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Abstract

We study the impact of LHC forward-backward asymmetry (AFB) measurements at high
invariant-mass in the Drell-Yan process on probes of semileptonic four-fermion operators in the
Standard Model effective field theory (SMEFT). In particular, we study whether AFB measure-
ments can resolve degeneracies in the Wilson coefficient parameter space that appear when con-
sidering invariant-mass and rapidity measurements alone. We perform detailed fits of the available
high-energy and high-luminosity ATLAS and CMS data for both invariant-mass distributions and
AFB. While each type of measurement separately exhibits degeneracies, combining them removes
these blind spots in some cases. In other situations it does not, highlighting the importance of
incorporating future datasets from other experiments to fully explore this sector of the SMEFT.
We investigate the impact of contributions quadratic in the Wilson coefficients on the descrip-
tion of Drell-Yan data and discuss when such terms are important in joint fits of the AFB and

invariant-mass data.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The Standard Model (SM) successfully describes the fundamental interactions of the Uni-
verse. However, it cannot be the ultimate theory of nature as it fails to account for several
observed phenomena. It does not include neutrino masses, nor does it contain a mechanism
to generate the observed baryon-antibaryon asymmetry. Furthermore, it does not contain a
description of dark matter nor dark energy. Experiments and observations across a broad
spectrum of energies are searching for explanations of these outstanding issues. High-energy
colliders such as the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) are actively testing the SM and searching
for new physics at the TeV scale, but there are currently no conclusive discrepancies between

SM predictions and experimental measurements.

The current experimental landscape motivates indirect searches for heavy new physics be-
yond the direct reach of current collider energies. The SM effective field theory (SMEFT) is
a framework for studying such heavy new physics effects. The SMEFT is an effective field
theory extension of the SM containing only SM fields that preserves the gauge symmetries
of the SM. New physics effects are encoded in a series of higher-dimensional operators, sup-
pressed by a characteristic energy scale A, below which new physics degrees of freedom are
integrated out. The complete operator bases of the SMEFT at dimension 6 and dimension 8
are known [1H4]. Odd-dimensional operators violate lepton and baryon number and are not
considered in this work. Because of its model-independent nature, the SMEFT framework
is particularly useful for investigating the effects of new physics on precision tests of the

SM. There is an ongoing effort to analyze increasing amounts of available data within the

SMEFT framework [5H12].

Our goal in this work is to study the impact of LHC Drell-Yan data on the allowed ranges of
the Wilson coefficients in the SMEFT. Drell-Yan is the natural process in which to probe the
semileptonic four-fermion sector of the SMEFT. Although low-energy processes can play an
important role in constraining these operators in some scenarios [13], [I4], in general, these
constraints are weaker than those provided by Drell-Yan at the LHC. Previous work has
shown that the Drell-Yan process is potentially sensitive to operators at the dimension-8
level [I5] and that measurements of the transverse momentum distribution can help distin-

guish between possible ultraviolet completions [16]. The QCD and electroweak corrections
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to the SMEFT contributions are known up to next-to-leading order (NLO) [17, I8]. Global
fits of the available high invariant-mass distributions have been performed [19]. However, the
Drell-Yan invariant-mass distributions can constrain only a limited number of combinations
of four-fermion Wilson coefficients, and large swaths of the available parameter space cannot
be probed [20, 21]. Future colliders such as the electron-ion collider (EIC) can remove these

degeneracies [21].

We study here how measurements of the high invariant-mass forward-backward asymmetry
(AFB) in Drell-Yan, in combination with invariant-mass distribution measurements, can
probe these unconstrained four-fermion semileptonic directions in the SMEFT parameter
space. We perform a global fit of available results from both ATLAS and CMS, and explain
in detail our treatment of the available data. We find that the inclusion of AFB data
can provide strong, multi-TeV constraints on semileptonic four-fermion parameters, and can
remove some parameter degeneracies found in previous work. However, even the combination
of invariant-mass and AFB data is blind to certain combinations of Wilson coefficients,
highlighting the importance of future data from an EIC and elsewhere. We also show
that including both AFB and invariant-mass data can help reduce the impact of quadratic
dimension-6 terms in the SMEFT expansion. We discuss in what cases the quadratic terms

can be neglected.

Our paper is organized as follows. In Sec. [[I we first review the four-fermion sector of
SMEFT relevant to our analysis. In Sec. [[II| we describe our calculational framework and
methodology for performing fits of the Drell-Yan data to the SMEFT. In particular, we
demonstrate how to include existing AFB measurements in our fit. Since some of the
available data are not fully unfolded this involves some assumptions, and we show that our
analysis is relatively insensitive to this uncertainty. In Sec. [[V] we present the results of the

fits to the LHC data. Finally, we conclude in Sec. [V]]

II. REVIEW OF THE SMEFT

In this section we review the aspects of the SMEFT relevant for our analysis. The SMEFT
is an effective field theory extension of the SM in which new physics effects are encoded in a

series of higher-dimensional operators. It features an expansion in energy over a dimensionful



parameter A, the scale at which new particles are expected to appear. In the expansion in
1/A we keep operators only up to dimension-6 and neglect both lepton and baryon number-
violating operators of odd dimension. Our SMEFT Lagrangian reads
1 6) /(6
£:£SM+FZC}>O§>+---, (1)

i
where the ellipsis denotes higher-dimensional operators, and the C; are dimensionless Wilson
coefficients. In our numerical results later we set A = 4 TeV, significantly above the lower

limits of the invariant-mass bins for all datasets in our study.

Operators relevant for the Drell-Yan process can be categorized as discussed in [15]. At
dimension 6 at tree level, there are three types of operators: vertex corrections to the
gauge boson couplings to fermions, dipole operators that couple fermions to gauge bosons,
and semileptonic four-fermion operators. Contributions of the vertex corrections scale with
energy as O(v?/A?), where v is the Higgs vacuum expectation value. We assume minimal
flavor violation (MFV) for the Wilson coefficients. As a result, the scalar four-fermion and
dipole operators for first and second generation fermions which are most relevant for our
analysis are proportional to the SM Yukawa couplings, which can be safely ignored. The
structure of the SMEFT operators in MFV is summarized in [22], where the Yukawa-coupling
suppression is shown explicitly. The vectorlike four-fermion operators scale as O(s/A?).
These four-fermion operators are the most relevant for our analysis at high energies, and we
will focus on them in the following. We detail all the operators relevant for our analysis in
Table[l. We note that corrections to the f fZ vertex can also shift the Drell-Yan cross section.
These are better probed through AFB measurements in on-shell Z-boson production [23],
and their effects tend to be smaller than those from four-fermion operators in high-mass

Drell-Yan production [I5]. We note that one-loop corrections to the Drell-Yan process in

the SMEFT have been considered [17].

Previous fits to the Drell-Yan invariant-mass data have shown that both quadratic dimension-
6 effects and certain classes of dimension-8 operators can significantly shift the constraints
obtained on the dimension-6 Wilson coefficients [I5]. We study later the inclusion of
quadratic dimension-6 terms in our results. We find that simultaneously fitting both
invariant-mass and forward-backward asymmetry data can significantly reduce the impact

of quadratic terms, improving the convergence of the SMEFT expansion when applied to
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these data. In some cases the joint fit with quadratic effects is numerically very similar to
the linear fit, further showing the importance of including both datasets in the analyses of
Drell-Yan data. This is shown explicitly in our numerical results section. We discuss later

the conditions required for the quadratic and linear fits to coincide.

ol (" 1)(G79) O (Iy1) (ay,u)
o5 (711 (qvur"lg) O (Iy"1) (dry,ud)
Ocs @) O (@ )(Ene)
Oed (evte)(dy,d)

TABLE I. Dimension-6 four-fermion operators contributing to Drell-Yan at leading order in the
coupling constants. ¢ and [ denote quark and lepton doublets, respectively, while u, d and e denote
right-handed singlets for up-type quarks, down-type quarks and leptons, respectively. 7 is the SU(2)

Pauli matrix.

III. DESCRIPTION OF THE ANALYSIS FRAMEWORK

In this section we describe our procedure for performing fits of do/dm and AFB measure-
ments of the neutral current Drell-Yan process at the LHC within the SMEFT framework.
We describe the details of our theoretical calculation. We discuss our treatment of the ex-
perimental data and the assumptions we make in dealing with some datasets for which the

full experimental error correlations are unavailable.

A. Experimental data

For our analysis, we demand that the LHC datasets used feature high dilepton invariant-mass
and high luminosity. The former assumption enhances the impact of SMEFT four-fermion
operators, while the latter ensures enough statistics for the SMEFT Wilson coefficients to
be well probed. These requirements lead us to the following four datasets at the LHC:
two single-differential cross section (do/dm) measurements at 8 [24] and 13 TeV [25], and
two AFB measurements at 8 [26] and 13 TeV [27], respectively. These datasets are chosen
specifically for their high luminosities and high dilepton invariant-mass (up to 7 TeV). In

our study, we use only high-my bins with § > M2. The exact binnings for each dataset
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are listed in the Appendix. The relevant information for each dataset is given in Table [}
where we also label them for future reference. All measurements are unfolded, with the
electron and muon channels combined, with the exception of the 13 TeV CMS measurement
of do/dm. We separately treat the electron and muon channels in this measurement, as
they have different integrated luminosities and m; binnings. We also directly use event

yields in this measurement, as cross sections are not publicly available.

No. | Experiment Vs Measurement ~ Luminosity m%?w Ref.

I | ATLAS 8 TeV do/dm 20.3 fb~! 116-1000 GeV [24]
137 fb™! (ee)  200-2210 GeV (ee)
II | CMS 13 TeV do/dm [25]
140 b1 (pp)  210-2290 GeV (pup)

III | CMS 8 TeV At 19.7 fb! 120-500 GeV 126]

IV | CMS 13 TeV Arp 138 fb! 170-1000 GeV  [27]

TABLE II. Summary of the Drell-Yan datasets used in this analysis. The first column indexes all
low

datasets numerically. m;;" denotes the range of the lower edges of the dilepton invariant-mass used

in this work. More details regarding the binning is given in the Appendix.

B. Theoretical calculations

We compute the SM cross sections using the MCFM program [28]. For each dataset, we
compute the SM cross section to NLO in QCD with next-to-next-to-leading order NNPDF
3.1 parton distribution functions (PDFs) [29]. We have checked that the NNLO QCD cor-
rections to both the invariant-mass and AFB distributions are small, leading to a correction
that is less than 2% for most energies. To avoid unnecessary computational expense we
neglect them in our fit. Since we are probing the high-energy region of the Drell-Yan data,
electroweak Sudakov logarithms become important and can lead to shape differences that
mimic SMEFT effects. We include these corrections and incorporate them by multiplying
each bin of the QCD-corrected cross section with the ratio of the NLO electroweak result

divided by the LO cross section.

For dataset II, we need the predicted event yields to compare with experimental data. By

interpolating the "Acceptancex Efficiency" data in HEPData [30], along with the luminosi-

6



ties provided in Table [[I, we obtain the SM event yields. We compare our results with the
POWHEG-produced Drell-Yan background estimations provided in [25]. In Fig.[l] we show
our predicted event yields for the electron and muon channels. For the experimental values,
we take the observed total event yields and subtract the non-Drell-Yan backgrounds. The
predicted event yields are, in general, in good agreement with the POWHEG background es-
timations, except for the muon channel in the low-my; region. We note that the electroweak
Sudakov logarithms have a significant effect O(10%) in the higher invariant-mass bins. In
order to take advantage of the high-m; region probed by dataset II, we choose the finer
binnings as shown in Table [[V]instead of the binnings in Fig. [T} One drawback of this choice
is that the dataset lacks non-Drell-Yan backgrounds for the finer binning. Non-Drell-Yan
backgrounds are not negligible in size, and in order to quantitatively measure the deviation
of SM from the observed total event yields, it is necessary to have both the Drell-Yan and
non-Drell-Yan contributions. However, our theoretical calculation covers only the Drell-Yan
contributions. Therefore, without the non-Drell-Yan backgrounds from CMS, we cannot
make direct comparisons between our theory predictions and the observed data. To work
around this issue, we replace our own predictions of the SM with the POWHEG background
estimates as our central values. As shown in Fig. [I since our predictions closely align with
the POWHEG estimates, this choice has a negligible impact. The theoretical uncertainties

for dataset II are still generated from our own predictions.

For datasets I1I and IV, a further step is needed to obtain the forward-backward asymmetry.

The definition of AFB is given by

(2)

or (op) is the forward (backward) cross section, defined by cos §* > 0 (cos 6* < 0), where 6*
is the angle between the negatively charged lepton and the initial state quark in the dilepton

center-of-mass (c.m.) frame [3I]. In general, % is defined as

2(P Py — PLPY)
Q2 (Q* + QF)

where () and ()7 represent the four-momentum and the transverse momentum of the dilepton

cos 0" =

(3)

system, respectively, P; (P,) is the four-momentum of the negatively (positively) charged

lepton with P = (E; + P?)/+/2, and E; is the energy of lepton i. This definition, however,
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FIG. 1. Event yields in the electron (left) and muon (right) channels for the 13 TeV dataset II, as
detailed in Tabldlll The green lines show the observed total event yields minus all non-Drell-Yan
backgrounds. The orange lines show our SM predictions with electroweak Sudakov corrections. The
purple line shows the POWHEG estimate for the Drell-Yan background. The lower inset shows the

ratio to the Drell-Yan background estimations in Ref. [25]. The error bars represent uncertainties

from the POWHEG estimates.

depends on the identification of the quark direction, which is not experimentally observ-
able. In dataset III, the quark direction is approximately identified using the sign of the

z-component of dilepton momentum:
@]
Qz

The accuracy of this approximation relies upon the stiffness of the valence-quark distribu-

coslp = cos 6. (4)

tions compared to the antiquark distributions. CMS takes a different approach in dataset
IV. The quark direction is captured in Monte Carlo simulations, where one has access to
the partonic c.m. frame. To mimic this, we manually pick out the quark and antiquark
directions in our prediction.ﬂ In this work, we denote the former definition of AFB as Afg,
while the latter, often referred to as the “true” AFB in the literature |27, 32], is denoted as

Apg. We comment later on several aspects of Apg.

I In the case of gluon-initiated processes, we assign the “true” quark direction in a manner consistent with

the cancellation of collinear singularities in the perturbative calculation.
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FIG. 2. The linear and quadratic SMEFT contributions to the cross section for the Wilson coef-
ficients Cp,, (left) and C’l(q1 ) (right), respectively. The orange and purple lines represent the linear
(a/A?%) and quadratic (b/A*) SMEFT contributions with C' = 1 and A = 4 TeV, while the green

line shows the SM contribution. The binning and fiducial cuts are those of dataset I in Table [[T}

For the SMEFT contributions to the cross sections, we work at LO in QCD. The total cross
section contains both the SM contribution and SMEFT contributions that are linear and

quadratic in dimension-6 Wilson coefficients CZ.(G):

0(6) 01(6)0(6)
do =dosy + E /{2 CLZ(G) + E T“]bg})' (5)

The a and b terms signify the linear and quadratic SMEFT contributions from dimension-6

operators, respectively. Additionally, we expand the full AFB up to O(1/A%):

(6) (6) ~(6)
App = Ay + g ¢ 2 + E —Ci < 59
i ij

A2 A4 ¥

C,L(6) O'SMAOJZ@) - CLEG)AO'SM
-+ 2 %

2
OSm

2
6) <a§6)> Aoy — 0.V Aal” Aoy — bz(-?)O'SMAO'SM - Abg?)agM

o9c!
v +O(1/A%),
ij

O
(6)
where 0 = or + o and Ao = or — o, while « and & terms correspond to the linear and

quadratic SMEFT contributions to AFB, respectively. In Fig. 2] and [3] we show the linear
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FIG. 3. The linear and quadratic SMEFT contributions to App for the Wilson coefficients Ce,
(left) and Cl(ql ) (right), respectively. The orange and purple lines represent the linear («/A?) and
quadratic (#/A*) SMEFT contributions with C = 1 and A = 4 TeV, while the green line shows the
SM contribution. The binning, fiducial cuts and the definition of AFB are those of dataset III in
Table [

and quadratic SMEFT contributions to the cross section and AFB for both C,, and Cl(q1 ),
In the following section, we keep terms up to O(1/A?) in the SMEFT contributions. We

study the impact of quadratic terms in the last section.

C. Uncertainties and x? tests

To calculate the PDF uncertainties, we follow the standard procedure for Monte Carlo replica
sets [29]. We correlate these errors across all four datasets. To estimate the uncertainty
arising from higher-order QCD corrections, we set the renormalization and factorization
scales to a central value py and vary them around this value in an uncorrelated way according

to

< prr/po <2, = < pr/pr <2 (7)

1
2

DO | —

We find the largest variation in either direction within this range and form a symmetric

scale uncertainty from it. We choose the dynamic scale for all datasets to be pg = my,
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except for dataset IV. We note that in the special case of dataset IV, the “true” AFB with
dynamic scale py = my; significantly deviates from the aMC@NLO simulation in Ref. [27]
as shown in Fig. 4] Therefore, we also consider the case of g = Hy, where Hp is the sum
of transverse masses of all final state particles. We use pg = Hr as the central value, and
vary ppp around it in the same way as above. We combine the scale variations of both
o = my and pg = Hp. The largest variation from the central value pg = Hp is then used
to form a symmetric scale uncertainty. We note that the poor perturbative behavior we
find suggests that this definition of angle for AFB is not preferred, at least as far as the
theory calculation is concerned. The same scale choice comparison is also shown for A}y in
Fig.[d This definition of AFB leads to a greatly improved agreement between the two scale
choices. While our implementation of Agg leads to results in acceptable agreement with the
aMC@NLO simulation in Ref. [27], it is unclear to us how to extend it to higher orders in the
QCD perturbative expansion. Certainly if an improved theoretical description is a priority
then the Ajp definition should be adopted. The relative scale and PDF uncertainties for
most bins are below 3%. The relative scale uncertainties of the do/dm datasets increase
with my;, while the uncertainties for App in dataset IV decrease with my;. The uncertainties
for App in dataset III are tiny and show no significant dependence on my;. The relative
PDF uncertainties of the do/dm datasets also increase with my, but the uncertainties for
App and Ajg in datasets 11T and IV show no obvious dependence on my;. The experimental

systematic uncertainties of all datasets increase with my;.

We construct the experimental error matrices based on the published information from the
CMS and ATLAS Collaborations. We assume there is no correlation between the datasets.
For dataset I, we use the experimental errors provided by ATLAS. For the other datasets,
since the information about correlated errors is not provided in the experimental papers,
assumptions have to be made. For dataset II, we assume there are no correlations between
the uncertainties of the different bins, and also between the different channels ] For dataset
ITI, there are two approaches we take: assuming no correlation between bins, and assuming
the nearest off-diagonal elements in the systematic error matrix to be 15% of the diagonal
elements. We find little difference between these two assumptions in our fits. For dataset IV,

we also assume the uncertainties are uncorrelated between bins, motivated by our findings

2 This treatment is consistent with Allwicher et al. [19} [33].
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FIG. 4. Left panel: the “true” forward-backward asymmetry App for dataset IV (labeled in Table
with dynamic scale pg = my; (red) and g = Hr (blue). The bands represent the range of scale
variation (1/2 < prr/po < 2, 1/2 < pr/prp < 2) for both scale choices. The aMC@QNLO

simulation in Ref. [27] is shown by the green points. Right panel: the same comparison for Afy.

when trying different correlation assumptions for dataset III.

Finally, we assemble the experimental and theoretical results to perform y? fits for both
single datasets and globally. We use the following x? statistic to quantify the deviation of
the SMEFT prediction from the experimental data:

#+of bins ( g&P _ O.SMEFT) (ngp _ O.SMEFT)
1

X2 = Z - AO_QJ ’ Y (8)

where Aafj signifies the error matrix composed of both theoretical and experimental uncer-
tainties. We then extract the 68% confidence level (C.L.) bounds of the Wilson coefficients
based on x? fits. The values of x?/d.o.f. with only SM contributions are listed in Ta-
ble [[TTl We also compare the results with and without electroweak Sudakov logarithms.
We find that the AFB measurements are minimally impacted by the electroweak Sudakov
logarithms, while the fit to the invariant-mass distribution of dataset I improves with the in-
clusion of the electroweak Sudakov logarithms. In all cases we find good agreement between

the SM and experiment.
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dataset
I 11 1 v
2
w/o Sudakov 6.5/10 - 15/28 5.4/7
w/ Sudakov 5.7/10 18.9/77 15/28 5.2/7

TABLE III. The values of x?/d.o.f. with only SM contributions for all four datasets, as labeled
in Table [Tl The first row is without electroweak Sudakov logarithms, and the second row is with
electroweak Sudakov logarithms. The x? of dataset II is obtained from the POWHEG simulations
in Ref. [25].

IV. RESULTS

In this section, we present the results of the x? fits. Since a major goal of our investigations
is to study how combining invariant-mass and AFB data removes degeneracies in the space
of Wilson coefficients, we choose four example combinations of nonzero Wilson coefficients
to illustrate this point. These examples are adapted from [2I]. To motivate our study below
we recall that in the high-energy limit, the LO SMEFT corrections to the Drell-Yan partonic

cross section can be written in the schematic form

do® 1 A%a? + A2 1 ) i
~— — (Bya* + Bit?) . 9
dmidYdcy — A? 32 + A4 (By* + Bt?) (9)

Here, Y is the dilepton rapidity, cj is an abbreviation for the cosine of the lepton direction
defined previously, and §, & and ¢ are the standard partonic Mandelstam invariants that can

be written in the form

~ S %
= —S(1-¢),
. s .

The coefficients A and A3 contain SM couplings and Wilson coefficients, and are linear in
the Wilson coefficients. The coefficients B and Bj are quadratic in the dimension-6 Wilson
coefficients. = denotes the partonic channel, either up quark or down quark. For future
reference, we note the functional dependences of these coefficients on the various Wilson

coeflicients, which we take from [21]:

AY = AY(C,,,CY

lg

3
Ol(q : )a
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Acll = A?(Cedy Cl(ql)ﬂ Cl(;))v
Ag = Ag(olquqE)v
Ad = AN (Cra,Cpe). (11)

The BY depend upon the same Wilson coefficients as the corresponding A¥. In the high-
energy limit § > M2 neither the A nor the B depend on any kinematic quantity. As
shown in [2I], when expanded to linear order in the Wilson coefficients the invariant-mass
distribution is only sensitive to the combination A; + A,, leading to blind spots in the pa-
rameter space. AFB is sensitive to A; — Ay, making it possible to remove some of these
degeneracies. We pick different nonzero Wilson coefficients that activate different combina-
tions of A; and A, to see what can be learned from the AFB data. We note that it is, in
general, not possible to simultaneously set the A and B structures to zero, and, therefore,
the SMEFT contributions do not vanish if terms quadratic in the Wilson coefficients are
retained. Their impact on the fits is discussed in the next section. Other scenarios for the
Wilson coefficients have been studied in the literature, such as the universal limit in which
new physics can be parameterized completely in terms modifications of electroweak gauge

boson propagators [34].

A. Casel

We begin with the case when C,,, Ceq, and Cy are nonzero. This choice populates both A;
and A, in Eq. @: C.,, and C,4 contribute to A% and A{, respectively, while C. contributes
to both Ag’d. In the high invariant-mass limit, after integrating over the angular variables,
the SMEFT contributions to the invariant-mass distribution vanish under the following

conditions [21]:

qe —

eu 5 12a

Que® — 929%9% (122)
2 _ 2 d e

Cpo = —Cg 21¢ — 979190 (12b)

d
Qac* — 97959%
where the SM left-handed and right-handed fermion couplings follow the convention of

Ref. [35]:
gl =I —Qssty,  gh=—Qys}y. (13)
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These conditions are simultaneously satisfied when

oW = o _ o Que’ = 92919k Que” — 979R9R "
ed — “Yed — Veu 2 2.6 u 2 _ 42 ,.d,e " ()
Que 979791 Qae 9791.9r

This comes from setting AT + A3 to zero for both the up-quark and down-quark partonic
channels. However, AFB does not vanish, suggesting that inclusion of these data can remove
this degeneracy. We adopt a bottom-up perspective in this work and make no attempt
to connect these parameter relations to an underlying ultraviolet model. We note that
the vanishing of the SMEFT corrections occurs in the limit § > M2, and is, therefore,
approximate only. We allow C, and C,, to vary subject to the constraint above. Fixing
C.q allows us to visualize the bounds on a 2D plane and demonstrate the strong correlation

between Cye, Cey, and Cegy.
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FIG. 5. The comparison between assumptions for the experimental error matrices of dataset III
(as labeled in Table . The ellipses represent the 68% C.L. bounds of the Wilson coefficients C,
and Cye from the x? fits. The solid and dashed ellipses correspond to a diagonal experimental
error matrix and an experimental error matrix with 15% correlated errors between the nearest bins,

respectively.

We perform y? fits for each dataset separately and also for the combination of datasets, as

15



described in Sec. [T} For dataset III, we perform two fits: one with the assumption that
the uncertainties are uncorrelated between bins, and the other with the assumption that the
next-to-diagonal elements in the systematic error matrix are 15% of the diagonal elements.
We show in Fig. |5 the comparison between the two assumptions. The differences between

them are small. We, therefore, choose the diagonal assumption for the rest of the analysis.

The 68% C.L. ellipses of Cy. and C., are shown in Fig. |§| The result is exactly as expected:
While the separate constraints from do/dm and AFB exhibit elongated ellipses indicating
approximate degeneracies in the parameter space, these flat directions are almost orthogonal
to each other. Consequently, the combined fit is able to break the degeneracies and constrain
the individual Wilson coefficients. We note that the higher-luminosity 13 TeV datasets are

significantly more constraining than the lower-luminosity 8 TeV datasets, as expected.

NN =4TeV
00 ) . s . . . S S S B B R AL R B R B
| — 13 TeV da/dm 0.4 pF T
H — 8 TeV dofdm 02~ .
| 13 TeV A o:_ \ ]
50__8TEVAFB _02;\ 11
H —— Combined Tt —~ |
L~ g _0,4L...|...|.x

-0.4-0.2 0 0.2 0.4]

Ceu

-50F

-60 -40 -20 0 20 40

FIG. 6. The 68% C.L. bounds on the Wilson coefficients C, and Cy. from the x? fits (case ).
The red, purple and orange ellipses correspond to the fits with dataset II, III and IV (as labeled
in Table , respectively. The green ellipse corresponds to the combined fit with all four datasets.

The best-fit result is denoted with a red star, while the SM is denoted with a black diamond.
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B. Case Il

We next consider the case when C,,, C.y and C’l(q1 ) are nonzero. This choice populates only
the A; term in Eq. @D In the high-invariant-mass limit, the SMEFT contributions vanish

under the following conditions [21]:

2 2 u e
1 Que” — 97919%
Cy) = —Cey 55200 (15a)
Que 979191,
2 _ 2 d e
Cz(ql) —_C, Qae” — 979rIR (15b)

Qae® — 92959

These conditions are simultaneously satisfied when

o Que® — 979195 Qae® — 939794 (16)

d ‘ “Que* — 9295 9% Que® — g3 9%9%

e

In this case we do not expect AFB to remove the degeneracy, since both AFB and the
invariant-mass distribution probe the same combination of Wilson coefficients encoded in

A

The 68% C.L. ellipses of C’l(q1 ) and Cey, are shown in Fig. EI after imposing Eq. . As
expected, the constraint ellipses from do/dm and AFB are now almost parallel to each
other. Consequently, the combined fit is not able to resolve the flat directions. In this case,
the AFB measurements do not improve the constraints on C,, and CW and the combined

lg
fit closely resembles the 13 TeV do/dm fit.

C. Case III

We now study two cases where flat directions are not present. We consider the case when C.
and C’l(q1 ) are nonzero. In the high invariant-mass limit, the flat directions exist separately in
the up-quark and down-quark channels [21]. In the up-quark channel, the SMEFT contri-

butions vanish under the following conditions after integrating over the angular variables:

62 _ 92 guge
0(1) —_C Qu ZJIL R7 (17)
' “Que* — 939391

while in the down-quark channel:

2 2 d e

(1 _ Qae” — 97919%
Clq = —Coe 2 2 e.d° (18)

Que 9791971,

17



T T T T T T
40F
- 30F
600 | 20F .
10E
I oF ]
400} -10F N
r Bl ..ol ey 13
2 -30 -20 -10 0 101
@] : ]
200 .
: —— 13 TeV do/dm ]
H —— 8 TeV da/dm
0: 13 TeV Arg T
H—— 8TeVA
| FB C d_c(zd)
J— i ed— e
~200{ Combined ]
PRI RN TN ST T T S NS T T T N T T U S N T T S S N T
-500 -400 -300 -200 -100 O 100
CU)

Iq

FIG. 7. The 68% C.L. bounds of the Wilson coefficients C¢,, and Cl(ql) from the x? fits (case II). The
blue, red, purple and orange ellipses correspond to the fits with dataset I, IT, III and IV (as labeled
in Table , respectively. The green ellipse corresponds to the combined fit with all four datasets.

The best-fit result is denoted with a red star, while the SM is denoted with a black diamond.

These two conditions cannot be simultaneously satisfied. Therefore, the Drell-Yan invariant-
mass measurements are better suited to constraining C,. and C’l(q1 ) than in the previous cases.
The 68% C.L. ellipses of Cj and C’l(q1 ) are shown in Fig. . While the degeneracies between
Cye and Cl(q1 ) are much weaker compared to the two cases above, the constraints still exhibit
elongated shapes, although they do not extend as far as in the previous cases. However,
the ellipses from do/dm and AFB measurements are almost orthogonal to each other.

Consequently, the combined fit significantly improves the constraints.

D. Case IV

Finally, we consider the case when Cl(ql ) and Cl(; ) are nonzero. The Drell-Yan cross sections in

the up-quark channel depend on the combination Cl(ql ) while in the down-quark channel

lg »
they depend upon C’l(q1 )+ Cl(;’ ). The 68% C.L. ellipses of Cl(ql ) and Cz(; ) are shown in Fig. |§|

While there is no flat direction present, the ellipses are still slightly elongated. However,
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FIG. 8. The 68% C.L. bounds of the Wilson coefficients Cy. and Cl(ql) from the x? fits (case III). The
blue, red, purple and orange ellipses correspond to the fits with dataset I, I, 11T and IV (as labeled
in Table [lI)), respectively. The green ellipse corresponds to the combined fit with all four datasets.

The best-fit result is denoted with a red star, while the SM is denoted with a black diamond.

they do not extend nearly as far in the parameter space as the previous cases. Unlike case
II, the ellipses from do/dm and AFB measurements exhibit similar correlations. As a

result, the combined fit is not able to improve upon the constraints.

E. Marginalized constraints

We next study the scenario where all Wilson coefficients are turned on. In Fig.[I0] we show
the 68% C.L. bounds for each dimension-6 four-fermion Wilson coefficient while marginal-
izing over all six other operators. While the degeneracies are particularly severe for the 13
TeV AFB dataset, the combined fit is able to significantly improve the constraints for most
of the operators. Nevertheless, the combined fits become worse after marginalizing over
the other operators. As observed in the previous cases, the AFB datasets can only reduce

degeneracies in some cases. Thus, after marginalizing over Wilson coefficients, the combined
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FIG. 9. The 68% C.L. bounds of the Wilson coefficients Cl(ql) and C’l(;) from the 2 fits (case IV).
The blue, red and orange ellipses correspond to the fits with dataset I, II and IV (as labeled in
Table , respectively. The green ellipse corresponds to the combined fit with all four datasets. We
note that the dataset III constraint is significantly weaker than the other three constraints, and is

not shown on this plot. The best-fit result is denoted with a red star, while the SM is denoted with

a black diamond.

fits are not as strong as the single-parameter fits.

V. IMPACT OF QUADRATIC DIMENSION-6 TERMS

In this section, we study the impact of the quadratic corrections in the dimension-6 SMEFT
Wilson coefficients on the fits. As shown in Eq. , the quadratic corrections b;; contribute
at O(1/A%), while the linear corrections a; contribute at O(1/A?). Although the quadratic
corrections are suppressed by A%, they are not negligible. In the case of strong degenera-
cies, the linear corrections cancel in certain directions, making the quadratic corrections

important.

We take case I as a first example. In Fig. , we show the 68% C.L. bounds on C,, and C
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FIG. 10. Marginalized 68% C.L. bounds from all four datasets (A = 4 TeV). Only one Wilson
coeflicient is enabled for the lighter green bars. For the darker ones, all seven Wilson coefficients are
enabled and the other six are marginalized over. Only linear contributions of dimension-6 operators

are included.

from the x? fits with the quadratic terms included. The individual ellipses with do/dm and
AFB measurements still exhibit slightly elongated shapes, but the significant degeneracies
found in Fig. [0] are no longer present. The combined fit produces a much more circular
ellipse, and the constraints are improved in the individual fits with quadratic terms. As
discussed earlier it is not generally possible to simultaneously set the A and B terms to zero
in Eq. @D with non-trivial values of the Wilson coefficients. The quadratic terms therefore
break the degeneracies found in the separate invariant-mass and AFB linear fits. However,
we observe that the combined fit does not show much difference after including quadratic
terms. Because of the degeneracies already being removed by including both do/dm and

AFB data, the combined linear fit is nearly identical to the combined quadratic fit.

With case II, we observe that the inclusion of quadratic terms has much more impact on
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FIG. 11. The 68% C.L. bounds of the Wilson coefficients Ce, and Cy. from the x? fits with the
quadratic terms included. The blue and orange ellipses correspond to the fits with dataset II and
IV (as labeled in Table , respectively. The red (green) ellipse corresponds to the combined fit

with all four datasets and with (without) quadratic terms.

the fits. In Fig. we show the 68% C.L. bounds of C,, and C’l(ql) from the x? fits with the
quadratic terms included. As discussed earlier, the invariant-mass and AFB datasets probe
the same linear combination of Wilson coefficients for case II when the SMEFT expansion
is truncated at 1/A?, leading to the observed degeneracy in the combined linear fit. This is

broken by the inclusion of terms quadratic in the Wilson coefficients.

Finally, we present the comparison between the linear and quadratic fits for cases III and
IV in Figs. [13] and [I4] respectively. We recall that in both of these cases we cannot solve
analytically for a flat direction in the high-energy limit because of the structure of the
SMEFT corrections to the Drell-Yan cross section. However, in case IV we observed that
AFB and the invariant-mass distribution exhibited similar correlations between the Wilson
coefficients, and not much was gained by combining the two measurements. This was not the

situation for case III, where the measurements exhibited distinct correlations. The impact of
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FIG. 12. The 68% C.L. bounds of the Wilson coefficients C,,, and Cl(ql) from the x? fits with the
quadratic terms included. The blue and orange ellipses correspond to the fits with dataset II and
IV (as labeled in Table , respectively. The red (green) ellipse corresponds to the combined fit

with all four datasets and with (without) quadratic terms.

this is seen in the quadratic fits. There is good agreement between the linear and quadratic
fits for case II1, since including the AFB measurement in the fit has already cut off the slight
elongation that occurs with the invariant-mass data alone. For case IV there is a difference,

since in this case AFB does not add to the invariant-mass measurements.

When considering the O(1/A%) term in the SMEFT expansion, the effect of the dimension-8
operators should be considered. This was done for the Drell-Yan invariant-mass distribution
in [I5]. We extend that analysis here by studying the effect of more experimental datasets
and the impact of AFB on the fits. We choose the pairs (Ce,, OSL? p2) and (Cl,, 01(2232 p2)
as representative examples. The dimension-8 operators corresponding to the Wilson coef-
ficients ngﬂ p2 and 01(22112 p2 were shown to lead to a non-trivial angular dependence in the

Drell-Yan process [36] that can be probed by Arp measurements. We note that the helicity

structure of the fermions is the same for both the dimension-6 and dimension-8 coefficients
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in both pairs. This is what would be obtained in a UV model where the effective operators
are obtained by integrating out a heavy resonance that only couples to a specific helicity
combination. The 68% C.L. bounds for these two Wilson coefficient pairs are shown in
Fig. 15. These two pairs illustrate the possibilities that occur when studying the interplay
between dimension-6 and dimension-8 coefficients. Due to the strong correlation between
dimension-6 and dimension-8 effects for LHC energies, the dimension-8 operators have sig-
nificant impact on the constraints of dimension-6 Wilson coefficients when the invariant-
mass or AFB distributions are considered separately. This can be seen from comparing the
ellipses for the individual datasets, which denote the marginalized constraints, with the col-
ored bands, which denote the constraints when only a single Wilson coefficient is activated.
However, in the (Ce,, CSZQ DQ) the combination of AFB and invariant-mass measurements
breaks this degeneracy and the marginalized constraints approach the individual Wilson
coefficient constraints. For the second case, however, both do/dm and AFB measurements

exhibit similar correlations, and the inclusion of AFB measurements does not improve the

constraints.

In Fig. , we show the effective scales for the Wilson coefficients obtained from our x? fits.
We recall that the effective scale M connects parameters in the ultraviolet completion with
the SMEFT parameters:
cC g
A (19)
We assume the coupling strength ¢ in UV models to be unity, and A = 4 TeV. Therefore,

the effective scale M becomes

M=_—" (20)

We observe that due to severe degeneracies between Wilson coefficients without the quadratic
terms, the effective scales probed are significantly lower in cases Il and IV. In the extreme
scenario of case II, where strong degeneracies are present even after combining invariant-
mass and AFB data, the effective scales are lower than 1 TeV. These degeneracies are
removed by the inclusion of the quadratic terms, and we observe a visible increase of effective
scales for cases II and IV after including the quadratic terms. Since the degeneracies are

already removed by combining the do/dm and the AFB measurements in cases I and III,
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FIG. 13. The 68% C.L. bounds of the Wilson coefficients Cy. and C’l(ql) from the y? fits with the
quadratic terms included. The blue and orange ellipses correspond to the fits with dataset II and
IV (as labeled in Table , respectively. The red (green) ellipse corresponds to the combined fit

with all four datasets and with (without) quadratic terms.

the inclusion of quadratic terms has little impact on the effective scales for these cases.
We note that a detailed study of constraints on the coefficients Cy., Cey, Cl(q1 ) and C’l(;’ ) in
the MFV scenario from flavor-violating measurements was performed in [22]. The flavor
constraints were found there to significantly improve upon bounds from non-flavor violating
measurements such as W-pair production and precision Z-pole observables from LEP only

for the coefficient Cl(; ),

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have investigated how AFB measurements at the LHC contribute to fits of
the semileptonic four-fermion sector of the SMEFT. One issue identified in previous work
is that invariant-mass measurements alone exhibit significant degeneracies in the Wilson

coefficient parameter space. A main goal of this work was to learn in what instances AFB
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measurements can resolve these blind spots. We have studied constraints from joint fits
to high-energy, high-luminosity datasets, and have provided a detailed description of our
treatment of the experimental data. In most cases the combined fits impose stringent multi-
TeV bounds on the parameter space since, and the inclusion of AFB data drastically improves
the fit compared to using invariant-mass data alone. In some cases, however, we found
that AFB measurements do not break the degeneracies, and do not improve the fits. This
highlights the need for future datasets such as those from the EIC in order to fully probe
this sector of the SMEFT. We have studied the impact of quadratic dimension-6 terms on
the fits. In cases where AFB resolves the blind spots in the parameter space, the linear and
quadratic fits are generally in good agreement. In other cases where the AFB and invariant-
mass measurements exhibit similar correlations there are significant differences between the
linear and quadratic fits, indicating the need to pay close attention to the convergence of

the SMEFT expansion.

26



[} \“ — 13TeVdU/dm

10

© 1| —— 13 TeV AFB

Combined

2
CI(2 )uz D2

—— 13 TeV do/dm

—— 13 TeV AFB

—— Combined
0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 -0.5 0.0 0.5 1.0
Ceu CIU

FIG. 15. The 68% C.L. bounds of one dimension-6 and one dimension-8 Wilson coefficients. The
left panel shows the ellipses of C¢, and CSLQ p2» While the right panel shows the ellipses of Cy,

and C (2)

12u2D?"

The red and blue lines correspond to the fits with dataset II and IV (as labeled in
Table , respectively. The green line corresponds to the combined fit with all four datasets. The
shaded areas enclosed by dashed lines represent 1D fit with only one Wilson coefficient enabled,

while the ellipses represent 2D fits with both Wilson coefficients enabled.

- [Cmel]—[Gae]

S 120 ]
e 100 1
o - I ]
© 8r 1
A

() 6r ]
= r 1
o 4r ]
L r 1
w2y - é

(M (M M ~G)
qu Ceu Clq Ceu qu Clq Clq Clq

FIG. 16. Effective scales for the Wilson coefficients obtained from the 68% C.L. bounds. The bars
with lighter colors correspond to the fits with quadratic terms included, while the bars with darker

colors correspond to the fits without quadratic terms.

27



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank O. Amram for helpful communication regarding the CMS result in [27]. R. B. is
supported by the DOE contract DE-AC02-06CH11357. Y. H and F. P. are supported by
the DOE grants DE-FG02-91ER40684 and DE-AC02-06CH11357.

Appendix A: Details of experimental binning

The binning adopted for each dataset is listed in Table [V] Note that all datasets have a

dilepton rapidity cut |y;| < 2.4 except for dataset II. dataset III additionally bins in |yy].

dataset I has an explicit description of the transverse momentum py and pseudorapidity 7

cuts on the leptons. The cuts are QDZT1 > 40 GeV, pfiﬁ > 30 GeV, |77£1| < 2.5, ‘7752‘ < 2.5.

dataset | my edges [GeV] lyu| edges
I | [116, 130, 150, 175, 200, 230, 260, 300, 380, 500, 700, 1000, [0.,2.4]
1500]
1T (ee) | [200, 220, 240, 260, 280, 300, 320, 340, 360, 380, 400, 420, [0,0]
440, 460, 480, 500, 520,540, 560, 530, 600, 630, 660, 690,
720, 750, 780, 810, 840, 870, 900, 950, 1000, 1050, 1100,
1150, 1200, 1250, 1310, 1370, 1430, 1490, 1550, 1680, 1820,
1970, 2210, 6070]
I () | [209.63, 227.02, 245.86, 266.25, 288.34, 312.26, 338.16, [0,00]
366.21, 396.59, 429.49, 465.12, 503.71, 545.49, 590.74,
639.75, 692.82, 750.29, 812.54, 879.94, 952.94, 1032., 1117.6,
1210.3, 1310.7, 1419.4, 1537.2, 1664.7, 1802.8, 1952.4,
2289.7, 7000.]
I | [120, 133, 150, 171, 200, 320, 500, 2000| (0., 1., 1.25, 1.5, 2.4]
IV | [170, 200, 250, 320, 510, 700, 1000, 13000] [0.,2.4]

TABLE IV. The my and y;; edges for each dataset. The first column is the indexed number of the

datasets, as shown in Tab [[I} The binning in the electron and muon channels of dataset II are taken

differently. The second column is the my edges, and the third column is the y; edges.
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