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LHC: the story so far
Rediscovering the SM

Good agreement with the SM predictions
No sign of new light particles

Searching for the unknown
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What can New Physics be?

Weakly coupled: Small rates means that more 
Luminosity can help 

Exotic: Need new ways to search for it, going beyond 
standard searches or even beyond high-energy 
colliders 

Heavy: Not enough energy to produce it 
Need indirect searches             SMEFT opens new 
directions 

Possibilities and how to deal with them:
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SMEFT: What is it all about?

SM

New Physics
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SMEFT: What is it all about?
Energy

SM

New Physics

Λ~M

LSM (�) + Ldim6(�) + . . .

L(�, Z 0)

Ldim6 =
C

⇤2
(f̄�µf)(f̄�µf)
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Effective Field Theory (EFT): The way to probe New 
Physics beyond the direct collider energy reach

Rate Known particle

Unknown heavy particle

Energy

6

How to find new physics with EFT?

Inaccessible (high-
energy) region

SM

Collider reach 
region
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Effective Field Theory (EFT): The way to probe New 
Physics beyond the direct collider energy reach

Rate
Effective Field 
Theory region

Known particle

Unknown heavy particle

Energy

6

How to find new physics with EFT?

SM
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Effective Field Theory 

Standard Model

Effective Field Theory

UV physics (heavy particles)Energy

Λ

Effective Field Theory reveals high energy physics through 
precise measurements at low energy.

LSM (�) + Ldim6(�) + . . .

LSM (�)

LNP (�,Z
0, X,Q, S . . . ){new
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SMEFT basics

New Interactions of SM particles 

Buchmuller, Wyler Nucl.Phys. B268 (1986) 621-653   
Grzadkowski et al arXiv:1008.4884 

LEFT = LSM +
X

i

C
(6)
i O

(6)
i

⇤2
+O(⇤�4)

dim-6: 59 operators
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SMEFT@higher dimensions
SMEFT at higher dimensions

Exponential growth of the number of operators with the canonical dimension D

Henning et al 
arXiv:1512.03433 2
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Figure 1. Growth of the number of independent operators in the SM EFT up to mass dimension
15. Points joined by the lower solid line are for one fermion generation; those joined by the upper
solid line are for three generations. Dashed lines are to guide the eye to the growth of the even and
odd mass dimension operators in both cases.

information (i.e. setting all spurions equal to unity), but still retaining Nf dependence:
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(which exhibit some rather large prime numbers!). The number of independent operators
evaluated for Nf = 1 and Nf = 3 up to dimension 15 are plotted in Fig. 1. We see the
growth is exponential, which is to be expected on general grounds [43].

5 Discussion

The method we have outlined in this paper can be extended trivially to determining the
content and number of higher dimension operators for any four-dimensional relativistic
gauge theory with scalar and fermionic matter. The master equation is eq. (3.16), which
needs to be modified from the SM to the theory of interest. The pieces of eq. (3.16)
which are SM specific are the gauge groups (and as such the Haar measures that need to be

– 17 –

Nf = 1

Nf = 3

ℒSMEFT = ℒD=2 + ℒD=4 + ℒD=5 + ℒD=6 + ℒD=7 + ℒD=8 + …

For complex operators

complex conjugates counted


as separate operators

Code to generate a basis (non-redundant set) at arbitrary 
dimension in SMEFT: 
Li et al arXiv:2201.04639 

Dimension-7 Lehman arXiv: 1410.4193  
Dimension-8 Li et al arXiv: 2005.00008  
Dimension-9 Li et al arXiv: 2012.09188 
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Let’s take a tour of SMEFT
SM Effective Field Theory

Leff = L(4) +
∑

D>4

∑

i

c
(D)
i

ΛD−4
O(D)

i

• Most general Lagrangian with the SM gauge symmetries

SU(3)C ⊗ SU(2)L ⊗ U(1)Y

• Light (m! Λ ≡ ΛNP) SM fields only

• The SM Lagrangian corresponds to D=4

• c(D)
i contain information on the underlying dynamics:

L
NP

=̇ g
X
(q̄Lγ

µqL)Xµ

g 2
X

M2
X

(q̄Lγ
µqL) (q̄LγµqL)

• Assumes that H(125) belongs to an SU(2)L doublet

EFT A. Pich – 2020 19
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Processes and observables

Sensitivity
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Processes and observables

Sensitivity Measurements
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Processes and observables

Sensitivity Measurements Constraints

UV
Huge effort to improve each one of these steps!
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EFT pathway to New Physics

ΔObsn = ObsEXP
n − ObsSM

n =
1

Λ2 ∑
i

c6
i (μ)a6

n,i(μ) + 𝒪 ( 1
Λ4 )

Precise experimental measurements

Precise EFT predictions

Precise SM predictions
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Global nature of EFT

Higgs

Top Weak

ttH

tH/Zj
VH/VBF

4-tops

CPV

HH

HH

ttH

VV

tj

ttV

ttV

H

HH+j

EWPO

HH
H+j

tH/Zj

VBS

Adapted from K. Mimasu
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Examples of operators

Dimension-6 operators of the SMEFT:
Interaction Impact

X
3 : ✏IJKW

I
µ⌫ W

J,⌫⇢
W

K,µ
⇢ X

2
H

2 : ('†
')2Ga

µ⌫G
µ⌫
a

H
6 : ('†

')3 H
4
D

2 : ('†
D

µ
')⇤('†

D
µ
')

 
2
H

3 : ('†
')2(q̄i uj '̃)  

2
XH : (q̄i �

µ⌫
uj '̃)Bµ⌫

 
2
H

2
D : ('†$

Dµ ')(q̄i �
µ
qj)  

4 : (q̄i �
µ
qj)(q̄k �µ ql)

<latexit sha1_base64="f7qwm3FwlUoM83a4Ir0RTd54tEM="></latexit>

X
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J,⌫⇢
W

K,µ
⇢ X

2
H

2 : ('†
')2Ga

µ⌫G
µ⌫
a

H
6 : ('†

')3 H
4
D

2 : ('†
D

µ
')⇤('†

D
µ
')

 
2
H

3 : ('†
')2(q̄i uj '̃)  

2
XH : (q̄i �

µ⌫
uj '̃)Bµ⌫

 
2
H

2
D : ('†$

Dµ ')(q̄i �
µ
qj)  

4 : (q̄i �
µ
qj)(q̄k �µ ql)

<latexit sha1_base64="f7qwm3FwlUoM83a4Ir0RTd54tEM="></latexit>

ExampleClass
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Examples of operators

Dimension-6 operators of the SMEFT:

gauge boson self-coupling
Higgs potential, self-coupling

Higgs-fermion (Yukawa)
gauge-fermion (Z,W)

gauge-Higgs
Higgs-Z 
dipole

four fermion

diboson
di-Higgs
ttH, H→bb
Z,W production
ggH, H→VV

mZ (LEP)
ffV, ffVH
ffff scattering
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Aspects of EFT predictions

Higher Orders in 1/Λ4

squared dim-6 contributions

double insertions of dim-6

dim-8 contributions


Higher Orders in QCD and EW

EFT is a QFT, renormalisable order-by order in 1/Λ2

𝒪(αs, αew) + 𝒪 ( 1
Λ2 ) + 𝒪 ( αs

Λ2 ) + 𝒪 ( αew

Λ2 )
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Application: Top quark and SMEFT

 Why study the top quark ? 

1. Heaviest known particle: Strong coupling to the Higgs 

2. Portal to new physics: e.g. EWSB, composite Higgs 

3. LHC is a top factory: precise access to top properties 
through a lot of production channels 



E.Vryonidou Xmas@Athens

Rich phenomenology:  

pair production

associated 
production

top loops

17

Tops at the LHC

connection to Higgs physics

single 

4 tops
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Operator map

K. Mimasu - TOP 2021 - 15/09/2021 Interpreting LHC top data in SMEFT

Top operator glossary

3

i(φ†Dμφ)(Q̄γμQ)currents

• Shift SM    couplings 

•  contact interactions

f f̄ V
f f̄ Vh

f

f̄

V

<latexit sha1_base64="T4gb/d+GDJlxL1Gwr88yvEkapo4="></latexit>

f

f̄

V

h

<latexit sha1_base64="lrG+IGUPS1P0cOdBOnOR3hXz7vQ="></latexit>

Cϕf

(q̄ t φ̃)(φ†φ)Yukawa

• Decouple  &  

•  contact interactions

mt yt

tt̄hh(h)

fL

f̄R

h

<latexit sha1_base64="SBTmWj4BERmwWAEdmxRNWiNC6Nk="></latexit>

fL

f̄R

h

h

<latexit sha1_base64="qyahDbtBeolNn9zLyxSFI6Lvl2E="></latexit>

Ctϕ

(q̄ σμν t φ̃)Vμνdipole

• Chirality flipping    couplings 

•  contact interactions 

•  &  fields

f f̄ V
f f̄ V(V )h
W, B G

fL

f̄R

V
⇠ p

<latexit sha1_base64="uRuVp1OvjUp20Vr8qSrCgLb6dHQ="></latexit>

fL

f̄R

V

h

⇠ p

<latexit sha1_base64="xKp2m/JRAzc1IncadW35Wh1wASI="></latexit>

CtV

(q̄γμq)(Q̄γμQ)4 fermion

• Contact interactions 
• 2-heavy-2-light or 4-heavy 
• Numerous (~O(20) w/ top)

f

f̄

t

t̄

<latexit sha1_base64="qI90E3HnmBnxvn7vnfuabs08lEg="></latexit>

t

t̄

t

t̄

<latexit sha1_base64="K22k0qtLnD3cl2CjwIAkzDxxTSE="></latexit>

Cft

From K. Mimasu
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How to look for top operators?

see for example: Aguilar-Saavedra (arXiv:0811.3842) 
                           Zhang and Willenbrock (arXiv:1008.3869)
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How to look for top operators?

see for example: Aguilar-Saavedra (arXiv:0811.3842) 
                           Zhang and Willenbrock (arXiv:1008.3869)

Operators entering various processes: Global approach needed
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EFT in top pair production

Octets Singlets
Different chiralities and colour structures

EFTSM

4-fermion operators

Interesting interference patterns

Degrande, Durieux, Maltoni, Mimasu, EV, Zhang arXiv:2008.11743

Cross-section
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New observables in tt̄

Basan, Berta, Masetti, EV, Westhoff arXiv:2001.07225

LHC can probe more sensitive observables

Different top chiralities

An asymmetry observable
Optimised sensitivity 
Broken degeneracies
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How to compute these results?

http://feynrules.irmp.ucl.ac.be/wiki/SMEFTatNLO

Degrande, Durieux, Maltoni, Mimasu, EV, Zhang arXiv:2008.11743

Computing tools for SMEFT: SMEFT@NLO 
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Probing top operators

Brivio, Bruggisser, Maltoni, Moutafis, Plehn, EV, Westhoff, Zhang arXiv:1910.03606

Linear Quadratic
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A global top fit

Rich phenomenology

Hartland, Maltoni, Nocera, Rojo, Slade, EV and Zhang, arXiv:1901.05965List of operators
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Global fit Setup
Theory

Accurate predictions for the SM and 
the EFT

Data
Top pair production and single top (differential) 

Associated production with W,Z,H 
W helicity fractions

Global SMEFT fit 
of the top-quark sector

Constraints on New Physics scale 
Fit results can be used to bound 

specific UV complete models

Faithful uncertainty estimate 
Avoid under- and over-fitting 

Validated on pseudo-data (closure test)

Methodology Output
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Top observables

Top-pair production 
W-helicities, 
asymmetry

Single top t-, s-channel

4 tops, ttbb, top-
pair associated 

production

Data
Dataset

Ô
s, L Info Observables ndat Ref

ATLAS_tt_8TeV_ljets 8 TeV, 20.3 fb≠1 lepton+jets d‡/dmtt̄ 7 [46]

CMS_tt_8TeV_ljets 8 TeV, 20.3 fb≠1 lepton+jets 1/‡d‡/dytt̄ 10 [47]

CMS_tt2D_8TeV_dilep 8 TeV, 20.3 fb≠1 dileptons 1/‡d
2
‡/dytt̄dmtt̄ 16 [48]

ATLAS_tt_8TeV_dilep (*) 8 TeV, 20.3 fb≠1 dileptons d‡/dmtt̄ 6 [54]

CMS_tt_13TeV_ljets_2015 13 TeV, 2.3 fb≠1 lepton+jets d‡/dmtt̄ 8 [51]

CMS_tt_13TeV_dilep_2015 13 TeV, 2.1 fb≠1 dileptons d‡/dmtt̄ 6 [53]

CMS_tt_13TeV_ljets_2016 13 TeV, 35.8 fb≠1 lepton+jets d‡/dmtt̄ 10 [52]

CMS_tt_13TeV_dilep_2016 (*) 13 TeV, 35.8 fb≠1 dileptons d‡/dmtt̄ 7 [56]

ATLAS_tt_13TeV_ljets_2016 (*) 13 TeV, 35.8 fb≠1 lepton+jets d‡/dmtt̄ 9 [55]

ATLAS_WhelF_8TeV 8 TeV, 20.3 fb≠1
W hel. fract F0, FL, FR 3 [49]

CMS_WhelF_8TeV 8 TeV, 20.3 fb≠1
W hel. fract F0, FL, FR 3 [50]

ATLAS_CMS_tt_AC_8TeV (*) 8 TeV, 20.3 fb≠1 charge asymmetry AC 6 [57]

ATLAS_tt_AC_13TeV (*) 8 TeV, 20.3 fb≠1 charge asymmetry AC 5 [58]

Table 3.1. The experimental measurements of inclusive top-quark pair production at the LHC
considered in the present analysis. For each dataset we indicate the label, the center of mass energy
Ô

s, the integrated luminosity L, the final state or the specific production mechanism, the physical
observable, the number of data points ndat, and the publication reference. Measurements indicated
with (*) were not included in [7]. We also include in this category the W helicity fractions from top
quark decay and the charge asymmetries.

di�erential distributions based on luminosities larger than L ƒ 36 fb≠1 are not available yet:
the statistical precision of the data, and consequently their constraining power, remain there-
fore limited. For instance, the ATLAS fully hadronic final state measurement [61] is available,
but it exhibits larger uncertainties than in the cleaner lepton+jets and dilepton final states.
Furthermore, some measurements are not reconstructed at the parton level, as required in our
analysis. This is the case of the ATLAS and CMS measurements at high top-quark transverse
momentum [61, 62], that are based on reconstructing boosted topologies, and of the dilepton
distributions from ATLAS [63], that are restricted to the particle level.

Concerning theoretical calculations, the SM cross-sections are evaluated at NLO using
MadGraph5_aMC@NLO [64] and supplemented with NNLO K-factors [65, 66]. The input PDF
set is NNPDF3.1NNLO no-top [67], to avoid possible contamination between PDF and EFT
e�ects.2 The EFT cross-sections are evaluated with MadGraph5_aMC@NLO [64] combined with
the SMEFT@NLO model [39]. Unless otherwise specified, the same EFT settings will be used
also for the other processes considered in this analysis. Specifically, NLO QCD e�ects to the

2See [68, 69] for a detailed discussion of the interplay between PDF and EFT fits.
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Dataset
Ô

s, L Info Observables Ndat Ref

CMS_ttbb_13TeV 13 TeV, 2.3 fb≠1 total xsec ‡tot(tt̄bb̄) 1 [70]

CMS_ttbb_13TeV_2016 (*) 13 TeV, 35.9 fb≠1 total xsec ‡tot(tt̄bb̄) 1 [79]

ATLAS_ttbb_13TeV_2016 (*) 13 TeV, 35.9 fb≠1 total xsec ‡tot(tt̄bb̄) 1 [78]

CMS_tttt_13TeV 13 TeV, 35.9 fb≠1 total xsec ‡tot(tt̄tt̄) 1 [71]

CMS_tttt_13TeV_run2 (*) 13 TeV, 137 fb≠1 total xsec ‡tot(tt̄tt̄) 1 [76]

ATLAS_tttt_13TeV_run2 (*) 13 TeV, 137 fb≠1 total xsec ‡tot(tt̄tt̄) 1 [77]

CMS_ttZ_8TeV 8 TeV, 19.5 fb≠1 total xsec ‡tot(tt̄Z) 1 [72]

CMS_ttZ_13TeV 13 TeV, 35.9 fb≠1 total xsec ‡tot(tt̄Z) 1 [73]

CMS_ttZ_ptZ_13TeV (*) 13 TeV, 77.5 fb≠1 total xsec d‡(tt̄Z)/dp
Z
T 4 [81]

ATLAS_ttZ_8TeV 8 TeV, 20.3 fb≠1 total xsec ‡tot(tt̄Z) 1 [74]

ATLAS_ttZ_13TeV 13 TeV, 3.2 fb≠1 total xsec ‡tot(tt̄Z) 1 [75]

ATLAS_ttZ_13TeV_2016 (*) 13 TeV, 36 fb≠1 total xsec ‡tot(tt̄Z) 1 [80]

CMS_ttW_8_TeV 8 TeV, 19.5 fb≠1 total xsec ‡tot(tt̄W ) 1 [72]

CMS_ttW_13TeV 13 TeV, 35.9 fb≠1 total xsec ‡tot(tt̄W ) 1 [73]

ATLAS_ttW_8TeV 8 TeV, 20.3 fb≠1 total xsec ‡tot(tt̄W ) 1 [74]

ATLAS_ttW_13TeV 13 TeV, 3.2 fb≠1 total xsec ‡tot(tt̄W ) 1 [75]

ATLAS_ttW_13TeV_2016 (*) 13 TeV, 36 fb≠1 total xsec ‡tot(tt̄W ) 1 [80]

Table 3.2. Same as Table 3.1, now for the production of top quark pairs in association with heavy
quarks and with weak vector bosons.

the initial state of the reaction, see [93] for details. The NNLO QCD K-factors in the 5FNS
are obtained from the calculation of [94].

Associated single top-quark production with weak bosons. Finally, in Table 3.4 we
consider the experimental measurements on the associated production of single top-quarks
together with a weak gauge boson V . The dataset in this category that was already part of
our original analysis [7] consisted in the total inclusive cross-sections for tW production by
ATLAS and CMS at 8 TeV [95, 96] and at 13 TeV [97, 98], as well as in the ATLAS and CMS
measurements of the tZ total cross-sections at 13 TeV [99, 100], in the latter case restricted
to the fiducial region in the Wb¸+¸≠q final state.

In addition to these datasets, we include here several new measurements of tW and tZ
production. First of all, we include a new total cross-section measurement of tW production
by ATLAS at 8 TeV [101]. This measurement is carried out in the single lepton channel,
and thus does not overlap with [95], which instead was obtained in the two leptons with one
central b-jet channel. Then we include the ATLAS measurement of the fiducial cross-section
for tZ production [102] using the t¸+¸≠q final state (in the tri-lepton channel) based on the
full Run II luminosity of L = 139 fb≠1. In this analysis, the cross-section measurement
di�ers from the background-only hypothesis (dominated by tt̄Z and dibosons) by more than
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Dataset
Ô

s, L Info Observables Ndat Ref

CMS_t_tch_8TeV_inc 8 TeV, 19.7 fb≠1
t-channel ‡tot(t), ‡tot(t̄) 2 [83]

ATLAS_t_tch_8TeV 8 TeV, 20.2 fb≠1
t-channel d‡(tq)/dyt 4 [85]

CMS_t_tch_8TeV_dif 8 TeV, 19.7 fb≠1
t-channel d‡/d|y

(t+t̄)
| 6 [84]

CMS_t_sch_8TeV 8 TeV, 19.7 fb≠1
s-channel ‡tot(t + t̄) 1 [87]

ATLAS_t_sch_8TeV 8 TeV, 20.3 fb≠1
s-channel ‡tot(t + t̄) 1 [86]

ATLAS_t_tch_13TeV 13 TeV, 3.2 fb≠1
t-channel ‡tot(t), ‡tot(t̄) 2 [88]

CMS_t_tch_13TeV_inc 13 TeV, 2.2 fb≠1
t-channel ‡tot(t), ‡tot(t̄) 2 [90]

CMS_t_tch_13TeV_dif 13 TeV, 2.3 fb≠1
t-channel d‡/d|y

(t+t̄)
| 4 [89]

CMS_t_tch_13TeV_2016 (*) 13 TeV, 35.9 fb≠1
t-channel d‡/d|y

(t)
| 5 [91]

Table 3.3. Same as Table 3.1, now for inclusive single t production both in the t- and the s-channels.

five sigma and thus corresponds to an observation of this process. We also consider the
corresponding measurement from CMS, where the observation of tZ associated production is
reported by reconstructing the t¸+¸≠q final state [103] based on a luminosity of L = 77.4 fb≠1.
No di�erential distributions for tZ have been reported so far. The settings of the theoretical
calculations for these ndat = 9 data points are the same as of [7].

In addition to these measurements, both ATLAS and CMS have measured di�erential
distributions in tW production at 13 TeV based on a luminosity of L = 35.9 fb≠1 [104, 105].
However, these measurements are reported at the particle rather than at the parton level,
and therefore they are not suitable for inclusion in the present analysis, which is restricted to
top-quark level observables. We also note that CMS has reported on the EFT interpretation
of the associated production of top-quarks, including with vector bosons, in an analysis based
on a luminosity of L = 41.5 fb≠1 [106].

Combining the four categories discussed above, the present analysis contains ndat = 150
top-quark cross-sections, to be compared with ndat = 103 in [7]. In Sect. 5.3 we will quantify
the impact of the new top-quark measurements by comparing two fits, one based on the
dataset of [7] and one based on the extended top-quark dataset included here.

3.2 Higgs production and decay
We now turn to the Higgs boson production and decay measurements. We consider first
inclusive cross-section measurements, presented as signal strengths normalised to the SM
predictions, and then di�erential distributions and STXS measurements.

Signal strengths. First of all, we consider the inclusive Higgs boson production signal
strengths µf

i
measured by ATLAS and CMS from LHC Run I and Run II. These signal

strengths are defined for each combination of production and decay channels in terms of
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Dataset
Ô

s, L Info Observables Ndat Ref

ATLAS_tW_8TeV_inc 8 TeV, 20.2 fb≠1
inclusive

‡tot(tW )
1

[95]
(dilepton)

ATLAS_tW_inc_slep_8TeV (*) 8 TeV, 20.2 fb≠1
inclusive

‡tot(tW )
1

[101]
(single lepton)

CMS_tW_8TeV_inc 8 TeV, 19.7 fb≠1 inclusive ‡tot(tW ) 1 [96]

ATLAS_tW_inc_13TeV 13 TeV, 3.2 fb≠1 inclusive ‡tot(tW ) 1 [97]

CMS_tW_13TeV_inc 13 TeV, 35.9 fb≠1 inclusive ‡tot(tW ) 1 [98]

ATLAS_tZ_13TeV_inc 13 TeV, 36.1 fb≠1 inclusive ‡tot(tZq) 1 [100]

ATLAS_tZ_13TeV_run2_inc (*) 13 TeV, 139.1 fb≠1 inclusive ‡fid(t¸+
¸

≠
q) 1 [102]

CMS_tZ_13TeV_inc 13 TeV, 35.9 fb≠1 inclusive ‡fid(W b¸
+

¸
≠

q) 1 [99]

CMS_tZ_13TeV_2016_inc (*) 13 TeV, 77.4 fb≠1 inclusive ‡fid(t¸+
¸

≠
q) 1 [103]

Table 3.4. Same as Table 3.1, now for single top quark production in association with electroweak
gauge bosons.

cross-section ‡i and the branching fraction Bf as

µf

i
©

‡i ◊ Bf

(‡i)SM ◊ (Bf )SM
= µi · µf =

A
‡i

(‡i)SM

BA
Bf

(Bf )SM

B

, (3.1)

that is, as the ratio of the experimentally measured production cross-sections in specific
decay channels to the corresponding (state-of-the-art) SM predictions. These inclusive signal
strengths can also be expressed as

µf

i
=

A
‡i

(‡i)SM

BA
�(h æ f)

�(h æ f)
--
SM

BA
�(h æ all)

�(h æ all)
--
SM

B≠1

, (3.2)

in terms of the partial and total decay widths. The measurements of signal strengths that
we consider in the present analysis are collected in Table 3.5. In contrast to the di�erential
distributions and STXS discussed below, these signal strengths are typically extrapolated to
the full phase space and do not include selection or acceptance cuts.

For the LHC Run I, we take into account the inclusive measurements of Higgs boson
production and decay rates from the ATLAS and CMS combination based on the full 7 and
8 TeV datasets [107]. Specifically, we include the 20 measurements presented in Table 8
of [107]. These measurements correspond to five di�erent production channels (ggF, VBF,
Wh, Zh, tth) for five final states (““, ZZ, WW , ·· , bb̄), excluding those combinations that
are either not measured with a meaningful precision or not measured at all. We account for
the experimental correlations between the measured signal strengths using the information
provided in [107]. In addition to these ATLAS+CMS combination results from Run I, we also
include two more signal strengths measurements from Run I, namely the ATLAS constraints
on the Z“ and µµ decays from [108].
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Category Processes ndat

Top quark production

tt̄ (inclusive) 94
tt̄Z, tt̄W 14

single top (inclusive) 27
tZ, tW 9

tt̄tt̄, tt̄bb̄ 6
Total 150

Higgs production
Run I signal strengths 22

and decay
Run II signal strengths 40

Run II, di�erential distributions & STXS 35
Total 97

Diboson production
LEP-2 40
LHC 30
Total 70

Baseline dataset Total 317

Table 3.8. The number of data points ndat in our baseline dataset for each of the categories of
processes considered here.

In Table 3.10 we display from top to bottom the coe�cients associated to the two-light-
two-heavy, four-heavy, four-lepton, two-fermion plus bosonic, and purely bosonic dimension-
six operators. The Higgs measurements are separated between the Run I and Run II datasets,
and in the latter case also between signal strengths and di�erential distributions and STXS.
A check mark outside (inside) brackets indicates that a given process constrains the corre-
sponding coe�cients starting at O(�≠2) (O(�≠4)). Entries labelled with (b) indicate that
the sensitivity to the associated coe�cients enters via bottom-initiated processes, which arise
due to contributions from the b-PDF in the 5FNS adopted here.

Several observations can be drawn from this table. First of all, we observe that the
four-heavy coe�cients are constrained only by the tt̄QQ̄ production data, either tt̄tt̄ or tt̄bb̄.
Such measurements also depend on the 2-light-2-heavy operators, as well as on ctG, although
in practice this correlation is small. Furthermore, due to symmetry-induced cancellations,
the four-heavy coe�cients are essentially left undetermined at O

!
�≠2"

, and can only be
meaningfully constrained only the quadratic corrections are accounted for. One can also note
how the two-light-two-heavy operators are constrained by top-quark pair production (inclusive
and in association with vector bosons) as well as by the Higgs production measurements. As
will be shown below, by far the dominant constraints on these coe�cients arise from the
di�erential distributions in inclusive top quark pair production.

Concerning the two-fermion operators, most of them are constrained both by top and
by Higgs production process. Recall that the top and Higgs sectors are connected, among
others, by means of the gluon-fusion production process (with its virtual top-quark loop) as
well as by tt̄h associated production. In particular, we note that ctÏ, which modifies the
top Yukawa coupling, is constrained by these Higgs production measurements. The purely
bosonic operators exhibit sensitivity only to Higgs and diboson processes, since these do not

27

 tW, tZ
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Global top fit results 

Bounds vary between operators  
ttZ ones and 4-heavy ones loosely constrained

Hartland, Maltoni, Nocera, Rojo, Slade, EV and Zhang, arXiv:1901.05965
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Global nature of EFT
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The top-Higgs interface

See also  
Degrande et al. arXiv:1205.1065  
Grojean et al. arXiv:1312.3317 
Azatov et al arXiv:1608.00977

Use with 1) ttH and 2) H, H+j to break degeneracy between 
operators and extract maximal information on these operators

Maltoni, EV, Zhang: arXiv:1607.05330

ttH H, H+j, HH
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SMEFT in Higgs production

Higgs pT

Grazzini et al 1612.00283

Deutschmann, Duhr, Maltoni, EV arXiv:1708.00460

14TeV projection 
3000 fb-1
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Extended top-Higgs interplay
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Exploring the interplay further
Top EW couplings

New Higgs interactions

relevant for tHj, gg>HZ
gg>ZZ, H>Zγ

Typically searched for in Also relevant for:

Aren’t these unconstrained from top fits? 
A clear motivation for top+Higgs fits
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Adding Higgs data to a global fit
New data New operators
Run I & 2 signal 
strengths (CMS+ATLAS): 
gluon fusion 
VH 
VBF 
ttH 
H decays

24 new d.o.f.s

New predictions
NLO QCD for all production  
Full decay width computation 
Including corrections to V widths

Ethier, Maltoni, Mantani, Nocera, Rojo, Slade, EV and Zhang arXiv:2105.00006
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Where is most information from?

Top Yukawa

4F mostly top

ttV couplings

Tree-loop interface

Top Chromomagnetic

Tree Loop

Ethier, Maltoni, Mantani, Nocera, Rojo, Slade, EV and Zhang arXiv:2105.00006
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Higgs and top interplay
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Figure 5.8. Representative results for two-parameter fits carried out at linear order in the EFT. We
display the 95% CL ellipses obtained for di�erent data subsets and for the complete dataset, labelled
as “All Data (2D)”. For reference, we also show the marginalised bounds obtained in the global fit.
The black square in the center of the plot indicates the SM value.

such two-parameter fits, Fig. 5.8 displays representative results for fits performed at linear
order. We display the 95% CL ellipses obtained when di�erent subsets of data are used as
input, as well as for the complete dataset, labelled as “All Data (2D)”. For reference, we also
show here the marginalised 2D bounds obtained in the global fit.

To begin with, the upper panels of Fig. 5.8 display two-parameter fits for the three possible
pair-wise combinations of the ctÏ, ctG, and cÏG coe�cients, which connect Higgs production in
gluon fusion with top quark pair production, see also the Fisher information table of Fig. 3.1.
Theses comparison illustrate the relative impact of the various dataset in constraining each
coe�cient. For example, from the (ctÏ, ctG) fit we see that the sensitivity of ctG is driven by tt̄
data, while the Higgs measurements have a flat direction resulting in a elongated ellipse. When
top and Higgs data are combined, the resulting 95% CL ellipse is much smaller as compared
to the results obtained separately from the two groups of processes. Note that, as in the case
of the individual fits reported in Fig. 5.7, also for two-parameter fits the obtained bounds are
more stringent as compared to the global marginalised results. Similar considerations apply
to the (cÏG, ctG) fit, while from the (cÏG, ctÏ) one learns that the sensitivity is still dominated
by the Higgs signal strengths rather than by the di�erential cross-section measurements.

Then the bottom panels of Fig. 5.8 display two-parameter fits involving the two-light-
two-heavy coe�cients c1,8

Qq
, c3,8

Qq
, c8

tu, c8
td

, and c8
tq, all of which are constrained mostly from top

quark pair di�erential distributions as indicated by the Fisher information matrix. Here the

59

Figure 8. Constraints on the indicated pairs of operator coefficients at the 95% confidence level,
setting the other operator coefficients to zero. The shaded regions correspond to linear fits to Higgs
signal strengths and 0 jet STXS bins (blue), tt̄H signal strengths (mauve), � 1 jet STXS bins
(orange) tt̄ data (green), tt̄V data (red) and their combination (grey). The dashed ellipses show the
constraints obtained by marginalising over the remaining Wilson coefficients of the full fit.

6.3.2 Sensitivities in ‘Higgs-only’ operator planes

In order to assess the potential impact of the interplay between top and Higgs data, we
may consider the following subset of ‘Higgs-only’ operators:

{CH⇤, CHG, CHW , CHB, CtH , CbH , C⌧H , CµH} (6.1)

together with CG and CtG, which do not modify Higgs interactions directly but can impact
gluon fusion. Performing a fit to this subset, Fig. 7 displays the result for the 95% CL
constraints when top data are combined with Higgs data in planes showing different pairs
of the operator coefficients CHG, CtG, CtH and CG, marginalised over the other coefficients
in (6.1). This is the relevant set of operators in which the interplay between Higgs and top
physics is most evident, taking place in the gluon fusion and tt̄ associated Higgs production
processes. It is well known that there is a degeneracy in gluon fusion between CHG and
CtH that prevents it from being used as a robust indirect constraint on the top Yukawa

– 31 –

Figure 8. Constraints on the indicated pairs of operator coefficients at the 95% confidence level,
setting the other operator coefficients to zero. The shaded regions correspond to linear fits to Higgs
signal strengths and 0 jet STXS bins (blue), tt̄H signal strengths (mauve), � 1 jet STXS bins
(orange) tt̄ data (green), tt̄V data (red) and their combination (grey). The dashed ellipses show the
constraints obtained by marginalising over the remaining Wilson coefficients of the full fit.

6.3.2 Sensitivities in ‘Higgs-only’ operator planes

In order to assess the potential impact of the interplay between top and Higgs data, we
may consider the following subset of ‘Higgs-only’ operators:

{CH⇤, CHG, CHW , CHB, CtH , CbH , C⌧H , CµH} (6.1)

together with CG and CtG, which do not modify Higgs interactions directly but can impact
gluon fusion. Performing a fit to this subset, Fig. 7 displays the result for the 95% CL
constraints when top data are combined with Higgs data in planes showing different pairs
of the operator coefficients CHG, CtG, CtH and CG, marginalised over the other coefficients
in (6.1). This is the relevant set of operators in which the interplay between Higgs and top
physics is most evident, taking place in the gluon fusion and tt̄ associated Higgs production
processes. It is well known that there is a degeneracy in gluon fusion between CHG and
CtH that prevents it from being used as a robust indirect constraint on the top Yukawa

– 31 –

Ellis, Madigan, Mimasu, Sanz, You arXiv:2012.02779

Top measurements break the degeneracy between Higgs operators
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Figure 5.8. Representative results for two-parameter fits carried out at linear order in the EFT. We
display the 95% CL ellipses obtained for di�erent data subsets and for the complete dataset, labelled
as “All Data (2D)”. For reference, we also show the marginalised bounds obtained in the global fit.
The black square in the center of the plot indicates the SM value.

such two-parameter fits, Fig. 5.8 displays representative results for fits performed at linear
order. We display the 95% CL ellipses obtained when di�erent subsets of data are used as
input, as well as for the complete dataset, labelled as “All Data (2D)”. For reference, we also
show here the marginalised 2D bounds obtained in the global fit.

To begin with, the upper panels of Fig. 5.8 display two-parameter fits for the three possible
pair-wise combinations of the ctÏ, ctG, and cÏG coe�cients, which connect Higgs production in
gluon fusion with top quark pair production, see also the Fisher information table of Fig. 3.1.
Theses comparison illustrate the relative impact of the various dataset in constraining each
coe�cient. For example, from the (ctÏ, ctG) fit we see that the sensitivity of ctG is driven by tt̄
data, while the Higgs measurements have a flat direction resulting in a elongated ellipse. When
top and Higgs data are combined, the resulting 95% CL ellipse is much smaller as compared
to the results obtained separately from the two groups of processes. Note that, as in the case
of the individual fits reported in Fig. 5.7, also for two-parameter fits the obtained bounds are
more stringent as compared to the global marginalised results. Similar considerations apply
to the (cÏG, ctG) fit, while from the (cÏG, ctÏ) one learns that the sensitivity is still dominated
by the Higgs signal strengths rather than by the di�erential cross-section measurements.

Then the bottom panels of Fig. 5.8 display two-parameter fits involving the two-light-
two-heavy coe�cients c1,8

Qq
, c3,8

Qq
, c8

tu, c8
td

, and c8
tq, all of which are constrained mostly from top

quark pair di�erential distributions as indicated by the Fisher information matrix. Here the
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ūi “µ ui

"

OÏd cÏd

q
i=1,2,3

i
!
Ï†

¡

Dµ Ï
"!

d̄i “µ di

"

OcÏ ccÏ

1
Ï†Ï

2
q̄2 c Ï̃ + h.c.

two-leptons

O
(1)
Ï¸i

c(1)
Ï¸i

i
!
Ï†

¡

Dµ Ï
"!¯̧

i “µ ¸i

"

O
(3)
Ï¸i

c(3)
Ï¸i

i
!
Ï†

¡

Dµ ·IÏ
"!¯̧

i “µ · I¸i

"

OÏe cÏe i
!
Ï†

¡

Dµ Ï
"!
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Table 2.2. Same as Table 2.1 for the operators containing two fermion fields, either quarks or leptons,
as well as the four-lepton operator O¸¸. The flavor index i runs from 1 to 3. The coe�cients indicated
with (*) in the second column do not correspond to physical degrees of freedom in the fit, but are
rather replaced by c(≠)

Ïqi , c(≠)
ÏQi

, and ctZ defined in Table 2.3.

7

Operator Coe�cient Definition

3rd generation quarks

O
(1)
ÏQ c(1)

ÏQ
(*) i

!
Ï†

¡

Dµ Ï
"!

Q̄ “µ Q
"

O
(3)
ÏQ c(3)

ÏQ
i
!
Ï†

¡

Dµ ·IÏ
"!

Q̄ “µ · IQ
"

OÏt cÏt i
!
Ï†

¡

Dµ Ï
"!

t̄ “µ t
"

OtW ctW i
!
Q̄·µ‹ ·I t

"
Ï̃ W I

µ‹ + h.c.

OtB ctB (*) i
!
Q̄·µ‹ t

"
Ï̃ Bµ‹ + h.c.

OtG ctG igS

!
Q̄·µ‹ TA t

"
Ï̃ GA

µ‹ + h.c.

OtÏ ctÏ

1
Ï†Ï

2
Q̄ t Ï̃ + h.c.

ObÏ cbÏ

1
Ï†Ï

2
Q̄ b Ï + h.c.

1st, 2nd generation quarks

O
(1)
Ïq c(1)

Ïq (*)
q

i=1,2

i
!
Ï†

¡

Dµ Ï
"!

q̄i “µ qi

"

O
(3)
Ïq c(3)

Ïq

q
i=1,2

i
!
Ï†

¡

Dµ ·IÏ
"!

q̄i “µ · Iqi

"

OÏu cÏu

q
i=1,2

i
!
Ï†

¡

Dµ Ï
"!
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Table 2.1. Purely bosonic dimension-six operators that modify the production and decay of Higgs
bosons and the interactions of the electroweak gauge bosons. For each operator, we indicate its
definition in terms of the SM fields, and the notational conventions that will be used both for the
operator and for the Wilson coe�cient. The operators OÏW B and OÏD are severely constrained by
the EWPOs together with several of the two-fermion operators from Table 2.2.

OÏW and OÏB modify the interaction between Higgs bosons and electroweak gauge bosons.
At the LHC, they can be probed for example by means of the Higgs decays into weak vector
bosons, h æ ZZú and h æ W +W ≠, as well as in the vector-boson-fusion (VBF) process and
in associated production with vector bosons, hW and hZ. In addition, the OÏG operator is
similar but introduces a direct coupling between the Higgs boson and gluons. It therefore
enters the Higgs total width and branching ratios, the production cross section in gluon fusion
channel, as well as the associated production channel tt̄h. Finally, the OÏd operator generates
a wavefunction correction to the Higgs boson, which rescales all the Higgs boson couplings in
a universal manner.

Two-fermion operators. Table 2.2 collects, using the same format as in Table 2.1, the
relevant Warsaw-basis operators that contain two fermion fields, either quarks or leptons,
plus a single four-lepton operator. From top to bottom, we list the two-fermion operators
involving 3rd generation quarks, those involving 1st and 2nd generation quarks, and operators
containing two leptonic fields (of any generation). We also include in this list the four-lepton
operator O¸¸.

The operators that involve a top-quark field, either Q (left-handed doublet) or t (right-
handed singlet), are crucial for the interpretation of LHC top-quark measurements. Inter-
estingly, all of them involve at least one Higgs-boson field, which introduces an interplay
between the top and Higgs sectors of the SMEFT. For example, the chromo-magnetic dipole
operator OtG and the dimension-six Yukawa operator OtÏ are constrained by both top quark
measurements, such as tt̄h associated production, as well as Higgs measurements, such as
Higgs production through gluon fusion. Furthermore, the electroweak-dipole operators, OtW
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ūi “µ ui

"

OÏd cÏd

q
i=1,2,3

i
!
Ï†

¡

Dµ Ï
"!

d̄i “µ di

"

OcÏ ccÏ

1
Ï†Ï

2
q̄2 c Ï̃ + h.c.

two-leptons

O
(1)
Ï¸i

c(1)
Ï¸i

i
!
Ï†

¡

Dµ Ï
"!¯̧

i “µ ¸i

"

O
(3)
Ï¸i

c(3)
Ï¸i

i
!
Ï†

¡

Dµ ·IÏ
"!¯̧

i “µ · I¸i

"

OÏe cÏe i
!
Ï†

¡

Dµ Ï
"!
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Global fit results
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Higgs data improves certain top operator bounds
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What do we learn from global fits?
Bounds on new physics scale vary from 
0.1 TeV (unconstrained) to 10s of TeV. 
Bounds depend on: 

• the operator  

• assumption of a strongly or weakly 
coupled theory 

• individual or marginalised bounds 
(reality is somewhere in-between) 

• linear or quadratic bounds 
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(reality is somewhere in-between) 

• linear or quadratic bounds 
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What can we learn from these fits?

1.6�
1.6�
1.6�2

⌅ < 1.1⇥ 10�2(TeV2)

|yS1 |2 < 1.6⇥ 10�2

|�⌃|2 < 4.5⇥ 10�2

|�Q7 |2 < 0.14

|�⌃1 |2 < 2.7⇥ 10�2

|��1 |2 < 1.7⇥ 10�2

1.2�

|�T1 |2 < 0.22

|ĝ�B1
|2 < 6.9⇥ 10�3

g2BB1
< 0.92

|�D|2 < 3.8⇥ 10�2

|�Q1Q7 |2 < 0.88

Z6 cos� < 0.995

|�U |2 < 7.2⇥ 10�2

|�E |2 < 2.2⇥ 10�2

|�T2 |2 < 0.099

|�Q5 |2 < 0.24

|��3 |2 < 2.9⇥ 10�2

2
S < 1.7 (TeV2)

(stL)
2 < 0.04

|ĝ�W1
|2 < 8.6⇥ 10�2

|�N |2 < 3.8⇥ 10�2

Ellis, Madigan, Mimasu, Sanz, You arXiv:2012.02779

• EFT bounds translate to 
constraints on parameters 
of UV models 

• Simplest case: single-field 
extensions of the SM
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Outlook

• SMEFT is a consistent way to look for new interactions 
• The LHC gives a lot of opportunities to explore top 

interactions through a lot of new top measurements 

• First global fits results already available: important to 
combine as many processes as possible to extract maximal 
information 

• Strong link between Higgs and top sectors  
• Eventually global fit results give us a clear indication of the 

scale of potential new physics 
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