-like electroweak quantum numbers were discussed in [22].

• References [23,24] considered extending the SM by a (complex or real) Z2-symmetric scalar
S, coupled to the Higgs as, e.g., L ⊃ −λS |H|2|S|2. The new scalar contributes to gg → ZZ
via two-loop diagrams. For scalar mass mS > mh/2 this is a “nightmare scenario” for BSM
physics, notoriously difficult to probe [25,26] yet well motivated, for example by obtaining
a first order EW phase transition or by neutral naturalness models with SM-singlet scalar
top partners. Very recently, Ref. [27] showed that application of a matrix-element based
kinematic discriminant can strongly increase the sensitivity at the HL-LHC.

• In [28] additional new physics that can appreciably impact off-shell measurements was
studied, including two flat extra dimensions modifying the running of yt and a form factor
for the tt̄h interaction aiming to approximate effects of Higgs and top compositeness.12

The same form factor was considered in a recent analysis of BSM sensitivity in gg →
ZZ → `+`−νν̄ [31].

11See also [21] for an interesting discussion of the role of polarization in probing the Ztt̄ couplings.
12In [28] the Quantum Critical Higgs model [29] was also found to have an important impact on gg → ZZ, but

this was later shown [30] to originate from a mistake in the treatment of the hZZ form factor. We thank John
Terning for a communication on this issue.
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Chapter 3

Off-shell Higgs production in the
SMEFT13

3.1 Studies with the SMEFTatNLO framework

Off-shell Higgs production is an interesting process in SMEFT, as it is modified by both Higgs
and top interactions. As an example, the impact of this process in breaking the degeneracy
between the top Yukawa and Higgs-gluon interactions has been discussed in the literature [15,17].
The interesting interplay of top and Higgs interactions in this process extends also to the EW
couplings of the top, for which this process can provide complementary information to the typical
probes of top-pair and single-top and Z associated production.

3.1.1 Relevant Operators

Typical Feynman diagrams for the production of 4 leptons in gluon fusion, i.e. off-shell Higgs
production and the gluon fusion background are shown in Fig. 3.1. Possible EFT insertions are
denoted by coloured blobs. Whilst not shown in the diagrams, operators will also modify the
Higgs width and gauge boson widths.

As a starting point, the table below presents the list of CP -even gauge and 2-fermion SMEFT
operators from the Warsaw basis [32] consistent with a U(2)5 flavor symmetry in the fermion
sector entering this process. Coefficient names in the model are given in the UFO column as
implemented in the SMEFT@NLO model [33]. See Refs. [34] and [33] for more details on
conventions and the flavor symmetry implementation.

The list includes gauge operators which modify the Higgs boson couplings, such as the operators
OϕW andOϕB which modify the interaction between Higgs bosons and electroweak gauge bosons.
Similarly the OϕG operator introduces a direct coupling between the Higgs boson and gluons.The
Oϕd operator generates a wavefunction correction to the Higgs boson, which rescales all the
Higgs boson couplings in a universal manner. The operators OϕWB and OϕD are the ones often
identified as the S and T oblique parameters.

The 2-fermion operators involve both top and light-quark operators. Light quark degrees of free-

dom such as C
(3)
ϕqi and CϕqMi enter in the gluon fusion background by modifying the interactions

of the light quarks with the gauge bosons. The corresponding current operators for the leptons
enter in the leptonic decay of the vector bosons. Both light quark and lepton operators con-
tribute to EWPO and are therefore expected to be well constrained enough not to be considered
in this process.

13contributed by M. Thomas and E. Vryonidou (Section 3.1), A.V. Gritsan, L. Kang, and U. Sarica (Section 3.2)
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Figure 3.1: Example Feynman diagrams for off-shell Higgs production and corresponding back-
ground with EFT insertions.

On the other hand top quark operators are more interesting for this process. These include the
chromo-magnetic dipole operator OtG, the dimension-six Yukawa operator Otϕ as well as the

electroweak-dipole operators, OtW and OtB and the current operators, O
(3)
ϕQ and Oϕt. OtG enters

both the signal and background, whilst Otϕ enters the signal. The weak dipoles and current
operators modify only the gg → V V background.

In this note we aim to provide instructions on how to produce results for the off-shell Higgs
production process and its gluon fusion background using the SMEFT@NLO package and will
present some representative results. We hope this will motivate further and detailed studies of
this process within the SMEFT.

3.1.2 Generation using SMEFTatNLO

The SMEFT@NLO implementation of SMEFT operators allows the computation of both signal
and background contributions at 1-loop. Taking as an example the gg → 4` process, after
importing the model into the MG5 aMC@NLO code:

import model SMEFTatNLO-NLO

the following generation commands are needed:

• Total contribution

generate g g > e+ e- mu+ mu- NP=2 QCD=2 QED=4 [QCD]

• Signal

generate g g > h > e+ e- mu+ mu- NP=2 QCD=2 QED=4 [QCD]

• Background

generate g g > e+ e- mu+ mu- /h NP=2 QCD=2 QED=4 [QCD]

The first command (NP=2) allows to compute all contributions: the SM, the interference of EFT
and SM (O(Λ−2)), and the EFT squared (O(Λ−4)) coming from squaring amplitudes with single
insertions of the operators. Adding NP^2==2 to the coupling flags above allows the user to obtain
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Bosonic

Oi UFO Definition Oi UFO Definition

OϕG cpG
(
ϕ†ϕ− v2

2

)
GµνA GA

µν OϕW cpW
(
ϕ†ϕ− v2

2

)
Wµν

I W I
µν

OϕB cpBB
(
ϕ†ϕ− v2

2

)
Bµν Bµν OϕWB cpWB (ϕ†τIϕ)BµνW I

µν

OϕD cpDC (ϕ†Dµϕ)†(ϕ†Dµϕ) Oϕd cdp ∂µ(ϕ†ϕ)∂µ(ϕ†ϕ)

2 fermion (chiral flip)

Oi UFO Definition Oi UFO Definition

Otϕ ctp
(
ϕ†ϕ− v2

2

)
Q̄ t ϕ̃+ h.c. OtW - i

(
Q̄τµν τI t

)
ϕ̃W I

µν + h.c.

OtG ctG igS
(
Q̄τµν TA t

)
ϕ̃ GAµν + h.c. OtB - i

(
Q̄τµν t

)
ϕ̃ Bµν + h.c.

- ctW CtW

- ctZ − sin θWCtB + cos θWCtW

2 fermion (current)

Oi UFO Definition Oi UFO Definition

O(1)
ϕl1

cpl1 i
(
ϕ†
↔
Dµ ϕ

)(
l̄1 γ

µ l1
)

O(3)
ϕl1

c3pl1 i
(
ϕ†
↔
Dµ τIϕ

)(
l̄1 γ

µ τ Il1
)

O(1)
ϕl2

cpl2 i
(
ϕ†
↔
Dµ ϕ

)(
l̄2 γ

µ l2
)

O(3)
ϕl2

c3pl2 i
(
ϕ†
↔
Dµ τIϕ

)(
l̄2 γ

µ τ Il1
)

O(1)
ϕl3

cpl3 i
(
ϕ†
↔
Dµ ϕ

)(
l̄3 γ

µ l3
)

O(3)
ϕl3

c3pl3 i
(
ϕ†
↔
Dµ τIϕ

)(
l̄3 γ

µ τ Il3
)

O(1)
ϕqi

-
∑
i=1,2

i
(
ϕ†
↔
Dµ ϕ

)(
q̄i γ

µ qi
)

O(1)
ϕQ - i

(
ϕ†
↔
Dµ ϕ

)(
Q̄ γµQ

)
O(3)
ϕqi

-
∑
i=1,2

i
(
ϕ†
↔
Dµ τIϕ

)(
q̄i γ

µ τ Iqi
)

O(3)
ϕQ - i

(
ϕ†
↔
Dµ τIϕ

)(
Q̄ γµ τ IQ

)
- cpq3i C(3)

ϕqi
- cpQ3 C(3)

ϕQ

- cpqMi C(1)
ϕqi
− C(3)

ϕqi
- cpQM C(1)

ϕQ − C(3)
ϕQ

Oϕui cpu
∑
i=1,2

i
(
ϕ†
↔
Dµ ϕ

)(
ūi γ

µ ui
)

Oϕdi cpd
∑

i=1,2(,3)

i
(
ϕ†
↔
Dµ ϕ

)(
d̄i γ

µ di
)

Oϕt cpt i
(
ϕ†
↔
Dµ ϕ

)(
t̄ γµ t

)
Table 3.1: CP -even gauge and 2-fermion operators entering off-shell Higgs production and decay
and corresponding gluon fusion background as implemented in the SMEFTatNLO package.
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only the interference of the EFT and SM contributions, whilst NP^2==4 allows one to separately
extract the O(Λ−4) contribution. With these commands one can create templates which can be
combined to extract results for any value of the Wilson coefficients.

3.1.3 Results

As a demonstration of how the code works we show in this section results extracted by turning
on one coefficient at a time assuming Λ = 1 TeV. For simplicity we show results for the gg → ZZ
process, keeping the two Z’s on-shell. Results for the 2→ 4 process can also be extracted with
the commands shown above.

Cross-section results

As a reference the LO SM prediction for this process extracted with the same setup is:

σSM = 1484(1) fb

Oi UFO Squared term (fb) Interference term (fb)

OϕWB cpwb 2.797(7) 118.9(3)

Oϕd cdp 1.273(3) 0.921(4)

OϕW cpw 1.162(3) 16.83(7)

OϕB cpbb 0.1083(4) 5.17(1)

O(3)
ϕq cpq3i 23.04(5) 370.0(7)

O(−)
ϕq cpqmi 0.1973(1) 34.18(7)

O(3)
ϕQ cpq3 5.78(1) 185.1(2)

O(−)
ϕQ cpqm 1.800(4) 94.5(2)

Oϕu cpu 0.788(2) 68.07(4)

Oϕt cpt 0.4794(7) −1.85(1)

Oϕdi cpd 0.434(1) −50.5(1)

Otϕ ctp 0.3245(6) −0.51(4)

OtZ ctz 0.1546(3) −3.53(1)

OtG ctg 45.18(4) 0.47(6)

OϕD cpdc 0.03983(3) 8.23(4)

Table 3.2: Cross-section results for gg → ZZ for various operator coefficients contributing to
the process at 1-loop. Monte Carlo errors on the last digit are shown in the brackets. The
factorisation and renormalisation scale has been set to MZ .

In Table 3.2 we show results for the cross-section in fb setting one coefficient to one and setting
Λ = 1 TeV. These can be rescaled to obtain results for any value of the coefficient. We note that
a couple of interference cross-sections (ctG and ctp) suffer from large statistical uncertainties.
This is due to the fact that the interference changes sign depending on the phase-space region
leading to large cancellations. For those contributions a large number of events are required to
provide a precise prediction. We find that for c = 1 the operators with the largest contributions
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at the interference level are OϕWB, O(3)
ϕq , O(3)

ϕQ and O(−)
ϕQ . Given that all of these operators enter

in a lot of other processes one needs to consider these constraints to explore the potential of the
off-shell process in providing additional sensitivity.

Finally it should also be noted that whilst some contributions appear to be suppressed these
can become significant if the operator is loosely constrained or if the operator can lead to
a significant change in the prediction for high-energy regions. This motivates examining the
behaviour of these contributions at the differential level.

Differential distributions

In this section we show differential results for a representative sample of the operators discussed
above. We show the distribution of the invariant mass of the Z boson pair. Results are shown
separately for the SM, the interference and squared terms. We first show in Fig. 3.2 results for
the gauge operators. We find that their contribution is larger in the tails of the distribution
compared to the threshold region. This is particularly true for the squared contributions which
are suppressed at low m(ZZ) and enhanced at high m(ZZ).

In Fig. 3.3 we show results for the light quark operators. These modify the couplings of up
and down quarks to the Z boson. These do not show any enhancement in the high-energy tail.
The operators receive stringent constraints from other processes such as EWPO, Drell-Yan and
qq̄ initiated diboson production, and therefore are not particularly interesting for the off-shell
process.

In Fig. 3.4 we present the results for the operators which modify the coupling of the top quark to
the Z boson. The operators involving right-handed tops (cpt and ctZ) give distributions which
are harder than the SM prediction. The typical process to constrain these operators are top
production in association with a Z boson, but recent global SMEFT fit results show that these
can also be constrained by loop Higgs decays [35].

Finally we show in Fig. 3.5 the results for the top Yukawa and top chromomagnetic dipole
moment operators. We note that the chromomagnetic operator gives a distribution which are
significantly harder than the SM one both at the interference and squared level. However as
this is receives stringent constraints from top pair production the allowed deviation from the SM
prediction is rather small. The top Yukawa operator changes the interaction between the top
and Higgs through a rescaling of the top Yukawa coupling. Whilst this operator only rescales the
signal, the shape of the gg → ZZ invariant distribution changes as it comes from a combination
of signal, background and their interference.

Allowed deviations

To examine the prospects of the off-shell process in providing additional constraints beyond
those set in global fits we employ the marginalised constraints set in [35]. We select the 95%
CL marginalised bounds and extract the corresponding differential distributions. The operators
where allowed values of the coefficients can lead to potentially measurable deviations are shown
in Fig. 3.6. Whilst these deviations are not very pronounced they do motivate more detailed
studies of this process in particular in the context of potentially breaking degeneracies between
operators.
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Figure 3.2: Differential distributions for Higgs operators, modifying Higgs couplings to the gauge
bosons. For the interference, dashed lines denote a negative contribution.
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Figure 3.3: Differential distributions for light quark operators, modifying light quark couplings
to the gauge bosons. For the interference, dashed lines denote a negative contribution.
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Figure 3.4: Differential distributions for top quark operators, modifying top quark couplings to
the Z bosons. For the interference, dashed lines denote a negative contribution.
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Figure 3.5: Differential distributions for top Yukawa and top chromomagnetic dipole moment
operators. For the interference, dashed lines denote a negative contribution.
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Figure 3.6: Differential distributions for maximum allowed values of the coefficients extracted
from global SMEFT fits [35]. Both SM-NP interference and NP2 terms are included.
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Figure 3.7: Example Feynman diagrams for electroweak off-shell Higgs production and corre-
sponding background with EFT insertions.

3.2 Studies with the JHUGen+MCFM framework
The JHUGen implementation of off-shell Higgs boson production with subsequent decay to
V V → 4f includes interference with background and supports both gluon fusion and electroweak
(VBF and V H) processes [36,37]. Building on the transparent implementation of standard model
matrix elements in MCFM [38,39], the JHUGen framework incorporates the general scalar and
gauge couplings of the Higgs boson, as well as additional possible states. The JHUGenLexicon
interface allows for parameterization of EFT effects either in the Higgs (mass eigenstate) or
Warsaw (weak eigenstate) bases, or directly as modifications of the Higgs boson anomalous
interactions with either fermions or vector bosons.

3.2.1 Relevant Operators

Several types of EFT operators affecting Higgs boson physics, which appear in Eq. (2.6) and
are later listed in Eq. (4.4), are considered. The typical Feynman diagrams with these operators
contributing to the gluons fusion process are presented in Fig. 3.1, and typical ones contributing
to the electroweak off-shell Higgs boson production and corresponding background are shown in
Fig. 3.7. Therefore, the operators affecting the Higgs boson signal can be classified as follows:

• Operators affecting the HV V vertex either in the H → V V decay or in electroweak pro-
duction of the Higgs boson (V V → H, V → V H): δcz, cz�, czz, cγγ , czγ , cgg, c̃zz, c̃γγ , c̃zγ

• Operators affecting the Hgg vertex in gluon fusion (point-like interactions): cgg, c̃gg

• Operators affecting Yukawa interaction in the gluon fusion loop: CP-odd κ̃t, κ̃b, and CP-
even κt, κb, where the latter are equivalent to δyu, δyd in Eq. (4.4)

• Operators with a new heavy fermion Q in the gluon fusion loop, which reproduce cgg and
c̃gg in the limit of mQ →∞

Moreover, both gluon fusion and electroweak production of the Higgs boson in the off-shell regime
require modeling of the background processes and their interference with the Higgs boson signal.
These background processes may be modified by EFT effects. Therefore, the following types of
EFT operators can also be considered:

• Operators which allow for modification of the vector and axial-vector Zff couplings, either
in the Z decay to fermions or through the connection of the Z to the fermion in the gluon
fusion loop in the gg → V V → 4f background process

• Operators affecting the triple (dγWW , dZWW , dγi , d
Z
i ) and quartic (dγγWW , dγZWW , dZZWW ,

dWWWW ) boson couplings in the electroweak background production of the V V → 4f final
state in association with jets

The former set of operators are not considered in the gluon fusion continuum process yet [37].
In the latter case, the triple and quartic electroweak boson couplings, with an example shown
in the middle digram of Fig. 3.7, are related to the HV V vertices through SMEFT symmetry
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considerations, while additional terms beyond those listed in Eq. (4.4) and unrelated to any of
the Higgs boson contributions are not considered in the current version of the framework [37],
which is focused on EFT effects in the Higgs boson couplings.

It is convenient to use the mass eigenstate basis to parameterize off-shell Higgs boson production
due to the Z∗ or H∗ going off-shell in the H(∗) → Z(∗)Z → 4f decay (or equivalently W (∗)W →
4f). Such H∗ off-shell enhancement relative to on-shell production would not appear with
intermediate photons H(∗) → γ∗V → 4f generated by the operators cγγ , czγ , c̃γγ , c̃zγ . As
such, these operators can be neglected in the off-shell region, but they are still considered in the
simulation because of their contribution to on-shell Higgs boson production.

3.2.2 Differential Distributions and Expected Constraints
Differential distributions of the remaining operators describing HV V interactions are illustrated
in Fig. 3.8, where effects of the SM and the cz�, czz, and c̃zz operators are shown for both
gluon fusion and electroweak production. Both production and decay vertices are modified in
the electroweak process. The tensor structure of the δcz operator is identical to that of the SM
coupling, and therefore its impact corresponds to a simple rescaling of the SM signal yield.

In Fig. 3.9, small modifications of cz� = −0.20 and czz = −0.36 operators are considered.
The size of these operators is chosen to be of the scale of expected experimental constraints
from H∗ off-shell data at LHC [4, 40]. Modifications of the triple and quartic boson couplings
in electroweak production are included in the full process with interference of the signal and
background diagrams.

Effects of CP-odd Yukawa couplings or point-like interaction in gluons fusion are illustrated in
Fig. 3.10. Effects of other operators can be found in Ref. [36]. The ranges of allowed deviations
of the above operators from the SM with the present Higgs boson off-shell data from LHC and
using this framework may be found in Refs. [4, 40,41].
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Figure 3.8: The four-lepton m4` invariant mass distributions for gluon fusion (left) and elec-
troweak production in association with two jets (right) at the LHC with a 13 TeV pp collision
energy, where the histograms describing the electroweak process (right) were originally prepared
for Ref. [36]. The total SM production (“H+bkg+int”) and background-only (“bkg”) compo-
nents are shown in black. Three operators cz� (magenta), czz (blue), and c̃zz (red) are shown
in color, and they are introduced in place of the SM interaction with their strength constrained
to reproduce the SM cross section of the on-shell Higgs boson signal production through gluon
fusion.
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Figure 3.9: The four-lepton m4` invariant mass distributions for electroweak production in
association with two jets at the LHC with a 13 TeV pp collision energy, where the histograms were
originally prepared for Ref. [36]. The cz� = −0.20 (left) and czz = −0.36 (right) contributions
in addition to the SM diagrams to either signal-only (“H”), background-only (“bkg”), or the
full process including their interference (“H+bkg+int”) are modelled. The total SM production
and background-only components are shown in black.
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Figure 3.10: The four-lepton m4` invariant mass distributions for gluon fusion process at the
LHC with a 13 TeV pp collision, where the histograms were originally prepared for Ref. [36]. The
left panel illustrates the differences in the Higgs signal-only component, where the three CP-odd
operators κ̃t (magenta), κ̃b (red), and c̃gg (blue) are shown in color, and they are introduced in
place of the SM process with their strength constrained to reproduce cross section of the SM
Higgs boson production in gluon fusion (black) in the on-shell region. The right panel illustrates
the differences with the background amplitude included (“H+bkg+int”), and the background-
only (“bkg”) component is shown as a dashed histogram. The m4`-dependent NNLO QCD
k factor [42] is applied for illustration purpose.
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Chapter 4

Summary of the Higgs basis
parametrization of the SMEFT14

4.1 Pep talk

We consider the extension of the Standard Model (SM) by dimension-6 operators Qi invariant
under the SM gauge symmetries [32,43]:

LSMEFT = LSM +
∑
i

CiQi . (4.1)

The Qi set is assumed to be complete and non-redundant, that is to form a basis. Such sets are
known to consist of 2499 distinct operators; explicit constructions include the Warsaw basis [32]
and the SILH basis [44]. The parameters Ci are called the Wilson coefficients. Together with
the parameters of the SM Lagrangian, they make the parameter space of the the SMEFT. In our
conventions the Wilson coefficients Ci have dimensions [mass]−2 and they count as O(Λ−2) in
the EFT expansion. Operators with dimensions higher than six, as well as dimension-5 operators
are ignored in this discussion.

The idea behind the Higgs basis [42] was to create a new parameterization of the space of
dimension-6 SMEFT operators satisfying the following properties:

1. Each Wilson coefficient has a simple physical interpretation;

2. Higgs observables at leading order are affected by a minimal set of Wilson coefficients;

3. Large correlations between the Higgs and electroweak constraints are avoided.

These features are very helpful for global analyses targeting the multi-parameter space of the
SMEFT, see e.g. [45–48]. The Higgs basis is a realization of the idea first laid out in [49], and
its Wilson coefficients are what is called primary effects in that reference.

4.2 Definition of the Higgs basis

In Ref. [42] the Higgs basis was introduced as follows. One started with the SMEFT Lagrangian
including dimension-6 operators in the SILH basis [44]. From it, a Lagrangian of mass eigenstates
after electroweak symmetry breaking was derived. That Lagrangian was brought to a more
convenient form by a series of fields and couplings redefinitions. Finally, the Higgs basis was
introduced by identifying a set of independent linear combinations of SILH Wilson coefficients
that fully characterizes the mass eigenstate Lagrangian. This algorithm permitted to construct
a 1-to-1 linear map connecting the Higgs basis and SILH basis Wilson coefficients.

14contributed by A. Falkowski
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In this note we follow a different route. We define the Higgs basis via a map MW→H :15

~cHB = MW→H ~CWB. (4.2)

Here, ~cHB is a 2499-dimensional vector of Wilson coefficients in the Higgs basis to be defined
shortly. By convention, all components of ~cHB are dimensionless. On the other hand, ~CWB is a
2499-dimensional vector of Wilson coefficients in the Warsaw basis of dimension-6 operators [32].
If one uses SMEFT beyond tree level, one needs to specify at which scale the map in Eq. (4.2) is
defined; in our conventions, Eq. (4.2) holds at the scale mZ . Finally, MW→H is a 2499× 2499-
dimensional invertible matrix. It was obtained in Ref. [50] and is quoted below.16 As we shall
see shortly, it depends on the parameters gL, gY , and gs, which are the SM gauge couplings at
the scale mZ , and on v and λ, which are the Higgs VEV and self-coupling. Their central values
are

gs = 1.2172, gL = 0.6485, gY = 0.3580, v = 246.22 GeV, λ = 0.1291. (4.3)

and their errors can be ignored for the present purpose.

We are ready to write down the map MW→H . The vector ~cHB in Eq. (4.2) contains the following
Wilson coefficients:

• The Higgs couplings

δcz, cz�, czz, cγγ , czγ , cgg, δλ3, c̃zz, c̃γγ , c̃zγ , c̃gg, δyu, δyd, δye, (4.4)

where the blue parameters are real, and δy are 3× 3 complex matrices in the flavor space.

15Alternatively, rather than defining the Higgs basis via a rotation of Wilson coefficients we could define it as
linear combinations of gauge-invariant dimension-6 operators. At the operator level, a definition equivalent to the
one in Eq. (4.2) would be QHB = M−1T

W→HQWB, where QWB is the complete set of dimension-6 operators in the
Warsaw basis.

16With respect to that reference, we adapted sign, naming, and flavor conventions to match those of WCxf [51].
See Appendix A for more details.
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They are related to the Wilson coefficients in the Warsaw basis as

v−2δcz = Cϕ� −
1

4
CϕD −

3

2
∆GF ,

v−2cz� =
1

2g2
L

(CϕD + 2∆GF ) ,

v−2cgg =
4

g2
s

CϕG,

v−2cγγ = 4

(
1

g2
L

CϕW +
1

g2
Y

CϕB −
1

gLgY
CϕWB

)
,

v−2czz = 4

(
g2
LCϕW + g2

Y CϕB + gLgY CϕWB

(g2
L + g2

Y )2

)
,

v−2czγ = 4

CϕW − CϕB − g2L−g
2
Y

2gLgY
CϕWB

g2
L + g2

Y

 ,

v−2c̃gg =
4

g2
s

CϕG̃,

v−2c̃γγ = 4

(
1

g2
L

CϕW̃ +
1

g2
Y

CϕB̃ −
1

gLgY
CϕWB̃

)
,

v−2c̃zz = 4

(
g2
LCϕW̃ + g2

Y CϕB̃ + gLgY CϕWB̃

(g2
L + g2

Y )2

)
,

v−2c̃zγ = 4

CϕW̃ − CϕB̃ − g2L−g
2
Y

2gLgY
CϕWB̃

g2
L + g2

Y

 ,

v−2δλ3 = − 1

λ
Cϕ + 3Cϕ� −

3

4
CϕD −

1

2
∆GF ,

v−2[δyf ]JK = − v√
2mfJmfK

[C†fϕ]JK + δJK

(
cϕ� −

1

4
CϕD −

1

2
∆GF

)
, (4.5)

where ∆GF = [C
(3)
ϕl ]11 + [C

(3)
ϕl ]22 − 1

2 [Cll]1221. The interpretation of the Higgs basis Wilson
coefficients on the left-hand-side of Eq. (4.5) as certain Higgs boson couplings will become
clear in Section 4.4.

• The vertex corrections

δgZeL , δgZeR , δgZuL , δgZuR , δgZdL , δgZdR , δgW`
L , δgWq

R , (4.6)

which are all 3 × 3 Hermitian matrices in the flavor space, except for δgWq
R which is a

general complex matrix. They are related to the Wilson coefficients in the Warsaw basis
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as

v−2δgW`
L = C

(3)
ϕl + f(1/2, 0)− f(−1/2,−1),

v−2δgZ`L = −1

2
C

(3)
ϕl −

1

2
C

(1)
ϕl + f(−1/2,−1),

v−2δgZ`R = −1

2
C(1)
ϕe + f(0,−1),

v−2δgZuL =
1

2
C(3)
ϕq −

1

2
C(1)
ϕq + f(1/2, 2/3),

v−2δgZdL = −1

2
C(3)
ϕq −

1

2
C(1)
ϕq + f(−1/2,−1/3),

v−2δgZuR = −1

2
Cϕu + f(0, 2/3),

v−2δgZdR = −1

2
Cϕd + f(0,−1/3),

v−2δgWq
R =

1

2
Cϕud, (4.7)

where

f(T 3, Q) ≡
{
−Q gLgY

g2
L − g2

Y

CϕWB −
(

1

4
CϕD +

1

2
∆GF

)(
T 3 +Q

g2
Y

g2
L − g2

Y

)}
1. (4.8)

• The F 3 couplings
λz, λ̃z, λg, λ̃g, (4.9)

which are all real. They are related to the Wilson coefficients in the Warsaw basis as

v−2λz =
3

2
gLCW , v−2λ̃z =

3

2
gLCW̃ ,

v−2λg =
CG
g3
s

, v−2λ̃g =
CG̃
g3
s

. (4.10)

• The dipole couplings

dGu, dGd, dAe, dAu, dAd, dZe, dZu, dZd, (4.11)

which are all complex 3 × 3 matrices. They are related to the Wilson coefficients in the
Warsaw basis as

v−2dGf = −16

g2
s

C∗fG,

v−2dAf = −16

g2
L

(
ηfC

∗
fW + C∗fB

)
,

v−2dZf = −16

(
ηf

1

g2
L + g2

Y

C∗fW −
g2
Y

g2
L(g2

L + g2
Y )
C∗fB

)
,

v−2dWf = −16

g2
L

C∗fW , (4.12)

where ηu = +1, ηd,e = −1.

• Four-fermion couplings

cll, c
(1)
qq , c

(3)
qq , c

(1)
lq , c

(3)
lq , cee, cuu, cdd, ceu, ced, c

(1)
ud , c

(3)
ud

cle, clu, cld, cqe, c
(1)
qu , c

(8)
qu , c

(1)
qd , c

(8)
qd , cledq, c

(1)
quqd, c

(8)
quqd, c

(1)
lequ, c

(3)
lequ.

(4.13)
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which are all 4-index tensors in the flavor space. They are trivially related to the Wilson
coefficients in the Warsaw basis as

v−2ci = Ci. (4.14)

The full set of Higgs basis Wilson coefficients is displayed in Eqs. (4.4), (4.6), (4.9), (4.11), and
(4.13). The map MW→H is completely specified by Eqs. (4.5), (4.7), (4.10), (4.12), and (4.14).
The physical interpretation of the Higgs basis Wilson coefficients will be clarified in Section 4.4.

4.3 Lagrangian for mass eigenstates

In order to derive physical predictions of the SMEFT the first step is to recast its Lagrangian
in Eq. (4.1) in terms of the mass eigenstates after electroweak symmetry breaking. In the
Warsaw basis this exercise was completed in [52], where all the interactions vertices with the
corresponding Feynman rule were given. To derive the mass eigenstate Lagrangian in the Higgs
basis one could for example borrow the interaction terms from that reference and translate the
couplings to the Higgs basis using the map in Eqs. (4.5), (4.7), (4.10), (4.12), and (4.14).17

Below I quote the part of the mass eigenstate Lagrangian most relevant for the LHC and Higgs
phenomenology.

By definition of the mass eigenstate basis, the kinetic terms for the Higgs, W , Z bosons, photons,
gluons, and fermions are diagonal and canonically normalized:

L ⊃ 1

2
∂µĥ∂µĥ−

1

2
W+
µνW

−
µν −

1

4
ZµνZµν −

1

4
AµνAµν −

1

4
GaµνG

a
µν +

∑
f∈u,d,e,ν

if̄γµ∂µf. (4.15)

Above, we mark the Higgs boson field ĥ because later we will switch to a more convenient
variable to describe this particle. The mass terms for the Higgs, W , Z bosons, and fermions are
also diagonal:

L ⊃ −1

2
m2
hh

2 +m2
WW

+
µ W

−
µ +

1

2
m2
ZZµZµ −

∑
f∈u,d,e

mf f̄f, (4.16)

where in the Higgs basis

m2
h = 2λ̂v̂2

[
1−

3ĝ4
L

ĝ2
L − ĝ2

Y

cz� −
3ĝ2
Lĝ

2
Y

ĝ2
L − ĝ2

Y

czz +
3ĝ4
Lĝ

4
Y

(ĝ2
L − ĝ2

Y )(ĝ2
L + ĝ2

Y )2
cγγ +

3ĝ2
Lĝ

2
Y

ĝ2
L + ĝ2

Y

czγ

−5

2
δcz +

3

2
δλ3 − 3∆

]
,

m2
W =

ĝ2
Lv̂

2

4

[
ĝ2
L

2
czz +

ĝ2
Lĝ

4
Y

2(ĝ2
L + ĝ2

Y )2
cγγ +

ĝ2
Lĝ

2
Y

ĝ2
L + ĝ2

Y

czγ

]
m2
Z =

(ĝ2
L + ĝ2

Y )v̂2

4

[
ĝ2
Y czγ −

ĝ2
Y (ĝ2

L + ĝ2
Y )

ĝ2
L − ĝ2

Y

cz� +
ĝ2
Lĝ

4
Y

ĝ4
L − ĝ4

Y

cγγ

+
ĝ6
L − ĝ4

Lĝ
2
Y − 3ĝ2

Lĝ
4
Y − ĝ6

Y

2ĝ2
L(ĝ2

L − ĝ2
Y )

czz −
(

1 +
ĝ2
Y

ĝ2
L

)
∆

]
(4.17)

and ∆ ≡ δgWe
L +δgWµ

L − 1
2 [cll]1221. Above ĝL and ĝY are the SU(2)×U(1) gauge couplings in the

SM Lagrangian LSM in Eq. (4.1), v̂ is the vacuum expectation value of the Higgs field, 〈H†H〉 =
v̂2/2, and λ̂ is the quartic Higgs coupling in the SM Lagrangian. Since dimension-6 operators
affect the input observables from which these couplings are determined in the SM context, in
SMEFT one cannot assume the hatted couplings have the numerical values in Eq. (4.3). In fact,
their numerical values vary as a function of dimension-6 Wilson coefficients.

17In practice, we rederive all interactions using a custom-made computer code.
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The gluon couplings to matter are given by

L ⊃ −ĝs
(

1 +
ĝ2
s

4
cgg

)
Gaµ

∑
f∈u,d

f̄γµT
af. (4.18)

The photon couplings to matter are given by

L ⊃ − ĝLĝY√
ĝ2
L + ĝ2

Y

(
1 +

ĝ2
Lĝ

2
Y

4(ĝ2
L + ĝ2

Y )
cγγ

)
Aµ

∑
f∈u,d,e

Qf f̄γµf. (4.19)

The Z boson couplings to charged leptons and quarks are given by

L ⊃ −
√
ĝ2
L + ĝ2

Y Zµ
∑

f∈u,d,e
f̄γµ

(
T 3
f − ŝ2

θQf + δ̂gZf
)
f (4.20)

where ŝθ = ĝY /
√
ĝ2
L + ĝ2

Y and

δ̂gZf = δgZf +

(
T 3
f +

ĝ2
Y

ĝ2
L − ĝ2

Y

Qf

)(
ĝ2
L

2
cz� +

ĝ2
L + ĝ2

Y

4
czz

)
−Qf

ĝ2
Lĝ

2
Y

2(ĝ2
L − ĝ2

Y )(ĝ2
L + ĝ2

Y )2
cγγ .

(4.21)
The contact interactions between fermions and the Higgs and Z bosons are given by

L ⊃ −
√
ĝ2
L + ĝ2

Y

(
2ĥ

v̂
+
ĥ2

v̂2

)
Zµ

∑
f∈u,d,e,ν

f̄γµδ̂g
hZff (4.22)

where

δ̂ghZf = δgZf+
ĝ2
L

2

(
T 3
f +

ĝ2
Y

ĝ2
L − ĝ2

Y

Qf

)
cz�−Qf

ĝ2
Lĝ

2
Y

2(ĝ2
L − ĝ2

Y )

(
czz +

ĝ2
L − ĝ2

Y

ĝ2
L + ĝ2

Y

czγ +
ĝ2
Lĝ

2
Y

(ĝ2
L + ĝ2

Y )2
cγγ

)
.

(4.23)
The cubic Higgs boson self-interactions are given by

L ⊃ −λ̂v̂(1 + δ̂λ3)ĥ3 +
λ̂

(2)
3

v̂
ĥ(∂µĥ)2, (4.24)

where

δ̂λ3 = −
11ĝ4

L

2(ĝ2
L − ĝ2

Y )
cz� −

11ĝ2
Lĝ

2
Y

2(ĝ2
L − ĝ2

Y )
czz +

11ĝ4
Lĝ

4
Y

2(ĝ2
L − ĝ2

Y )(ĝ2
L + ĝ2

Y )2
cγγ +

11ĝ2
Lĝ

2
Y

2(ĝ2
L + ĝ2

Y )
czγ

−9

2
δcz +

5

2
δλ3 −

11

2
∆,

λ̂
(2)
3 = −

3ĝ4
L

ĝ2
L − ĝ2

Y

cz� −
3ĝ2
Lĝ

2
Y

ĝ2
L − ĝ2

Y

czz +
3ĝ4
Lĝ

4
Y

(ĝ2
L − ĝ2

Y )(ĝ2
L + ĝ2

Y )2
cγγ +

3ĝ2
Lĝ

2
Y

ĝ2
L + ĝ2

Y

czγ

−2δcz − 3∆. (4.25)

The SM-like Higgs boson couplings to massive gauge bosons are given by

L ⊃ ĥ

v̂

[
(1 + δ̂cw)

ĝ2
Lv̂

2

2
W+
µ W

−
µ + (1 + δ̂cz)

(ĝ2
L + ĝ2

Y )v̂2

4
ZµZµ

]
, (4.26)

where

δ̂cw = δcz +
3ĝ4
L

2(ĝ2
L − ĝ2

Y )
cz� +

ĝ2
L(ĝ2

L + 2ĝ2
Y )

2(ĝ2
L − ĝ2

Y )
czz −

ĝ2
Lĝ

4
Y (2ĝ2

L + ĝ2
Y )

2(ĝ2
L − ĝ2

Y )(ĝ2
L + ĝ2

Y )2
cγγ −

ĝ2
Lĝ

2
Y

2(ĝ2
L + ĝ2

Y )
czγ

+
3

2
∆,

δ̂cz = δcz +
(3ĝ4

L − 4ĝ2
Lĝ

2
Y )

2(ĝ2
L − ĝ2

Y )
cz� +

ĝ4
L − ĝ2

Lĝ
2
Y − ĝ4

Y

2(ĝ2
L − ĝ2

Y )
czz +

ĝ4
Lĝ

4
Y

2(ĝ2
L − ĝ2

Y )(ĝ2
L + ĝ2

Y )2
cγγ +

ĝ2
Lĝ

2
Y

2(ĝ2
L + ĝ2

Y )
czγ

−1

2
∆. (4.27)
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The 2-derivative Higgs boson couplings to gauge bosons are given by

L ⊃ ĥ

v̂

{
cgg

ĝ2
s

4
GaµνG

a
µν + c̃gg

ĝ2
s

4
GaµνG̃

a
µν + cww

ĝ2
L

2
W+
µνW

−
µν + c̃ww

ĝ2
L

2
W+
µνW̃

−
µν

+cγγ
ĝ2
Lĝ

2
Y

4(ĝ2
L + ĝ2

Y )
AµνAµν + c̃γγ

ĝ2
Lĝ

2
Y

4(ĝ2
L + ĝ2

Y )
AµνÃµν + czγ

ĝLĝY
2

ZµνAµν + c̃zγ
ĝLĝY

2
ZµνÃµν

+czz
ĝ2
L + ĝ2

Y

4
ZµνZµν + c̃zz

ĝ2
L + ĝ2

Y

4
ZµνZ̃µν ,

}
, (4.28)

where

cww = czz +
2ĝ2
Y

ĝ2
L + ĝ2

Y

czγ +
ĝ4
Y

(ĝ2
L + ĝ2

Y )2
cγγ ,

c̃ww = c̃zz +
2ĝ2
Y

ĝ2
L + ĝ2

Y

c̃zγ +
ĝ4
Y

(ĝ2
L + ĝ2

Y )2
c̃γγ . (4.29)

4.4 New variables

The Lagrangian displayed in Section 4.3 is perfectly valid, and can be used to calculate physical
predictions of SMEFT. However, it has a number of inconvenient features. In this subsection, we
use equations of motion and field and couplings redefinitions to bring it into a more convenient
form, where the physical interpretation of the Higgs basis Wilson coefficients is more transparent.
We stress that this is purely cosmetic: the physical observables up to O(1/Λ2) in the EFT
expansion are exactly the same, whether calculated with the fields and couplings in Section 4.3
or the ones in Section 4.4.

Below we enumerate the redefinitions and briefly discuss motivations for each of them.

#1 In the SM, the hatted couplings ĝs, ĝL, ĝY , λ̂, and the VEV v̂ can be directly related to
input observables. On that basis they can be assigned well-defined numerical values with error
intervals. That is no longer true in the SMEFT. As can be seen in Eq. (4.17) and Eq. (4.19),
the presence of dimension-6 operators complicates the relation between the SM couplings and
traditional input observables such as mZ or α. For this reason it is convenient to introduce a
new (unhatted) set of of couplings, related to the original couplings by

ĝs = gs (1 + δgs) , ĝL = gL (1 + δgL) , ĝY = gY (1 + δgY ) ,

v̂ = v (1 + δv) , λ̂ = λ (1 + δλ) . (4.30)

We choose the shifts as

δgs = −g
2
s

4
cgg,

δgL = −
g4
L

2(g2
L − g2

Y )
cz� −

g2
L(g2

L + g2
Y )

4(g2
L − g2

Y )
czz +

g2
Lg

4
Y

4(g4
L − g4

Y )
cγγ ,

δgY =
g2
Lg

2
Y

2(g2
L − g2

Y )
cz� +

g2
Y (g2

L + g2
Y )

4(g2
L − g2

Y )
czz −

g4
Lg

2
Y

4(g4
L − g4

Y )
cγγ ,

δv =
g4
L

2(g2
L − g2

Y )
cz� +

g2
Lg

2
Y

2(g2
L − g2

Y )
czz −

g4
Lg

4
Y

2(g2
L − g2

Y )(g2
L + g2

Y )2
cγγ −

g2
Lg

2
Y

2(g2
L + g2

Y )
czγ +

1

2
∆,

δλ =
2g4
L

g2
L − g2

Y

cz� +
2g2
Lg

2
Y

g2
L − g2

Y

czz −
2g4
Lg

4
Y

(g2
L − g2

Y )(g2
L + g2

Y )2
cγγ −

2g2
Lg

2
Y

g2
L + g2

Y

czγ

+
5

2
δcz −

3

2
δλ3 + 2∆. (4.31)

Recall that ∆ ≡ δgWe
L + δgWµ

L − 1
2 [cll]1221. In these new variables, the mass terms in Eq. (4.17)

simplify

m2
h = 2λv2, m2

Z =
(g2
L + g2

Y )v2

4
, m2

W =
g2
Lv

2

4
(1 + ∆) . (4.32)
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Furthermore, the gluon and photon couplings to matter in Eq. (4.18) and Eq. (4.19) simplify as

L ⊃ −gsGaµ
∑
f∈u,d

f̄γµT
af − gLgY√

g2
L + g2

Y

Aµ
∑

f∈u,d,e
Qf f̄γµf. (4.33)

Finally, one can show that the Fermi constant measured in muon decay is related via GF = 1√
2v2

to the parameter v in Eq. (4.30). All in all, the new parameter set gs, gL, gY , v, λ introduced
in Eq. (4.30), at tree level, is related to the input observables αs, α, mZ , GF , mh in the
same way as the corresponding parameters in the SM. With these new parameters the mass
eigenstate Lagrangian simplifies considerably, and moreover they can be assigned the numerical
values displayed in Eq. (4.3), which are independent of the dimension-6 Wilson coefficients up
to O( 1

16π2Λ2 ) corrections.

#2 The cubic Higgs boson interactions in Eq. (4.24) come in two forms: one the familiar SM-like
cubic coupling, and the other a 2-derivative interaction. However, the latter can be eliminated
by a suitable choice of variables, after which its effect is absorbed into the former, and into other
couplings involving two Higgs bosons and gauge bosons and/or fermions. To this end one can
perform the following non-linear redefinition of the Higgs field:

ĥ = h+ δh

(
h2 +

1

3
h3

)
, (4.34)

where

δh =
3g4
L

2(g2
L − g2

Y )
cz� +

3g2
Lg

2
Y

2(g2
L − g2

Y )
czz −

3g4
Lg

4
Y

2(g2
L − g2

Y )(g2
L + g2

Y )2
cγγ −

3g2
Lg

2
Y

2(g2
L + g2

Y )
czγ

+δcz +
3

2
∆. (4.35)

This eliminates all derivative Higgs boson self-interactions from the Lagrangian. In the new
variable h the self-interactions take the form

L ⊃ −λv (1 + δλ3)h3 − λ

4
(1 + δλ4)h4 − λ5

λ

v
h5 − λ6

λ

v2
h6, (4.36)

where

δλ4 = 6δλ3 −
4

3
δcz, λ5 =

3

4
δλ3 −

1

4
δcz, λ6 =

1

8
δλ3 −

1

24
δcz. (4.37)

We stress that, although the field redefinition in Eq. (4.34) changes the Lagrangian, it does not
change on-shell S-matrix elements. More generally, on-shell S-matrix elements, whether tree-
or loop-level, are not affected by general field redefinitions, even non-linear ones or non-gauge-
invariant ones, as long as they satisfy certain minimal conditions [53]. Therefore, amplitudes for
all Higgs boson production processes will be the same whether calculated with the Lagrangian
in Section 4.3 using the field ĥ, or with the Lagrangian in this subsection using the field h.

#3 In the new variables introduced in this subsection, the Z boson couplings to charged leptons
and quarks also simplify:

L ⊃ −
√
g2
L + g2

Y Zµ
∑

f∈u,d,e
f̄γµ

(
T 3
f − s2

θQf + δgZf
)
f, (4.38)

where sθ = gY /
√
g2
L + g2

Y . That is to say, the Wilson coefficients δgZf in the Higgs basis, cf.

Eq. (4.6), are interpreted as vertex corrections to the Z boson couplings as compared to the SM
prediction. There is a similar kind of interaction in Eq. (4.22) which differs from Eq. (4.38) by
the presence of additional Higgs boson fields. Since it is already O(Λ−2), it remains the same in
the new variables, except for the trivial relabeling X̂ → X. It is however possible to combine
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the vertex correction in Eq. (4.38) and the Higgs interactions in Eq. (4.38) into one compact
expression:

L ⊃ −
√
g2
L + g2

Y Zµ

(
1 +

h

v

)2 ∑
f∈u,d,e

f̄γµδg
Zff, (4.39)

The motivation to do so is the following. The interactions in Eq. (4.22) are certainly relevant
for the LHC Higgs phenomenology (in particular in the H → ZZ∗ channel) and must be taken
into account to correctly assess the parameter space. On the other hand, there are strong model
independent constraints on the vertex corrections δgZf [47], at the level of O(10−3) for the
leptonic vertex correction. Such strongly suppressed vertex corrections will not be relevant for
LHC Higgs phenomenology, where typical accuracy is O(10−1). Eliminating from Eq. (4.22) all
terms not proportional to the vertex correction δg offers users an option to ignore this class of
interactions in the LHC context. In practice, the elimination can be achieved by adding to the
Lagrangian the terms

Leom =

(
2h

v
+
h2

v2

){
xZBZµ

[
∂νBνµ +

igY
2
H†
←→
DµH + gY j

Y
µ

]
+xZWZµ

[
DνW

3
νµ +

i

2
gLH

†σ3←→DµH + gLj
3
µ

]
+

2∑
i=1

xWW
i
µ

[
DνW

i
νµ +

i

2
gLH

†σi
←→
DµH + gLj

i
µ

]}
. (4.40)

where jaµ and jYµ are the fermionic currents coupled to the SU(2) × U(1) gauge bosons in the
SM, and

xZB = −
g2
LgY

√
g2
L + g2

Y

2(g2
L − g2

Y )
cz� −

g2
LgY

√
g2
L + g2

Y

2(g2
L − g2

Y )
czz +

g4
Lg

3
Y

2(g2
L − g2

Y )(g2
L + g2

Y )3/2
cγγ +

g2
LgY

2
√
g2
L + g2

Y

czγ ,

xZW = −
g3
L

√
g2
L + g2

Y

2(g2
L − g2

Y )
cz� −

gLg
2
Y

√
g2
L + g2

Y

2(g2
L − g2

Y )
czz +

g3
Lg

4
Y

2(g2
L − g2

Y )(g2
L + g2

Y )3/2
cγγ +

gLg
2
Y

2
√
g2
L + g2

Y

czγ ,

xW = −
g4
L

2(g2
L − g2

Y )
cz� −

g2
Lg

2
Y

2(g2
L − g2

Y )
czz +

g4
Lg

4
Y

2(g2
L − g2

Y )(g2
L + g2

Y )2
cγγ +

g2
Lg

2
Y

2(g2
L + g2

Y )
czγ . (4.41)

Note that each term in square brackets in Eq. (4.40) vanishes due to the SM equations of motion.
Therefore adding it to the Lagrangian does not change S-matrix elements, whether at tree or
at loop level. The role of Eq. (4.40) is to eliminate all hnV f̄f contact interactions that are not
proportional to the vertex corrections δg. Of course, the eliminated interactions do not vanish,
but re-emerge in a different (more transparent) form. In this case, their effect on single Higgs
processes is taken over by 2-derivative Higgs boson interactions with electroweak gauge bosons:

L ⊃ cz�g2
LZµ∂νZµν + cγ�gLgY Zµ∂νAµν + cw�g

2
L

(
W−µ ∂νW

+
µν + h.c.

)
, (4.42)

where cz� is already one of the Higgs basis Wilson coefficients, and the other two parameters
can be expressed by the Wilson coefficients as

cw� =
1

g2
L − g2

Y

[
g2
Lcz� + g2

Y czz −
g2
Y (g2

L − g2
Y )

g2
L + g2

Y

czγ −
g2
Lg

4
Y

(g2
L + g2

Y )2
cγγ

]
,

cγ� =
1

g2
L − g2

Y

[
2g2
Lcz� + (g2

L + g2
Y )czz − (g2

L − g2
Y )czγ −

g2
Lg

2
Y

g2
L + g2

Y

cγγ

]
. (4.43)

The change of variables and transformations described in #1, #2, #3 leads to a more convenient
form of the mass eigenstate Lagrangian, in which the interpretation of various Higgs basis Wilson
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coefficients is more transparent. The Lagrangian in these variables is the one introduced in
Ref. [42]. However, we stress again that applying these transformations is a question of taste.
Using the original variables and mass eigenstate Lagrangian from Section 4.3 would lead to the
same amplitudes for all physical processes up to O(Λ−2), that is up to the maximum order for
which our EFT is defined.

4.5 Final Lagrangian

In this section we summarize the SMEFT Lagrangian in the Higgs basis, rewritten in the variables
introduced in Section 4.4. This is the same Lagrangian as the one in Ref. [42], up to a change in
sign and CKM conventions to match those in WCxF. The idea is to list here all terms that may
be relevant for the current Higgs analyses at the LHC. The complete Lagrangian is available in
a custom-made computer code, and any additional terms can be obtained on request.

Kinetic and mass terms

The kinetic terms are diagonal and canonically normalized:

L ⊃ 1

2
∂µh∂µh−

1

2
W+
µνW

−
µν −

1

4
ZµνZµν −

1

4
AµνAµν −

1

4
GaµνG

a
µν +

∑
f∈u,d,e,ν

if̄γµ∂µf. (4.44)

Here h, W±µ , Zµ, Aµ, Gaµ and f are respectively Higgs boson, W boson, Z boson, photon, gluon,
and fermion fields.

The mass terms are given by

L ⊃ −1

2
m2
hh

2 +m2
WW

+
µ W

−
µ +

1

2
m2
ZZµZµ −

∑
f∈u,d,e

mf f̄f, (4.45)

where

mh =
√

2λv,

mZ =

√
g2
L + g2

Y v

2
,

mW =
gLv

2
(1 + δmw) , δmw =

1

2
δgWe
L +

1

2
δgWµ
L − 1

4
[cll]1221,

mf =
Yfv√

2
(1 + δmf ) , δmfJ =

1

2
[δyf ]JJ −

1

2
δcz. (4.46)

Note that the neutrinos are treated as massless.
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Single Higgs couplings

The single Higgs couplings to matter are given by

L ⊃ h

v

[
(1 + δcw)

g2
Lv

2

2
W+
µ W

−
µ + (1 + δcz)

(g2
L + g2

Y )v2

4
ZµZµ

−
∑

f∈u,d,e

∑
IJ

√
mfImfJ

[
(δIJ + [δyf ]IJ) f̄LfR + h.c.

]
+cww

g2
L

2
W+
µνW

−
µν + c̃ww

g2
L

2
W+
µνW̃

−
µν + cw�g

2
L

(
W−µ ∂νW

+
µν + h.c.

)
+cgg

g2
s

4
GaµνG

a
µν + cγγ

g2
Lg

2
Y

4(g2
L + g2

Y )
AµνAµν + czγ

gLgY
2

ZµνAµν + czz
g2
L + g2

Y

4
ZµνZµν

+cz�g
2
LZµ∂νZµν + cγ�gLgY Zµ∂νAµν

+c̃gg
g2
s

4
GaµνG̃

a
µν + c̃γγ

g2
Lg

2
Y

4(g2
L + g2

Y )
AµνÃµν + c̃zγ

gLgY
2

ZµνÃµν + c̃zz
g2
L + g2

Y

4
ZµνZ̃µν

]
.

(4.47)

Most of the EFT parameters above are identical to the Higgs basis Wilson coefficients, as defined
in Section 4.2. The remaining EFT parameters can be expressed by the Wilson coefficients as

δcw = δcz + 4δmw, δmw ≡
1

2
δgWe
L +

1

2
δgWµ
L − 1

4
[cll]1221,

cww = czz +
2g2
Y

g2
L + g2

Y

czγ +
g4
Y

(g2
L + g2

Y )2
cγγ ,

c̃ww = c̃zz +
2g2
Y

g2
L + g2

Y

c̃zγ +
g4
Y

(g2
L + g2

Y )2
c̃γγ ,

cw� =
1

g2
L − g2

Y

[
g2
Lcz� + g2

Y czz −
g2
Y (g2

L − g2
Y )

g2
L + g2

Y

czγ −
g2
Lg

4
Y

(g2
L + g2

Y )2
cγγ

]
,

cγ� =
1

g2
L − g2

Y

[
2g2
Lcz� + (g2

L + g2
Y )czz − (g2

L − g2
Y )czγ −

g2
Lg

2
Y

g2
L + g2

Y

cγγ

]
. (4.48)

Higgs self-interactions

The Higgs boson self-interactions take the form

L ⊃ −λv (1 + δλ3)h3 − λ

4
(1 + δλ4)h4 − λ5

λ

v
h5 − λ6

λ

v2
h6, (4.49)

where δλ3 is one of the Wilson coefficients in the Higgs basis, and the remaining EFT parameters
can be expressed by the Wilson coefficients as

δλ4 = 6δλ3 −
4

3
δcz, λ5 =

3

4
δλ3 −

1

4
δcz, λ6 =

1

8
δλ3 −

1

24
δcz. (4.50)

Gauge interactions

The gauge interactions have the form

L ⊃ − gLgY√
g2
L + g2

Y

Aµ
∑

f∈u,d,e
Qf f̄γµf − gsGaµ

∑
f∈u,d

f̄γµT
af,

− gL√
2

(
W+
µ ν̄Lγµ(I + δgW`

L )eL +W+
µ ūLγµ(VCKM + δgWq

L )dL +W+
µ ūRγµδg

Wq
R dR + h.c.

)
−

√
g2
L + g2

Y Zµ

 ∑
f∈u,d,e,ν

f̄Lγµ(T 3
f − s2

θQf + δgZfL )fL +
∑

f∈u,d,e
f̄Rγµ(−s2

θQf + δgZfR )fR

 ,
(4.51)
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where all the departures from the SM couplings are parametrized by the vertex corrections δgV f .
Note that, by construction, there are no vertex corrections to photon and gluon couplings. Most
of the vertex corrections are Wilson coefficients of the Higgs basis, as defined in Section 4.2. The
remaining EFT parameters can be expressed by the Wilson coefficients as

δgZνL = δgW`
L + δgZeL ,

δgWq
L = V †CKMδg

Zu
L VCKM − δgZdL . (4.52)

Dipole interactions

The dipole-type interactions take the form

L ⊃ −1 + h/v

4v

gs ∑
f∈u,d

√
mfImfJ

v
f̄IσµνT

a[dGf ]IJPLfJG
a
µν

+
gLgY√
g2
L + g2

Y

∑
f∈u,d,e

√
mfImfJ

v
f̄Iσµν [dAf ]IJPLfJAµν

+
√
g2
L + g2

Y

∑
f∈u,d,e

√
mfImfJ

v
f̄Iσµν [dZf ]IJPLfJZµν

+
√

2gL

√
muImuJ

v
ūIσµν [dWu]IJPLdJW

+
µν +

√
2gL

√
mdImdJ

v
d̄Iσµν [dWd]IJPLuJW

−
µν

+
√

2gL

√
meImeJ

v
ēIσµν [dWe]IJPLνJW

−
µν + h.c.

]
, (4.53)

where σµν = i
2 (γµγν − γνγµ), and dGf , dAf , dZf , and dWf are complex 3 × 3 matrices. Out

of these, dGd, dAf , and dZf are already Wilson coefficients of the Higgs basis, as defined in
Section 4.2. The remaining dipole parameters can be expressed by the Wilson coefficients as

ηfdWf = dZf +
g2
Y

g2
L + g2

Y

dAf , (4.54)

where ηu = +1, ηd,e = −1.

Contact Higgs-gauge-fermion interactions

The contact Higgs-gauge-fermion interactions have the form

L ⊃ −
√

2gL

(
h

v
+

h2

2v2

)(
W+
µ ν̄Lγµδg

W`
L eL +W+

µ ūRγµδg
Wq
L dR +W+

µ ūRγµδg
Wq
R dR + h.c.

)
− 2

√
g2
L + g2

Y

(
h

v
+

h2

2v2

)
Zµ

 ∑
f∈u,d,e,ν

f̄Lγµδg
Zf
L fL +

∑
f∈u,d,e

f̄Rγµδg
Zf
R fR

 .
(4.55)

The EFT parameters describing these interactions are completely fixed by the vertex corrections
discussed in the previous subsection.
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Triple gauge couplings

The triple gauge couplings of electroweak gauge bosons are customarily parametrized as [54]

L ⊃ −i gL√
g2
L + g2

Y

{
gY
(
W+
µνW

−
µ −W−µνW+

µ

)
Aν + gLg1,z

(
W+
µνW

−
µ −W−µνW+

µ

)
Zν

+ gY κγW
+
µ W

−
ν Aµν + gLκzW

+
µ W

−
ν Zµν + gY κ̃γW

+
µ W

−
ν Ãµν + gLκ̃zW

+
µ W

−
ν Z̃µν

+
λγgY
m2
W

W+
µνW

−
νρAρµ +

λzgL
m2
W

W+
µνW

−
νρZρµ +

λ̃γgY
m2
W

W+
µνW

−
νρÃρµ +

λ̃zgL
m2
W

W+
µνW

−
νρZ̃ρµ

}
.

(4.56)

Above, only λz and λ̃z are Wilson coefficients in the Higgs basis, as defined in Section 4.2. The
remaining EFT parameters can be expressed by the Wilson coefficients as

g1,z = 1 +
1

2(g2
L − g2

Y )

[
−g2

L(g2
L + g2

Y )cz� − g2
Y (g2

L + g2
Y )czz + g2

Y (g2
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g2
Lg

2
Y

g2
L + g2

Y

cγγ

]
,

κz = 1 +
1

g2
L − g2

Y
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−
g2
L(g2

L + g2
Y )

2
cz� − g2

Lg
2
Y czz +

g2
Lg

2
Y (g2

L − g2
Y )

g2
L + g2

Y

czγ +
g4
Lg

4
Y

(g2
L + g2

Y )2
cγγ

]
,

κγ = 1 +
g2
L

2

[
czz −

g2
L − g2

Y

g2
L + g2

Y

czγ −
g2
Lg

2
Y

(g2
L + g2

Y )2
cγγ

]
,

κ̃γ =
g2
L

2

[
c̃zz −

g2
L − g2

Y

g2
L + g2

Y

c̃zγ −
g2
Lg

2
Y

(g2
L + g2

Y )2
c̃γγ

]
,

κ̃z = −
g2
Y

2

[
c̃zz −

g2
L − g2

Y

g2
L + g2

Y

c̃zγ −
g2
Lg

2
Y

(g2
L + g2

Y )2
c̃γγ

]
,

λγ = λz, λ̃γ = λ̃z. (4.57)

One can verify that these expressions lead to the usual dimension-6 SMEFT relations between

the triple gauge couplings: κz = g1,z −
g2Y
g2L

(κγ − 1), κ̃z = −g2Y
g2L
κ̃γ .

Double Higgs couplings to matter

The interactions between two Higgs bosons and two other SM fields are given by

L ⊃ h2

{(
1 + δc(2)

z

) g2
L + g2

Y

8
ZµZµ +

(
1 + δc(2)
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) g2
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4
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−
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√
mfJmfK

[
f̄J [y
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]
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2
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gg g
2
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]
+

1
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2
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g2
Lg

2
Y
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)
+

1
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(
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wwg
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LW

+
µνW̃

−
µν + c̃(2)
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zγ gLgY ZµνÃµν + c̃(2)
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Lg

2
Y
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Y

AµνÃµν

)
+

1
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(
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Lc

(2)
w�(W+

µ ∂νW
−
µν +W−µ ∂νW

+
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(2)
z�Zµ∂νZµν + gLgY c

(2)
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)}
. (4.58)

The parameters above are related to the Wilson coefficients in the Higgs basis as

δc(2)
z = 4δcz, δc(2)

w = 4δcz + 6∆,

[y
(2)
f ]JK = 3[δyf ]JK − δcz δJK ,

c(2)
vv = cvv, c̃(2)

vv = c̃vv, v ∈ {g, w, z, γ},
c

(2)
v� = cv�, v ∈ {w, z, γ}, (4.59)
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where the expressions of cww, c̃ww, cz� and cγ� in terms of the Higgs basis Wilson coefficients
are given in Eq. (4.48).

4.6 Discussion

We close this note with a number of scattered comments.

• Using the Warsaw or Higgs basis is entirely a matter of convenience, and leads to fully
equivalent results at O(1/Λ2) in the EFT expansion. One can verify these statements for
any particular process, by calculating it in both bases, and comparing the results using
the map in Eq. (4.2). Moreover, using the Higgs basis with the Lagrangian in Section 4.3,
or the one with redefined fields and couplings in Section 4.5 leads to the same results at
O(1/Λ2).

• The Higgs basis is designed to be convenient for the characterization of Higgs processes
at the LHC. It does not mean it is convenient for any application. One counterexample is
diboson production. In the Higgs basis, the cubic CP-even electroweak gauge couplings are
described by five parameters czz, czγ , cγγ , cz�, and λz, see Eq. (4.57). In diboson analyses
it is more convenient to use the standard TGC parametrization in terms of g1,z, κγ and
λz, and only a-posteriori translate the results to the Higgs basis using Eq. (4.57). One
could in fact construct another basis, call it Higgs-TGC basis, where δg1,z ≡ g1,z − 1 and
δκγ ≡ κγ − 1 are defined as Wilson coefficients, at the expense of two Wilson coefficients
from the original Higgs basis, e.g. czz and cz�. Similarly, for the analysis of h → WW ∗

alone, one would rather use the δcw, cww, c̃ww, cw� variables, and only later translate to
the Higgs basis using Eq. (4.48). Again, for this purpose one could also construct a new
basis, call it Higgs-WW basis, where δcw, cww, c̃ww, cw� are the Wilson coefficients, at the
expense of e.g. δcz, czz, c̃zz, cz�.

• To reduce the number of free parameters in a SMEFT analysis of Higgs observables one
may take advantage of the fact that some combinations of Wilson coefficients are strongly
constrained by other precision measurements, notably by the electroweak data from LEP-1.
A nice feature of the Higgs basis is that it separates the Wilson coefficients affecting only the
Higgs observables at tree level (the ones in Eq. (4.4)) from those affecting also electroweak
precision measurements and thus being strongly constrained (the ones in Eq. (4.6)). In
particular, all leptonic, bottom and charm vertex corrections δg are constrained at a level
of 10−2 or better [55]. The current experimental sensitivity at the LHC is not sufficient to
probe the effect of these vertex corrections on the Higgs observables, thus for all practical
purposes one can simply set these δg to zero when analyzing the LHC Higgs data. Similarly,
δmw is very strongly constrained by W mass measurements, and thus can be set to zero.
This greatly reduces the number of Wilson coefficients that a typical Higgs analysis has to
deal with.

• Some caution regarding the point above has to be exercised, however. First, not all vertex
corrections and dipole couplings have been strongly constrained by prior non-Higgs mea-
surements. For example, the vertex corrections to the Ztt̄ couplings, δgZtL,R, for obvious
reasons are not constrained by LEP-1, and thus they should not be neglected whenever
they contribute to Higgs observables. Moreover, for some of the observables the effect of
strongly constrained parameters may be amplified at the LHC. One such case was iden-
tified in [56]. In the case of diboson production at the LHC, the effect of the light quark
vertex correction is enhanced by the factor s/v2 at high invariant diboson mass

√
s, and

is hence not negligible.
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Chapter 5

Short notes on the SMEFT18

5.1 Higgs basis with additional constraint

Imposing an additional constraint is motivated by the desire to reduce the number of degrees
of freedom in the EFT fit as well as a simplification of the mapping between the Wilson coeffi-
cients of two SMEFT bases, for instance the Higgs (or JHUGen) basis and the Warsaw basis.
Constraints that can be related to experimental bounds or an exact, approximate or assumed
symmetry of the Lagrangian are preferable to ad hoc constraints. It is important to keep in
mind that such a constraint is not part of the definition of the SMEFT basis, but rather an
optional choice made at the analysis level.

The constraint δm = 0, see (5.2), is directly motivated by experiment, as W mass measurements
imply |δm| < 10−3. This constraint is a well motivated choice in the context of Higgs searches.

For example, by choosing to impose δm = 0 for gg → ZZ the experimental analysis will constrain
the Higgs basis coefficients { cgg, δcz, cz�, czz } in the CP-even sector, since the photon does not
enter that particular process. When the resulting likelihood is translated to the Warsaw basis,
δm = 0 will constrain one linear combination of the 5 relevant Warsaw basis operators.

Setting δv = 0, see (5.3), is another possible constraint. But, experimental constraints on that
combination of coefficients are somewhat weaker and more correlated with other electroweak
constraints.

Custodial symmetry is not an exact symmetry even in the SM. However, the custodial limit
is often defined by setting the Warsaw basis Wilson coefficient cHD = 0. Some authors also
motivate the choice δm = 0 with custodial symmetry considerations, see [42], p. 299.

5.2 Relation between Higgs and Warsaw bases

Start from the 15 couplings in (II.2.20) of [42], supplemented by the correction to the W mass

L ⊃ 2δmg2v2

4 W+
µ W

−µ. Consider first the 10 CP even couplings. In a dimension 6 EFT, four
coefficients can be expressed as functions of the others, see (II.2.38) there. The remaining 6
coefficients {cgg, δcz, cz�, czz, czγ , cγγ} as well as δm are independent, and here we express them
in terms of the coefficients of the Warsaw basis, whose relevant operators are defined as

v2Leven
6 = cGGH

†HGaµνG
aµν + cWWH

†HW i
µνW

i µν + cWB H
†σiHW i

µνB
µν + cBBH

†HBµνB
µν (5.1)

+ cH�(H†H)�(H†H) + cHD|H†DµH|2 +
∑
k=1,2

i(c
(3)
H`)kk(¯̀σiγµ`)kk(H†σi

↔
DµH) + (c``)1221(¯̀γµ` ¯̀γµ`)1221 .

Here we follow the notation of [57], but not exactly: cH� = −cH − cT and cHD = −4 cT . We
do this to work with the proper Warsaw basis, where cH�, cHD appear rather than cH , cT . We

18contributed by E. Salvioni
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also normalize the operators as in the original Warsaw basis, except for setting Λ = v. The
convention is v ' 246 GeV.

The relations are (see Eqs. (A.1) and (A.9) to (A.11) of [57])

czz = 4
g2cWW + gg′cWB + g′ 2cBB

(g2 + g′ 2)2
czγ = 2

2cWW − g2−g′ 2
gg′ cWB − 2cBB

g2 + g′ 2
cγγ = 4

( cWW

g2
−
cWB

gg′
+
cBB

g′ 2

)

cgg =
4

g2s
cGG cz� =

cHD + 4δv

2g2
δcz = cH�−

1

4
cHD−3δv δm =

g2

g2 − g′ 2

{
−
g′

g
cWB −

1

4
cHD −

g′ 2

g2
δv

}
(5.2)

where the δv combination of Warsaw basis operators is

δv ≡ 1

2

(
(c

(3)
H`)11 + (c

(3)
H`)22

)
− 1

4
(c``)1221 . (5.3)

The above transformations have been explicitly verified using Rosetta.19 They can be inverted
algebraically, yielding {cGG, cWW , cWB, cBB, cHD, cH�, δv} as functions of
{cgg, czz, czγ , cγγ , cz�, δcz, δm}. Custodial symmetry corresponds to δm = 0 .

In the CP odd sector, one coefficient can be expressed as function of the others in a dimension
6 EFT, leaving 4 independent coefficients {c̃zz, c̃zγ , c̃γγ , c̃gg}. The Warsaw basis Lagrangian is

v2Lodd
6 = c̃GGH

†HGaµνG̃
aµν + c̃WWH

†HW i
µνW̃

i µν + c̃WBH
†σiHW̃ i

µνB
µν + c̃BBH

†HBµνB̃
µν

(5.4)

and the transformations are identical to the CP even counterparts (see (A.12) of [58]),

c̃zz = 4
g2c̃WW + gg′c̃WB + g′ 2c̃BB

(g2 + g′ 2)2
c̃zγ = 2

2c̃WW − g2−g′ 2
gg′ c̃WB − 2c̃BB

g2 + g′ 2
c̃γγ = 4

( c̃WW

g2
−
c̃WB

gg′
+
c̃BB

g′ 2

)
(5.5)

and c̃gg = 4
g2s
c̃GG. Again these relations can be inverted algebraically.

19Note that for the numerical example of [57] we find that it is δm that vanishes, and not δv ≈ 0.0329, contrarily
to what they state. Thanks to K. Mimasu for confirming this is a typo in their paper.
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Chapter 6

Effective Field Theory calculations
and tools20

The success of the Standard Model Effective Theory (SMEFT) programme at the LHC relies on
the availability of public tools for calculations in this framework. Among the most important of
these are Monte Carlo (MC) tools for providing realistic predictions for collider processes both
for phenomenological studies and experimental analyses. In this respect, significant efforts have
been made to implement the effects of dimension-6 operators in MC event generators. SMEFT-
sim [59] is a complete implementation of the dimension-6 operators in the Warsaw basis that
can be used to simulate arbitrary processes in the SMEFT at tree level. The Higgs couplings
to gg, γγ and Zγ are also implemented at tree level via effective vertices in the infinite top mass
limit. Other tools for leading order (LO) predictions include an alternative implementation
of the Warsaw basis in the Rξ gauge [52], dim6top, an implementation of top quark operators
under various flavour assumptions [34] and the Higgs Effective Lagrangian (HEL) [60] implemen-
tation of SILH basis operators. Complementary to SMEFT implementations, there also exist
several models of anomalous couplings such as the Higgs Characterisation [61–63] and BSM
Characterisation models [57]. These models are all made available in the Universal FeynRules
Output (UFO) format that can be imported into general purpose Monte Carlo tools, such as
MadGraph5 aMC@NLO or Sherpa, to generate events and interface them to parton shower
generators (PS). A powerful aspect of this workflow is that, once implemented, the model is
generic enough to enable event generation for any desired process.

Implementations of particular processes in the presence of dimension-6 operators exist also in
other frameworks. An example is the weak production of Higgs in association with a vector
boson in POWHEG based on the NLO computation of [64], the implementation of Higgs pair
production in the EFT in Hpair (including approximate NLO corrections) [65] and in Her-
wig [66,67]. Two well-known tools for calculating cross sections for Higgs production via gluon
fusion including higher order QCD corrections, HiGlu [68,69] and SusHi [70], can also include
the effects of modified top and bottom quark Yukawas and the dimension-5 Higgs-gluon-gluon
operator. The latter code also permits event generation at NLOQCD+PS accuracy via aMC-
SusHi [71] including modified top and bottom quark Yukawa couplings. For a variety of pro-
cesses with electroweak and Higgs bosons in the final state (VBF H, W and Z production, weak
boson pair production, vector-boson-scattering processes, triboson production) the VBFNLO
program [72, 73] provides NLO QCD corrections together with implementations of dimension-6
operators and, in the case of VBS and triboson production, dimension-8 operators.

There are also EFT-specific tools providing a number of useful interfaces and calculations.
eHDECAY [74, 75] is a package for the calculation of Higgs boson branching fractions includ-
ing SMEFT effects parametrised by SILH basis operators. The freedom of basis choice in the

20contributed by E. Vryonidou and A.V. Gritsan
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SMEFT implies that arbitrarily many equivalent descriptions of the model can be formulated.
This has important consequences for the development of EFT tools given that any numerical
implementation of EFT effects requires choosing a specific basis. A SMEFT basis translation
tool, Rosetta [57], can be used to numerically transform points in parameter space from one
basis to another. It adopts the SLHA convention for model parameter specification and pro-
vides an interface to Monte Carlo event generation tools through the aforementioned BSMC
model. Furthermore, additional interfaces exist to other programs such as eHDECAY, internal
routines testing compatibility of Higgs signal-strength and EW precision measurements as well
as providing predictions for di-Higgs production cross sections in the SMEFT. Rosetta provides
SMEFT basis-independent access to these functionalities. A related tool is DEFT [76], a python
code that can check if a set of operators forms a basis, generate a basis and change between
bases. Efforts are also underway to establish a common format for the Wilson coefficients [51],
WCxf, which facilitates interfacing various programs computing the matching and running of
the operators such as DsixTools [77] and Wilson [78]. A public fitting framework that can be
used to obtain constraints on the EFT is HEPfit [79], which is based on the Bayesian Analysis
Toolkit, and includes Higgs and electroweak precision observables.

JHUGen [37, 80] is a coherent framework for modeling anomalous Higgs boson interactions
with electroweak vector bosons, gluons, or fermions. The JHUGenLexicon interface allows for
the parameterization of EFT effects either in the mass eigenstate or weak eigenstate basis of
SMEFT, or directly as modifications of the anomalous interactions with either fermions or vector
bosons. The MELA package provides a library of matrix elements for MC sample re-weighting
and optimal observable calculation. Details regarding EFT modeling of the off-shell processes
with JHUGen are given in Section 3.2 and applications of this EFT framework to LHC data
can be found in Refs. [4,40,41]. In both on-shell H and off-shell H∗ production with subsequent
decay to two vector bosons, the most general Higgs boson couplings in gluon fusion, vector boson
fusion, and associated production with a vector boson (V H) are implemented [36]. In the off-
shell case, additional heavy particles in the gluon fusion loop and a second resonance interfering
with the SM processes are considered. Furthermore, interference with background processes
is incorporated via the utilization of Standard Model matrix elements from MCFM [38, 39].
In the V H process, ZH production via gluon fusion is included. The JHUGen framework
also supports those processes with direct sensitivity to Higgs-fermion Hff couplings, such as
tt̄H, bb̄H, tqH, tWH, or H → τ+τ− [81]. The NLO QCD corrections for the EFT have been
considered in the V H and tt̄H processes [36,81].

There is significant progress in computing NLO QCD corrections for the EFT, in both the
top and Higgs sector [64, 82–89]. This progress, on a process-by-process basis, will eventually
lead to a full automation of QCD corrections for the SMEFT. As experimental measurements
become increasingly systematics dominated, the importance of higher order calculations grows.
The complete implementation of dimension-6 operators at NLO will enable the computation of
NLO-QCD corrections to any tree-level process, bringing the Monte Carlo automation to the
same level as the Standard Model.

SMEFTatNLO is a first complete implementation of the SMEFT which allows the computation
of NLO QCD predictions. The implementation is based on the Warsaw basis of operators
and includes all degrees of freedom consistent with the following symmetry assumptions: i)
CP-conservation ii) U(2)Q × U(2)u × U(3)d × U(3)L × U(3)e flavour symmetry and iii) the
CKM matrix is approximated as the unit matrix. The flavour symmetry imposes that only
the top quark is massive. The model therefore implements the 5-flavour scheme for PDFs.
The bosonic operators are implemented as in the Warsaw basis employing the MZ ,MW , GF
scheme of electroweak input parameters. The Standard Model input parameters that need to be
specified are: MZ ,MW , GF ,MH ,Mt, αs(MZ). The fermionic degrees of freedom (2 & 4 fermion
operators) are defined according to the common standards and prescriptions established by the
LHC TOP WG [34] for the EFT interpretation of top-quark measurements at the LHC. The
SMEFTatNLO model has been validated at LO with the dim6top implementation. A full list
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of the operators included in the implementation and the naming conventions can be found on the
model website. The EFT modeling of the off-shell process with SMEFTatNLO is demonstrated
in Section 3.1.

Over the coming years, progress is also expected for the computation of weak corrections in
the SMEFT. A small sample of computations has been done, e.g. weak corrections to Higgs
production and decay due to top quark loops [90] and due to modified trilinear Higgs coupling
[91–93] as well as Higgs and Z-boson decays [94–99]. Due to the behaviour of the Sudakov
logarithms, weak corrections are typically important for high transverse momentum regions.
Therefore at HE/HL-LHC their impact is expected to be enhanced. It can be expected that
the recent progress on a process-by-process basis will eventually lead to the automation of the
computation of weak loops in the EFT, as in the Standard Model.

Finally, progress is expected in linking tools which compute the running and mixing of the oper-
ators with Monte Carlo tools. This will allow the automatic computation of cross-sections and
differential distributions taking into account the mixing and running of the operator coefficients.
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Chapter 7

Summary and conclusions

Initially, a general summary of the discussions in the subgroup was given.

To illustrate the potential impact of off-shell Higgs measurements on searches for BSM physics,
the off-shell potential to resolve flat directions in parameter space for on-shell measurements was
studied. Furthermore, the sensitivity of off-shell measurements to SMEFT dimension-6 operators
for the gg → ZZ process was discussed, and studies of explicit models that are testable in off-shell
production were reviewed.

In a complementary contribution, the SMEFT effects in the off-shell gluon fusion and electroweak
processes were discussed. Subsequently, the computation of integrated and differential effects
using SMEFT@NLO and MG5 aMC@NLO, or JHUGen and MCFM, was demonstrated.
On that basis, a study of the prospects of obtaining additional SMEFT constraints – beyond
those from global fits – by utilising the off-shell process was presented.

For clarification, a revised introduction, definition and discussion of the Higgs basis parametri-
sation of the SMEFT was given.

In short notes on the SMEFT, the Higgs basis with an additional constraint was discussed and
relations between the Higgs and Warsaw bases were presented.

Lastly, an overview of EFT calculations and tools was given.

We note that theoretical work on explicit realisations of SM deviations continues to be important.
To ascertain the validity of the EFT, light new degrees of freedom need to be excluded.

In conclusion, it is worth reminding ourselves that determining bounds for selected EFT coef-
ficients or BSM benchmark model parameters by making certain model assumptions and com-
paring to data in relevant search channels is an excellent start, but not the end. Producing
more/better limits is not the ultimate goal. (Higgs) New Physics characterisation is our task –
or to rule it out.
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Appendix A

Higgs basis parametrization of the
SMEFT: Notation and conventions

This appendix discusses notation and conventions used in Chapter 4. Note that some of the
conventions are changed as compared to Refs. [42, 50] in order to match those of WCxf [51].

The couplings of the SU(3)C × SU(2)L × U(1)Y gauge group are denoted by gs, gL, gY , and
the corresponding gauge fields by Gaµ, W i

µ, Bµ, a = 1 . . . 8, i = 1 . . . 3. The covariant derivatives
read 21

Dµf =
(
∂µ + igsG

a
µT

a
f + igLW

i
µT

i
f + igY YfBµ

)
f. (A.1)

Consequently, the covariant field strength tensors are expressed by the corresponding gauge
fields as

Bµν = ∂µBν − ∂νBµ,
W i
µν = ∂µW

i
ν − ∂νW i

µ − gLεijkW j
µW

k
ν ,

Gaµν = ∂µG
a
ν − ∂νGaµ − gsfabcGbµGcν , (A.2)

where εijk and fabc are the totally anti-symmetric structure tensors of SU(2) and SU(3).

The fermions and Wilson coefficients of fermionic operators in the SMEFT Lagrangian are
given in a particular flavor basis. Namely, the basis is chosen such that the fields PRuJ , PRdJ ,
PReJ and PLLJ = (PLνJ , PLeJ) are mass eigenstates after electroweak symmetry breaking.

Furthermore, the left-handed quark doublets are given by qJ = ([V †CKM]JKPLuK , PLdJ), where
PLuJ , PLdJ are mass eigenstates after electroweak symmetry breaking.22 Note that the definition
of mass eigenstates may not be RG invariant in the presence of higher-dimensional operators.
By convention, we choose to work with mass eigenstates defined by the Lagrangian at the scale
µ = mZ .

Repeated Lorentz indices µ, ν, . . . are implicitly contracted using the Lorentz tensor ηµν =
diag(1,−1,−1,−1). Similarly, repeated generation indices I, J,K, as well as repeated group
indices i, j, k, a, b, c are implicitly summed over.

The components of the Higgs double field ϕ are parametrized as

ϕ =
1√
2

 i
√

2Ĝ+

v̂ + ĥ+ iĜz

 , (A.3)

21Note the sign difference with respect to [42,50].
22Note this feature is different than in [42,50], where the doublet was expressed as qJ = (PLuJ , [VCKM]JKPLdK)

in terms of mass eigenstates.

43



where v̂ is the Higgs VEV, ĥ is the Higgs boson field, and Ĝ are the unphysical Goldstone boson
fields.

The SMEFT Lagrangian is given by

LSMEFT = LSM +
∑
i

CiQi, (A.4)

where LSM is the SM Lagrangian, and Qi form a basis of dimension-6 operators. The Wilson
coefficients Ci have dimensions [mass]−2 and they count as O(Λ−2) in the EFT expansion. We
ignore dimension-5 operators, as well as any effects subleading to O(Λ−2) (thus in particular,
order C2

i effects are ignored). We work with the dimension-6 operators in the so-called Warsaw
basis [32]. In the original reference the flavor structure of the operators was not specified. For
that, we follow the notation and conventions established by the Wilson coefficient exchange
format (WCxf) [51]. We also apply the WCxf convention that all components of ~CWB have
dimension 1/mass2 (thus, the SMEFT scale Λ, often displayed explicitly in the literature, is
absorbed into Ci here).
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