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Abstract

We show that the analyticity and crossing symmetry of the S-matrix, together
with the optical theorem, impose restrictions on the renormalisation group evolu-
tion of dimension-eight operators in the Standard Model Effective Field Theory.
Moreover, in the appropriate basis of operators, the latter manifest as zeros in the
anomalous dimension matrix that, to the best of our knowledge, have not been an-
ticipated anywhere else in the literature. Our results can be trivially extended to
other effective field theories.
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1 Introduction

One of the most studied aspects of quantum field theory (QFT) is the evolution of the
scale-dependent parameters under renormalisation group (RG) running. For renormal-
isable QFTs involving only scalars, fermions and gauge bosons, the explicit form of the
RG equations (RGEs) is completely known up to two loops [1–11]. For QFTs involving
operators of dimension larger than four, also known as effective field theories (EFTs), this
problem is significantly much more complicated. Besides the larger number of interac-
tions, the reason is the ubiquitous mixing between different parameters ci, described by
the anomalous dimensions matrix (ADM) γ; dci/d log µ̃ = γijcj if we stick to operators of
the same dimension (µ̃ stands for the renormalisation scale).

Since the last ten years or so, there has been significant progress towards the renor-
malisation of EFTs, particularly in the Standard Model (SM) EFT (SMEFT) [12, 13] at
one loop and up to dimension eight [14–26]. Software tools that automatise part of this
process have been of enormous importance in this respect [27–29]. Still, the computa-
tions entail so many technical and conceptual challenges, that the full renormalisation of
arbitrary EFTs is far from complete.

However, there are aspects of the RG flow of EFTs that can be understood without
necessarily struggling with the explicit calculation of RGEs. One of this aspects is the
existence of fixed points in the RG flow, or zeros of the ADM. Approaches based on
generalised unitarity [30, 31], together with on-shell amplitude methods [32], have shown
that certain classes of operators do not mix under RG running, despite the fact that,
within the Feynman approach to renormalisation, there are diagrams that are separately
non-vanishing. These techniques have been successfully applied at one-loop to EFTs of
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dimensions five and six [32] and eight [33]. See also Refs. [34] and [24] for works that
unveil certain non-trivial zeros in the ADM of the SMEFT, but from the perspectives of
Supersymmetry and of EFT geometry, respectively.

In this paper, we want to focus on a related but different aspect of the RG flow,
namely on the signs of the anomalous dimensions, which dictate the increase or decrease
of the EFT couplings under running. To this aim, we rely on constraints on the forward
amplitude of two-to-two processes that ensue from the principles of crossing symmetry,
locality and unitarity of the S-matrix [35], focusing on the SMEFT at dimension eight.
To the best of our knowledge, none or very little is known about this (clearly important)
facet of EFTs.

The article is structured as follows. We introduce the basics of the SMEFT in sec-
tion 2. In section 3, we work out different dispersion relations relating infrared (IR)
and ultraviolet (UV) properties of renormalisable extensions of the SM, and use them
to constrain the behaviour of certain beta functions. In section 4 we thoroughly apply
these results to unravel a number of relations between different anomalous dimensions
in a simplified version of the SMEFT. We extend this procedure to an almost complete
version of the SMEFT in section 5, where we also discuss the appearance of new zeros in
the ADM, pertaining not to the mixing between different classes of operators, but rather
to the mixing between concrete operators of different classes. We conclude in section 6.
We dedicate appendix A to cross-check the validity of some of our findings by explicit
calculation.

2 Effective field theory

We use the following notation for the SM fields: e, u and d denote the right-handed leptons,
up and down quarks, respectively, and l and q represent the left-handed counterparts; B,
W and G refer to the electroweak gauge bosons and the gluon, respectively, and g1, g2
and g3 are the corresponding gauge couplings; ϕ = (φ1 + iφ2, φ3 + iφ4)

T stands for the
Higgs doublet. Thus, the SM Lagrangian reads:

LSM = −1

4
GA

µνG
Aµν − 1

4
W I

µνW
I µν − 1

4
BµνB

µν (2.1)

+ qi /Dq + li /Dl + ui /Du+ di /Dd+ ei /De

+ (Dµϕ)
†(Dµϕ) + µ2

ϕ|ϕ|2 − λϕ|ϕ|4 − (qϕ̃Yuu+ qϕYdd+ lϕYee+ h.c.) .

The Yukawa couplings Yu, Yd and Ye are matrices in flavour space, and ϕ̃ = iσ2ϕ
∗ with σI

being the Pauli matrices; I = 1, 2, 3.

In the absence of lepton-number violation, the SMEFT Lagrangian reads:

LSMEFT = LSM +
1

Λ2

∑
i

c
(6)
i O

(6)
i +

1

Λ4

∑
j

c
(8)
j O

(8)
j + · · · , (2.2)
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Operator Notation Operator Notation

ϕ8 (ϕ†ϕ)4 Oϕ8

ϕ6D2 (ϕ†ϕ)2(Dµϕ
†Dµϕ) O(1)

ϕ6 (ϕ†ϕ)(ϕ†σIϕ)(Dµϕ
†σIDµϕ) O(2)

ϕ6

ϕ4D4
(Dµϕ

†Dνϕ)(D
νϕ†Dµϕ) O(1)

ϕ4 (Dµϕ
†Dνϕ)(D

µϕ†Dνϕ) O(2)

ϕ4

(Dµϕ†Dµϕ)(D
νϕ†Dνϕ) O(3)

ϕ4

B2ϕ4 (ϕ†ϕ)2BµνB
µν O(1)

B2ϕ4 (ϕ†ϕ)2B̃µνB
µν O(2)

B2ϕ4

Bϕ4D2 i(ϕ†ϕ)(Dµϕ†Dνϕ)Bµν O(1)

Bϕ4D2 i(ϕ†ϕ)(Dµϕ†Dνϕ)B̃µν O(2)

Bϕ4D2

B2ϕ2D2
(Dµϕ†Dνϕ)BµρB

ρ
ν O(1)

B2ϕ2D2 (Dµϕ†Dµϕ)BνρB
νρ O(2)

B2ϕ2D2

(Dµϕ†Dµϕ)BνρB̃
νρ O(3)

B2ϕ2D2

B4
(BµνB

µν)(BρσB
ρσ) O(1)

B4 (BµνB̃
µν)(BρσB̃

ρσ) O(2)

B4

(BµνB
µν)(BρσB̃

ρσ) O(3)

B4

e2ϕ2D3 i(eγµDνe)(D(µDν)ϕ
†ϕ) + h.c. O(1)

e2ϕ2D3 i(eγµDνe)(ϕ†D(µDν)ϕ) + h.c. O(2)

e2ϕ2D3

e2ϕ4D i(eγµe)(ϕ†Dµϕ)(ϕ
†ϕ) + h.c. Oe2ϕ4D

e2B2D i(eγµDνe)BµρB
ρ
ν + h.c. Oe2B2D

e2Bϕ2D
(eγνe)Dµ(ϕ†ϕ)Bµν O(1)

e2Bϕ2D (eγνe)Dµ(ϕ†ϕ)B̃µν O(2)

e2Bϕ2D

(eγνe)(ϕ†←→D µϕ)Bµν O(3)

e2Bϕ2D (eγνe)(ϕ†←→D µϕ)B̃µν O(4)

e2Bϕ2D

e4ϕ2 (eγµe)(eγµe)(ϕ
†ϕ) Oe4ϕ2

e4D2 Dν(eγµe)Dν(eγµe) Oe4D2

Table 1: Dimension-8 operators in the rSMEFT. Operators in gray arise only at loop
level in weakly-coupled UV completions of the SMEFT. Shaded operators contribute to
two-to-two amplitudes, being subject to positivity bounds. Note that operators of the type
e4B are absent for only one family of leptons.

where Λ ≫ 100 GeV represents the cut-off below which the SMEFT is no longer a valid
theory, and the ellipses encode higher-dimensional operators. The first sum runs over
a basis of dimension-six interactions [12], while the second does it over the dimension-
eight counterpart [36, 37]. In this work, we are mostly interested in the dimension-eight
Wilson coefficients. The dependence of these on the energy scale µ̃ is governed by the
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corresponding beta functions, which at one loop read:

ċ
(8)
i = 16π2µ̃

dc
(8)
i

dµ̃
= γijc

(8)
j + γ′ijkc

(6)
j c

(6)
k . (2.3)

(We also use the common notation βi for ċi.) A notable part of the ADM γ has been
already computed explicitly in Refs. [22–24], but most is still missing. Likewise for γ′; see
Refs. [21,24,25]. In this work, we want rather to unveil certain correlations (some known,
some others not previously anticipated) between different entries in γ without relying on
explicit calculations.

Hereafter, and until section 5, we focus on a simplified version of the SM and of
its effective extension, that we refer to as reduced SMEFT (rSMEFT), in which the only
degrees of freedom are one family of e and the B, and the only non-vanishing SM coupling
is g1. This EFT is simple enough to be described with a single and digestible table of
operators even at dimension eight (see Tab. 1), but sufficiently rich to capture all the
nuances of the interplay between positivity and running in the SMEFT.

3 Dispersion relations and running

Let us consider a renormalisable completion of the rSMEFT, with only new particles of
mass M ≳ Λ. We use ψ and Ψ when referring collectively to light and heavy fields,
respectively. We are interested in the Wilson coefficients of four-field rSMEFT operators
generated by integrating out Ψ at tree level. These are independent of g1, so they can be
computed in the limit g1 = 0, which we assume until otherwise stated.

Following Ref. [35], we consider a crossing-symmetric elastic process ψiψj → ψiψj

at tree level with amplitude A(s, t) = A(u, t), where s, t and u are the Mandelstam
variables; s+ t+u = 0 because all light particles are massless. In the forward limit t→ 0,
u → −s, and therefore A(s) ≡ A(s, t = 0) is symmetric in s; A(s) = A(−s). Promoting
s to a complex variable, the analytic structure of A(s) consists simply of two poles at
s = ±M2. Poles at s = 0, ensuing for example from the exchange of a gauge boson in
Higgs scattering, are absent in the regime g1 = 0. For the same reason, the forward limit
is well defined. Using Cauchy’s theorem, we can write:

I ≡
∫
Γ

A(s)
s3

= Res
A
s3
(s = 0) + 2

1

M3
ResA(s =M2) , (3.1)

where Γ is a circular path extending to arbitrarily large values of |s| (see Fig. 1), and the
factor of 2 comes from the symmetry of the amplitude under change of sign in s.

By virtue of to the Froissart’s bound [38], A(s)/s3 → 0 at infinity, so I = 0. Thus,
Eq. (3.1) relates an IR quantity with an UV observable. The latter, given by the residue
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Figure 1: Structure of the singularities of a two-to-two amplitude in the forward limit in
the plane of the complex Mandelstam variable s at tree level (left) and at one loop (right).

at s =M2, can be shown to be negative. Indeed, by definition, we have that in the limit
s→M2:

A(s)→ lim
ϵ→0

1

s−M2 + iϵ
ResA(s =M2) , (3.2)

which implies that:

ImA(s)→ lim
ϵ→0

−ϵ
(s−M2)2 + ϵ2

ResA(s =M2) (3.3)

= −πδ(s−M2)ResA(s =M2) .

By the optical theorem (the completion of the rSMEFT is assumed renormalisable and
therefore its S-matrix is unitary), the imaginary part of the forward amplitude is positive.
Hence, integrating the equation above over a small (positive) interval around s =M2 we
obtain that ResA(s =M2) < 0. Moreover, in the vicinity of s = 0 the amplitude can be
computed within the EFT:

A(s) = a0 + a2s
2 + a4s

4 + · · · ; (3.4)

the residue of A(s)/s3 at s = 0 being simply given by a2. Altogether, Eq. (3.1) implies
that:

a2 ≥ 0 . (3.5)

For obvious reasons, inequalities of this sort are called positivity bounds. Applied to
particular processes within the rSMEFT, this leads to the following constraints.
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For φiφj → φiφj, we get:

c
(2)

ϕ4 ≥ 0 , c
(1)

ϕ4 + c
(2)

ϕ4 ≥ 0 , c
(1)

ϕ4 + c
(2)

ϕ4 + c
(3)

ϕ4 ≥ 0 . (3.6)

For φiB → φiB, we get:
−c(1)B2ϕ2D2 ≥ 0 . (3.7)

For BB → BB, we get:
c
(1)

B4 ≥ 0 , c
(2)

B4 ≥ 0 . (3.8)

For eφi → eφi, we get:
−c(1)e2ϕ2D3 − c(2)e2ϕ2D3 ≥ 0 . (3.9)

For eB → eB, we get:
−ce2B2D ≥ 0 . (3.10)

Finally, for ee→ ee, we obtain:

−ce4D2 ≥ 0 . (3.11)

See also Refs. [39–42].

If we restrict our computations to the Higgs unbroken phase, dimension-six operators
do not contribute to a2, not even in pairs. This is because, in our basis, all interactions
involve at least four fields, and hence pairs of these can only contribute to six-point
amplitudes or above.

Let us now assume that, in a particular completion on the rSMEFT, the amplitude
considered before vanishes exactly at tree level, but not necessarily at one loop. The
singularity structure of the later consists then of a branch cut extending across the whole
Re(s) axis originated in loops of the massless particles; see Fig. 1. In this case, dispersion
relations as that of Eq. (3.1) based on integration contours that cross the Re(s) axis, can
no longer be obtained 1. Following Ref. [48], we instead consider the integration paths
depicted in the same figure.

We start defining:

Σ(µ) ≡ 1

2πi

∫
γ

A(s)s3

(s2 + µ4)3
=

1

2πi

∫
Γ

A(s)s3

(s2 + µ4)3
, (3.12)

1In principle, we can deform the IR theory by introducing an explicit mass m for the light fields.
This way, the branch cut splits into two connected components with branch points starting at s ∼ ±m2.
Accordingly, we can consider an integration path that crosses the Re(s) axis in the vicinity of s = 0 where
the amplitude becomes analytic; see Ref. [35]. New dispersion relations can be written from here and,
basing again on unitarity, positivity bounds can be obtained. However, translating these bounds to the
original massless theory, namely taking the limit m → 0, can be tricky [43, 44]; particularly if they are
dominated by the otherwise absent longitudinal degrees of freedom of gauge bosons [45].
Alternatively, one could consider dispersion relations for subtracted amplitudes in which the low-energy

singularities are removed [46,47].
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where we have used the analyticity of A(s) to deform the contour of integration from
γ to Γ in the second equality, again relating an IR quantity with an UV observable.
Advocating once more the Froissart’s bound, the right-hand side of the equation can be
computed explicitly, giving:

Σ(µ) =
1

πi

∫ ∞

0

s3

(s2 + µ4)3
lim
ϵ→0

[A(s+ iϵ)−A(s− iϵ)] (3.13)

=
1

πi

∫ ∞

0

s3

(s2 + µ4)3
lim
ϵ→0

[A(s+ iϵ)−A(s+ iϵ)∗] =
2

π

∫ ∞

0

ImA(s)s3

(s2 + µ4)3
≥ 0 .

In the second equality, we have relied on the Schwarz’s reflection principle A(s)∗ = A(s∗),
while in the last one we have used again the optical theorem.

So, Σ(µ) is positive, and from its very definition it can be computed within the EFT
provided µ≪ Λ. For an amplitude that vanishes at tree level, for any s in the neighbor-
hood of ±iµ2, we have:

A(s) ∼ (β0 + β2s
2 + β4s

4 + · · · ) log s

Λ2
, (3.14)

with β0, β2, etc. being respectively the beta functions of the dimension-four, dimension-
eight, etc. operators in the EFT (not present at tree level in the UV) that contribute to
the amplitude at tree level. (In the case of β0, this represents a slight abuse of notation, as
it can consist of the amplitude obtained by gluing two three-point vertices together.) β2
can be simply read off from Eqs. (3.6)–(3.11); for example, for eφi → eφi in the forward

limit, β2 ∼ −(ċ(1)e2ϕ2D3 + ċ
(2)

e2ϕ2D3).

From Eq. (3.14), we can compute Σ(µ) explicitly by using Cauchy’s theorem:

Σ(µ) = Res
A(s)s3

(s2 + µ4)3
(s = iµ2) + Res

A(s)s3

(s2 + µ4)3
(s = −iµ2) (3.15)

=
1

4µ4

[
−β0 + (3 + 4 log

µ2

Λ2
)β2µ

4 − 5β4µ
8 + · · ·

]
+O(µ4 log

µ2

Λ2
) .

All terms βi≥2 scale equally with g1, so there exists a value µ′, independent of g1, below
which the β2 term in the expression above is larger (in absolute value) than all terms
with higher powers of µ. For fixed µ, there exists moreover g′1 for which β0 < β2 µ

′4 for
all g1 ≤ g′1. This is so because the contributions of the renormalisable operators involve
necessarily higher powers of g1

2. Thus, in the double limit µ, g1 → 0, we have that:

Σ(µ) ≈ log (
µ2

Λ2
)β2 ≥ 0 =⇒ β2 ≤ 0 . (3.16)

2For example, the one-loop amplitude for φiB → φiB in the reduced SM scales as dg21/d logµ ∼ O(g41),
whereas in the EFT we find contributions of the sort O(g21 cϕ4). The only exception occurs when the
relevant coupling λϕ is also present in the tree-level EFT, so that β0 involves g21 corrections too. However,
these can be removed, without any further effect, upon fine-tuning the quartic term in the renormalisable
Lagrangian.
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Note that β2 involves both the anomalous dimensions γ and γ′, stemming from loops
of dimension-eight operators and from loops of pairs of dimension-six ones, respectively;
see Eq. (2.3). The first depends on g1, while the second is g1-independent. Therefore,

within the regime g1 ≤ g′1 of validity of Eq. (3.16), γijc
(8)
j ≤ 0 can be only implied on a

robust basis provided γ′ vanishes. Luckily enough, this holds in a wide range of cases. For
example, in the space of tree-level UV completions of only four-Higgs operators (namely
ϕ4D4 but also dimension-six ϕ4D2 terms), the γ′ for B2ϕ2D2 operators vanishes, because
loops with pairs of four-Higgs operators can not contain less than four Higgs external legs.
On the contrary, in the space of tree-level UV completions of only two-lepton-two-Higgs
interactions, the γ′ of ϕ4D4 does not necessarily vanish, because pairs of dimension-six
e2ϕ2D operators, which are in general present together with e2ϕ2D3 terms, can form
loops with only four external Higgses. As a general rule, γ′ can be neglected in the
renormalisation of ψ2

iψ
2
j operators by ψ2

kψ
2
l if either i ̸= k, l or j ̸= k, l. (Remember that

ψ stands for any field in the EFT, either fermionic or bosonic.) It can be also ignored in
the renormalisation of four-field operators by higher-point interactions.

Now, by simple power counting, one can deduce that, for γ′ = 0, Eq. (3.16) must hold
not only for g1 ≤ g′1 but also for all values of g1. Moreover, here we make the assumption 3

that the positivity bounds can be saturated in the UV, meaning that, for any combination
of Wilson coefficients fulfilling Eqs. (3.6)–(3.10), there exists at least one UV completion
of the rSMEFT that leads to this combination in the IR. This implies that Eq. (3.16)
holds for arbitrary values of the tree-level Wilson coefficients satisfying Eqs. (3.6)–(3.11).
We exploit this aspect of positivity, together with the vanishing γ′ (when possible) in the
next section.

4 Anomalous dimension matrix

Let us focus on the γ term appearing in Eq. (2.3) within the rSMEFT. Without further
knowledge, and neglecting CP violation for simplicity of the exposition, this is a 20× 15
matrix whose entries are completely arbitrary polynomials on g1. (Columns involving
operators that only arise at loop level in weakly-coupled UV completions of the rSMEFT,
shown in gray in Tab. 1, are neglected as the running triggered by these interactions

3This assumption is supported by substantial evidence in the literature [44, 49, 50]. Let us focus,
for example, on ϕ4D4 operators. The extension of the SM with a scalar S ∼ (1, 1)0 and two vectors

B ∼ (1, 1)0 and B1 ∼ (1, 1)1 gives c
(1)
ϕ4 = δ2 − γ2, c

(2)
ϕ4 = γ2 and c

(3)
ϕ4 = α2 − δ2, from where:

c
(2)
ϕ4 = γ2 , c

(1)
ϕ4 + c

(2)
ϕ4 = δ2 , c

(1)
ϕ4 + c

(2)
ϕ4 + c

(3)
ϕ4 = α2 ;

each of which is obviously arbitrarily non-negative and the three of them are uncorrelated.
As a matter of fact, we do not know of constraints stronger than those in Eqs. (3.6)–(3.10) in the space

of dimension-eight operators.
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Figure 2: Top) Example diagrams for the renormalisation of ϕ4D4 by six-field interactions;
they all vanish due to the massless bubbles. Bottom) Example diagrams for the renormal-
isation of B2ϕ2D2 by Bϕ4D2; the first two vanish because of the massless bubbles, but the
third one is non-zero.

is formally a two-loop effect.) In what follows, though, we use the results derived in
section 3 to unravel a number of relations between different entries in the 10 × 15 sub-
matrix involving only rows of operators subject to positivity constraints; see Eqs. (3.6)–
(3.10). This matrix is shown in Tab. 2. For a clearer reading we do not depict rows and
columns that are trivially known to vanish completely. This is the case, for example, of
the rows for B4. Indeed, loops involving tree-level operators can not contain only Bs, as
they involve at least one external e or ϕ. For instance, ϕ4D4 terms can form loops upon
closing two Higgses, but other two remain external; likewise two Higgses can be closed in
e2Bϕ2D interactions, but then two leptons stay. (Note also that it is irrelevant whether
the external e or ϕ are on-shell or off-shell, as field redefinitions within the rSMEFT
conserve the number of these particles.)

It is also the case of the columns for ϕ8, ϕ6D2, B2ϕ4, e2ϕ4 or e4ϕ2. In the first case,
upon closing two Higgses to form a loop, six of them remain, while the renormalised
operators at hand (those in rows, subject to positivity constraints) contain all four fields
only. In the other four cases, loops with only four external fields can be constructed, but
they involve bubbles of massless fields, which vanish in the dimensional regularisation
scheme that we assume here; see the top panel of Fig. 2.

The matrix in Tab. 2 involves still a number of trivial zeros (which do not extend to
complete rows or columns though); they are shown as non-shaded. For example, the entry

pertaining to the row c
(1)

ϕ4 and column c
(1)

e2Bϕ2D vanishes because, irrespective of which two

legs are closed to form a loop in e2Bϕ2D, the resulting diagram contains at least an e or
a B. (The external Bs, if off-shell, can be removed at the cost of introducing too many
Higgses.) Other entries, depicted with shaded zeros in Tab. 2, are a priori non-zero,
as there exist non-vanishing Feynman diagrams associated to them. For example, the
bottom panel of Fig. 2 shows diagrams for the renormalisation of B2ϕ2D2 by Bϕ4D2.
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c
(1)

ϕ4 c
(2)

ϕ4 c
(3)

ϕ4 c
(1)

Bϕ4D2 c
(1)

e2ϕ2D3 c
(2)

e2ϕ2D3 c
(1)

e2Bϕ2D c
(3)

e2Bϕ2D ce4D2

c
(1)

ϕ4 × × × 0 × × 0 0 0

c
(2)

ϕ4 × × × 0 × × 0 0 0

c
(3)

ϕ4 × × × 0 × × 0 0 0

c
(1)

B2ϕ2D2 α+ β α+ β + γ α 0 −δ −δ 0 0 0

c
(1)

e2ϕ2D3 ϵ+ ζ − a ϵ+ ζ + η − b ϵ− c 0 × × 0 0 −(θ + d)

c
(2)

e2ϕ2D3 a b c 0 × × 0 0 d

ce2B2D 0 0 0 0 −ι −ι 0 0 −κ

ce4D2 0 0 0 0 × × 0 0 ×

Table 2: Sub-space of the rSMEFT ADM that is constrained by positivity. The Greek let-
ters represent non negative numbers: α, β, ..., λ ≥ 0. The Latin letters represent arbitrary
numbers. The non-shaded zeros are trivial, while the crosses are unbounded entries.

The fact that they also vanish is the first conclusion that can be drawn on the basis of
the results obtained in the previous section.

Indeed, from the previous section we know that ċ
(1)

B2ϕ2D2 has definite sign. On the

contrary, c
(1)

Bϕ4D2 is not restricted by positivity. Therefore the only option for the renor-

malisation of c
(1)

B2ϕ2D2 by c
(1)

Bϕ4D2 is that γ
c
(1)

B2ϕ2D2 , c
(1)

Bϕ4D2
= 0. The rest of the non-trivial

zeros on Tab. 2 can be explained on the same footing.

Let us now concentrate on the correlations between different elements appearing on
the anomalous dimension matrix. First, we focus on the renormalisation of B2ϕ2D2 by
ϕ4D4. According to Eqs. (3.7) and (3.16), we have that ċ

(1)

B2ϕ2D2 ≥ 0. Following the

discussion in the previous section, this inequality must hold for all values of c
(1)

ϕ4 , c
(2)

ϕ4 , c
(3)

ϕ4

compatible with Eq. (3.6). Therefore:

ċ
(1)

B2ϕ2D2 = α(c
(1)

ϕ4 + c
(2)

ϕ4 + c
(3)

ϕ4 ) + β(c
(1)

ϕ4 + c
(2)

ϕ4 ) + γc
(2)

ϕ4 + · · · (4.1)

= (α + β)c
(1)

ϕ4 + (α + β + γ)c
(2)

ϕ4 + αc
(3)

ϕ4 + · · · ,

with α, β, γ ≥ 0. (If any of the these coefficients, say for example β, is negative, then,

by making c
(2)

ϕ4 = 0 and c
(1)

ϕ4 = −c(3)ϕ4 large, ċ
(1)

B2ϕ2D2 becomes negative.) The ellipses in this
discussion indicate Wilson coefficients of other operator classes, which can be turned zero
given that positivity can be saturated in the UV.
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This result is what is shown in Tab. 2. We conclude that γ
c
(1)

B2ϕ2D2 , c
(2)

ϕ4
≥ γ

c
(1)

B2ϕ2D2 , c
(1)

ϕ4
≥

γ
c
(1)

B2ϕ2D2 , c
(3)

ϕ4
; all them being non-negative.

In the same vein, from Eq. (3.9), we infer that for the running of B2ϕ2D2 by e2ϕ2D3:

ċ
(1)

B2ϕ2D2 = −δ(c(1)e2ϕ2D3 + c
(2)

e2ϕ2D3) + · · · , (4.2)

with δ ≥ 0. Thus, far from being arbitrary, these two anomalous dimensions must be equal
as well as non-positive. From Eq. (3.9) itself, we can also derive that ċ

(1)

e2ϕ2D3 + ċ
(2)

e2ϕ2D3 ≥ 0

for all c
(1)

ϕ4 , c
(2)

ϕ4 , c
(3)

ϕ4 satisfying Eq. (3.6) as well as for ce4D2 fulfilling Eq. (3.11). This implies:

ċ
(1)

e2ϕ2D3 + ċ
(2)

e2ϕ2D3 = (ϵ+ ζ)c
(1)

ϕ4 + (ϵ+ ζ + η)c
(2)

ϕ4 + ϵ c
(3)

ϕ4 − θ ce4D2 + · · · , (4.3)

with ϵ, ζ, η, θ ≥ 0.

Finally, from Eqs. (3.10) and (3.9) and (3.11) we derive:

ċe2B2D = −ι(c(1)e2ϕ2D3 + c
(2)

e2ϕ2D3)− κ ce4D2 + · · · , (4.4)

where ι, κ ≥ 0.

Following section 3, the crossed entries in Tab. 2 can not be bounded on the basis of
positivity, because γ′ does not necessarily vanish.

5 Extension to the full electroweak sector and non-

renormalisation results

Let us now consider a more complete version of the SMEFT including l and W , and with
g2 and Ye non-vanishing. (We consider still one single family and neglect colour together
with quarks and gluons.) The number of SMEFT operators in this case rises to ∼ 200.
We avoid listing them all explicitly, but we use the notation and conventions of Ref. [36],
from which the field content of operators is apparent; with the only exception that for
the second l4D2 interaction, we consider the more commonly used

O(2)

l4D2 = Dν(lγ
µσI l)D

ν(lγµσI l) . (5.1)

On top of Eqs. (3.6)–(3.11), we obtain the following positivity bounds:

For liφj → liφj, we get:

−(c(1)l2ϕ2D3+c
(2)

l2ϕ2D3+c
(3)

l2ϕ2D3+c
(4)

l2ϕ2D3) ≥ 0 , c
(3)

l2ϕ2D3+c
(4)

l2ϕ2D3−c(1)l2ϕ2D3−c(2)l2ϕ2D3 ≥ 0 . (5.2)

For liB → liB, we get:
−cl2B2D ≥ 0 . (5.3)
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For eW I → eW I , we get:
−ce2W 2D ≥ 0 . (5.4)

For liW
I → liW

I , we get:
−c(1)l2W 2D ≥ 0 . (5.5)

For lilj → lilj, we get:

−c(2)l4D2 ≥ 0 , −(c(1)l4D2 + c
(2)

l4D2) ≥ 0 . (5.6)

Finally, for eli → elj, we obtain:

−c(2)l2e2D2 ≥ 0 . (5.7)

We can now follow the same line of thought as in the previous section, and derive the
correlations between different anomalous dimensions. Before proceeding this way, though,
let us make an important remark.

The (non-trivial) vanishing entries in Tab. 2 associated to the renormalisation of ϕ4D4

and B2ϕ2D2 by Bϕ4D2 as well as of B2ϕ2D2, e2ϕ2D3 and e2B2D by e2Bϕ2D, have been
previously uncovered in the literature [33] on the basis of generalised unitarity [30,31] and
on-shell amplitude methods [32]. Our result simply allows us to understand these zeros
from a different perspective. However, we can further show that the correlations between
different ADM entries can lead to new zeros in the appropriate basis of operators.

As a simple example, consider the renormalisation of c
(1)

B2ϕ2D2 by c
(1)

e2ϕ2D3 and c
(2)

e2ϕ2D3 .
We can write it as:

ċ
(1)

B2ϕ2D2 = (−δ − δ) · c⃗Te2ϕ2D3 , (5.8)

with c⃗e2ϕ2D3 = (c
(1)

e2ϕ2D3 c
(2)

e2ϕ2D3).

Let us now consider a different basis for e2ϕ2D3, consisting of two operators with
Wilson coefficients c̃

(1)

e2ϕ2D3 and c̃
(2)

e2ϕ2D3 , related to the previous ones by:

c⃗e2ϕ2D3 = Pe2ϕ2D3 · ⃗̃ce2ϕ2D3 , Pe2ϕ2D3 =
[

1 0

−1 1

]
. (5.9)

In this new basis, we have:

ċ
(1)

B2ϕ2D2 = (−δ − δ) · Pe2ϕ2D3 · ⃗̃ce2ϕ2D3 = −δ c̃(2)e2ϕ2D3 = ( 0 − δ) · ⃗̃ce2ϕ2D3 . (5.10)

We see that, in this new basis, there is a zero in the ADM. To the best of our knowledge,
this sort of fixed point has not been described previously in the literature. Actually, the
results of Refs. [32,33] prohibit the mixing between operators of certain weights, which are
quantities that depend only on the number of particles and helicities of the corresponding
operators. Hence, e2ϕ2D3 mixing into B2ϕ2D2 is a priori always allowed.
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c
(1)

ϕ4D4 c
(2)

ϕ4D4 c
(3)

ϕ4D4 c̃
(1)

e2ϕ2D3 c̃
(2)

e2ϕ2D3 c̃
(1)

l2ϕ2D3 c̃
(2)

l2ϕ2D3 c̃
(3)

l2ϕ2D3 c̃
(4)

l2ϕ2D3 ce4D2 c
(1)

l4D2 c
(2)

l4D2 c
(1)

l2e2D2 c
(2)

l2e2D2

c
(1)

B2ϕ2D2 + + + 0 − 0 − 0 − 0 0 0 0 0

c
(1)

W 2ϕ2D2 + + + 0 0 0 − 0 − 0 0 0 0 0

c̃
(2)

e2ϕ2D3 + + + × × 0 − 0 − − 0 0 0 −

c̃
(2)

l2ϕ2D3 + + + 0 − × × × × 0 − − 0 −

c̃
(4)

l2ϕ2D3 + + + 0 − × × × × 0 − − 0 −

ce2B2D 0 0 0 0 − 0 0 0 0 − 0 0 0 −

cl2B2D 0 0 0 0 0 0 − 0 − 0 − − 0 −

ce2W 2D 0 0 0 0 − 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 −

c
(1)

l2W 2D 0 0 0 0 0 0 − 0 − 0 − − 0 0

c
(2)

l2e2D2 0 0 0 0 − 0 − 0 − − − − × ×

Table 3: Structure of the SMEFT ADM in the subspace of operators constrained by pos-
itivity. The + (−) implies that the corresponding entry is ≥ 0 (≤ 0). The non-shaded
zeros are trivial; see the text for details.

The physical meaning of the transformation in Eq. (5.9) is the following. The two
operators in the class e2ϕ2D3 are subject to a unique positivity constraint; see Eq. (3.9).
Thus, we can search for a change of basis in which only one of the (new) Wilson coefficients

appears in the positivity constraint. (In the case above, we have chosen c̃
(2)

e2ϕ2D3 ≤ 0.)
The remaining one can therefore have arbitrary sign and, consequently, its mixing into
couplings whose running is bounded by positivity (for example c

(1)

B2ϕ2D2) must vanish.

Reasoning alike for l2ϕ2D3, we define:

c⃗l2ϕ2D3 = Pl2ϕ2D3 · ⃗̃cl2ϕ2D3 , Pl2ϕ2D3 =

[ −2 1 −1 1
2 0 1 0
0 −1 −1 1
0 0 1 0

]
, (5.11)

with c⃗l2ϕ2D3 = (c
(1)

l2ϕ2D3 c
(2)

l2ϕ2D3 c
(3)

l2ϕ2D3 c
(4)

l2ϕ2D3) and similarly for the tilde counterpart. In

this case, we have that c̃
(2)

l2ϕ2D3 ≤ 0 and c̃
(4)

l2ϕ2D3 ≤ 0, whilst the first and third ones are
unconstrained.

In the new basis defined by Eqs. (5.9) and (5.11), the relevant part of our SMEFT
ADM looks as in Tab. 3. In this occasion, we have simply specified the signs and zeros,
but we should keep in mind that some more relevant information (as for example the
respective size of certain anomalous dimensions) can be also unraveled by this analysis.
Note in addition that the + and − entries indicate definite sign irrespective of the actual
values of the SM couplings, meaning that they could be proportional to combinations like
for example g22 + Y 2

e , but not g
2
2 − Y 2

e .
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6 Conclusions

We have derived a number of restrictions on the anomalous dimensions of the SMEFT
at dimension eight, relying uniquely on the crossing symmetry, analyticity and positivity
of the imaginary part of two-to-two scattering amplitudes in the forward limit. In short,
our results are based on the following findings.

(i) The Wilson coefficients ci of a number of dimension-eight operators of the form
Oi = ciψ

2ψ′2 (ψ represents a generic light field, either fermion or boson) generated at tree
level in well-behaved UV completions of the SMEFT, are subject to positivity constraints
of the sort ci > 0. (ii) The running of any such dimension-eight operator Oi as triggered
by any other tree-level dimension-eight interaction Oj fulfills γijcj ≤ 0 whenever the
renormalised operator Oi involves at least one field not contained in Oj (for example,
e2B2D renormalised by e2ϕ2D3; but not e4D2 renormalised by e2ϕ2D3). (iii) If cj is itself
bounded by positivity, cj ≥ 0, then γij ≤ 0; otherwise, namely if cj can have either sign,
then necessarily γij = 0. This way, restricting to the electroweak sector of the SMEFT
with only one flavor, and in the appropriate basis of operators, we have found 52 elements
of the ADM that must have definite sign (either non-positive or non-negative), as well
as 24 non-trivial zeros. Moreover, despite not being emphasised as much, we have found
inequalities involving the aforementioned anomalous dimensions themselves.

We can envisage different future directions. To start with, it would be desirable to
cross-check our results by explicit calculation. Also, we can envision applying these find-
ings to phenomenological studies where the running of dimension-eight operators might
be important [25, 51–54]. Likewise, it would be interesting to extend these results to
the full SMEFT (that means, including colour and flavour) as well as to the LEFT [55]
and other EFTs, as for example those involving sterile neutrinos [56, 57] or axion-like
particles [58, 59], with the aim of understanding better the quantum structure of these
theories. Finally, it might be worth exploring whether our results hold also for mixing
induced by loop-operators like B2ϕ2D2, B4 or e2B2D. As a matter of fact, there exist
tree-level dimension-five UV completions of these [40], which are perturbatively unitary
and for which the Froissart bound is also satisfied.
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Figure 3: 1PI diagrams relevant for the off-shell renormalisation of e2B2D operators (first
six diagrams) and of redundant e2BD3 interactions (last two diagrams).
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UGR18, P21-00199 and P18-FR-4314 (FEDER), as well as by the Spanish MINECO
under the Ramón y Cajal programme.

A Explicit computation in the reduced SMEFT

In this section, we provide the explicit result for the blue entries of the ADM of Tab. 2, but
including also contributions from the Yukawa Ye. Some of these were computed already
in Ref. [23]. For the rest, we proceed as in that reference, namely computing all relevant
one-particle-irreducible (1PI) diagrams off-shell, extracting the divergences and projecting
them onto a Green’s basis of operators [61]. This process is tedious and largely prone to
error, thus we rely on FeynArts [28] and FormCalc [27], with partial cross-checks from
matchmakereft [29] as well.

We work in dimensional regularisation with space-time dimension D = 4 − 2ε. As a
matter of example, let us detail the computation of the one-loop running of e2B2D by
e2ϕ2D3. Because we work off-shell, loops of e2ϕ2D3 can generate divergences for both
physical and redundant e2B2D terms as well as for (redundant) e2BD3 interactions; see
Fig. 3. Explicitly, the relevant divergent Lagrangian reads:

Ldiv =
g1

384π2ε

[
4g1(c

(1)

e2ϕ2D3 + c
(2)

e2ϕ2D3)Oe2B2D − 2g1 (c
(1)

e2ϕ2D3 + c
(2)

e2ϕ2D3)O′
e2B2D (A.1)

+ 2(c
(1)

e2ϕ2D3 − c(2)e2ϕ2D3)Oe2BD3

]
,

where

O′
e2B2D = i(e /De)BµνB

µν + h.c. (A.2)
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and

Oe2BD3 = (eγνe)D2DµBµν . (A.3)

Other operators are either non-renormalised, or irrelevant for the anomalous dimension
under consideration.

By using the rSMEFT equations of motion, the first redundant operator above enters
the class leϕB2 (because i /De = Y ∗

e ϕ
†l), while the second one moves to the class e2ϕ2D3.

Thus, the divergence of ce2B2D in the physical basis is simply:

div (ce2B2D) =
g21

96π2
(c

(1)

e2ϕ2D3 + c
(2)

eϕ2D3) . (A.4)

From here, we get that:

ċe2B2D = −16π2
∑
i

αi ni
∂ div(e2B2D)

∂αi

= −g
2
1

3
(c

(1)

e2ϕ2D3 + c
(2)

e2ϕ2D3) . (A.5)

The i in the sum runs over all necessary couplings, α1, α2, α3 = g1, c
(1)

e2ϕ2D3 , c
(2)

e2ϕ2D3 ; whereas
ni stand for their corresponding classical anomalous dimensions: 1, 2 and 2, respectively.
This result matches Tab. 2 for κ = g21/3 ≥ 0. Proceeding this way for the remaining
anomalous dimensions, we obtain:

α =
g21
6
, α+ β =

g21
3
, α+ β + γ =

g21
2
, δ =

16g21
3

;

ϵ =
|Ye|2

3
, ϵ+ ζ =

2|Ye|2

3
, ϵ+ ζ + η = |Ye|2 , θ = Y 2

e , ι =
g21
3
. (A.6)

Finally, in order to highlight how special the anomalous dimensions singled out in
this work are, let us simply state that the sign of most of these quantities is in general
ill-defined. For example, we have that

ċe2ϕ2D3 ∝ (g21 − 4|Ye|2)ce4D2 , (A.7)

wich can be either positive or negative depending on the value of g1/|Ye|. This also
strengthens the idea, already mentioned in the conclusions, that our results provide,
indirectly, information about the functional form the combination of SM gauge couplings
involved in the restricted anomalous dimensions.
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