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Introduction

We consider an EFT where the SM is extended by a set of higher-dimensional operators, and
assume that it reproduces the low-energy limit of a more fundamental UV description. The
theory has the same field content and the same linearly-realized SU (3) × SU (2) × U (1) local
symmetry as the SM. The difference is the presence of operators with canonical dimension D
larger than 4. These are organized in a systematic expansion in D, where each consecutive
term is suppressed by a larger power of a high mass scale Λ. Assuming baryon and lepton
number conservation, the Lagrangian takes the form
Leff = LSM +

X c(6)

(6)
Oi
2
Λ
i

i

+

X c(8)
j
j

Λ4

(D)

(8)

Oj + · · · ,

(1.1)

(D)

where each Oi is a gauge-invariant operator of dimension D and ci is the corresponding
coefficient. Each coefficient scales like a given power of the couplings of the UV theory; in
particular, for an operator made of ni fields one has
(D)

ci

∼ (coupling)ni −2 .

(1.2)

This follows from simple dimensional analysis after restoring ~ 6= 1 in the Lagrangian since
couplings, as well as fields, carry ~ dimensions [1–3] (see also Refs. [4, 5]). An additional
suppressing factor (coupling/4π)2L may arise with respect to the naive scaling if the operator
is first generated at L loops in a perturbative expansion.
This EFT is intended to parametrize observable effects of a large class of BSM theories
where new particles, with mass of order Λ, are much heavier than the SM ones and much
heavier than the energy scale at which the experiment is performed. The main motivation to
use this framework is that the constraints on the EFT parameters can be later re-interpreted
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as constraints on masses and couplings of new particles in many BSM theories. In other
words, translation of experimental data into a theoretical framework has to be done only
once in the EFT context, rather than for each BSM model separately.
The EFT framework is non-renormalizable and therefore it has a limited energy range of
validity. In this note we address the question of the validity range at the quantitative level.
We will discuss the following points:
• What is the energy range in which the EFT makes sense as a quantum field theory? Under what conditions does it give a faithful description of the low-energy phenomenology
of some BSM theory?
• When is it justified to truncate the EFT expansion at the level of dimension-6 operators?
To what extent can experimental limits on dimension-6 operators be affected by the
presence of dimension-8 operators? Are there physically important examples where
dimension-8 operators cannot be neglected?
• When is it justified to calculate the EFT predictions at tree level? In what circumstances
may including 1-loop corrections modify the predictions in an important way?
Finally, we will formulate some practical conclusions concerning experimental EFT analyses
and presentation of results, such that they can applied to constrain a wider range of UV
theories beyond the SM.
It is important to realize that addressing the above questions cannot be done in a completely model-independent way, but requires a number of (broad) assumptions about the new
physics. An illustrative example is that of the Fermi theory, which is an EFT for the SM degrees of freedom below the weak scale after the W and Z bosons have been integrated out. In
this language, the weak interactions of the SM fermions are described by 4-fermion operators
of D=6, such as:
Leff ⊃

c(6)
(ēγρ PL νe )(ν̄µ γρ PL µ) + h.c. ,
Λ2

c(6)
g 2 /2
2
=
−
=− 2.
2
2
Λ
mW
v

(1.3)

This operator captures several aspects of the low-energy phenomenology of the SM, including
for example the muon decay, µ → eνν, and the inelastic scattering of neutrinos on electrons
νe → νµ. It can be used to adequately describe these processes as long as the energy scale
involved (i.e. the momentum transfer between the electron current and the muon current) is
well below Λ = mW . However, the p
information concerning Λ is not available to a low-energy
observer. Instead, only the scale Λ/ |c(6) | ∼ v = 2mW /g is measurable at low energies, which
is not sufficient to determine Λ without knowledge of the coupling g. For example, from a
bottom-up viewpoint, a precise measurement of the muon lifetime gives indications on the
energy at which some new particle (i.e. the W boson) is expected to be produced in a higherenergy process, like the scattering νe → νµ, only after making an assumption on the strength
of its coupling to electrons and muons. Weaker couplings imply lower scales: for example,
the Fermi theory could have ceased to be valid right above the muon mass scale had the SM
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been very weakly coupled, g ≈ 10−3 . On the other hand, a precise measurement of the muon
lifetime sets an upper bound on the mass of the W boson, mW . 1.5 TeV, corresponding to
the limit in which the UV completion is maximally strongly coupled, g ∼ 4π. This example
illustrates the necessity of making assumptions (in this case on the value of the coupling g)
when assessing the validity range of the EFT, that is, when estimating the mass scale at
which new particles appear.
The lack of observation of any new physics prompts us to adopt the EFT approach to
set limits on possible deviations from the SM. In such bottom-up approach, the available
experimental data are used to determine the confidence intervals on the coefficients of D=6
operators. The validity of this procedure depends on some aspects of the experimental analyses and on the assumptions made on the BSM theory replacing the EFT at the scale Λ. In
the rest of this note we discuss these conditions in more detail.

2

General discussion

On a practical level, once the EFT parametrization is adopted, data from any experiment can
be used, without further assumptions, to set limits on, or determine, the value of the effective
coefficients. As we will shortly discuss, working at the level of D = 6 operators is sufficient
in the vast majority of cases. In a situation where no new physics effects are observed, the
experimental results can be thus expressed into the limits1
(6)

ci
< δiexp (Mcut ) .
Λ2

(2.1)

The functions δiexp depend on the values, here collectively denoted by Mcut , of the kinematic
variables (such as transverse momenta or invariant masses) which set the typical energy scale
characterizing the process and which may be subject to cuts in a collider analysis. For
example, when EFT is applied to describe inclusive on-shell Higgs decays one has Mcut ≈
√
mh . Another example is e+ e− collisions at a fixed center-of-mass energy s, in which case
√
Mcut ≈ s. However, for certain physically important processes these considerations are
less trivial, especially in the context of experiments in hadron colliders. For example, for
production of two on-shell particles in proton-proton
√ collisions, the relevant scale for Mcut is
the center-of-mass energy of the partonic collision ŝ, or equivalently the invariant mass of
the final pair, which may or may not be reconstructed in practice. As the energy scale of the
process determines the range of validity of the EFT description, it is extremely important
that the experimental limits δiexp are reported by the collaborations for various values of Mcut .
For processes occurring over a wide energy range, unlike for inclusive Higgs decays or e+ e−
collisions, knowledge of δiexp for just one kinematic point severely limits interpretation of the
EFT results as constraints on specific models beyond the SM. The maximum value of Mcut is
1

In case a deviation from the SM is observed then Eq. (2.1) should be turned into a confidence interval,

δid,exp (Mcut )

(6)

<

ci
Λ2

< δiu,exp (Mcut ).
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set by the scale Munitarity where the EFT ceases to be a unitary theory, but the larger range
v . Mcut . Munitarity should be considered.
While extracting the bounds on the effective coefficients can be done in a completely
model-independent way, determining whether they constrain a non-vanishing portion of the
theoretical parameter space requires some further assumption on the (unknown) UV theory.
What one needs is a power counting, i.e. a set of rules to estimate the coefficients of the
effective operators in terms of the couplings and mass scales of the UV dynamics. This
includes, in particular, specifying the selection rules that operate in the low-energy theory.
The simplest situation is when the microscopic dynamics is characterized by a single mass
scale Λ and a single new coupling g∗ [3]. This particular power counting prescription smoothly
interpolates between the naive dimensional analysis (g∗ ∼ 4π) [2, 6], the simple Λ2 counting
with g∗ = 1 as discussed e.g. in Ref. [7,8], and the very weak coupling limit g∗  1. While this
is not a unique prescription, it covers a large selection of popular scenarios beyond the SM. In
this class falls the Fermi theory described previously, as well as weakly coupled models where a
narrow resonance with universal couplings to matter is integrated out. Moreover, despite the
large number of resonances, also some theories with a strongly-interacting BSM sector belong
to this category (e.g. the holographic composite Higgs models [9] or, more generally, theories
where the strong sector has a large-N description). The scaling of the effective coefficients
with g∗ is then determined by Eq. (1.2) and by selection rules. For example, if the coupling
strength of the Higgs boson to the new dynamics is g∗ , then the coefficient of an operator
with four Higgs fields and two derivatives will scale like g∗2 . On the other hand, approximate
chiral symmetry implies that the coefficient of an operator with a fermion scalar bilinear and
three Higgs fields scales as yf g∗2 , where yf is the corresponding Yukawa coupling. Clearly,
the naive estimates of the effective coefficients obtained with such power counting agree with
what one would find by integrating out heavy particles in a specific BSM model satisfying
the initial assumptions.
For a given power counting, it is relatively simple to derive limits on the theoretical
parameter space that are automatically consistent with the EFT expansion, provided the
relevant energy of the process is known. Consider again the case of a single scale Λ and
a single coupling strength g∗ . Then the bounds (2.1) can be recast as limits on these two
(6)
(6)
parameters by using the power counting to estimate ci = ci (g∗ ) and setting the relevant
energy scale to Mcut < Λ; one finds
(6)

ci (g∗ )
< δiexp (Mcut ) .
Λ2

(2.2)

These inequalities determine the region of the plane (Mcut , g∗ ) which is excluded consistently
with the EFT expansion. This gives a useful indication of how effective are the experimental data in constraining the class of theories under consideration (i.e. those respecting the
assumed power counting), though Eq. (2.2) should obviously not be regarded as a strict
exclusion limit on a specific BSM model. If the relevant energy of the process cannot be
determined, because for example the kinematics cannot be closed, setting consistent bounds
4

requires a more careful procedure, such as the ones proposed in Refs. [10] and [11] (see also
Refs. [12, 13] for related discussions).
In the region of validity of the EFT expansion, the effects of D = 8 operators are typically
negligible. If two operators with D = 6 and 8 respectively contribute at the tree-level to the
same observable, then they typically have the same field content after electroweak symmetry
breaking.2 In this case the D = 8 operator must have two more powers of the Higgs field
or two more derivatives compared to the D = 6 one. Its contribution is thus suppressed by
a relative factor equal to, respectively, (g∗ v/Λ)2 and (E/Λ)2 , where E is the relevant energy
of the process. The EFT series is thus built in terms of these two expansion parameters,
which must be both small for the description to be valid. Even when this holds true, the
contribution of D = 8 operators might be exceptionally enhanced compared to those of D = 6
ones due to some structural or even accidental reason. We will discuss this possibility in detail
in Section 3.
It is important to notice that the BSM contribution from D = 6 operators to a given
process might be larger than the SM one without invalidating the EFT expansion. One
important example where this occurs is when the D=6 operators contributes to an observable
which vanishes or is very strongly suppressed in the SM, for example to lepton-flavor violating
Higgs decays, electric dipole moments, etc.). Nevertheless, even if the SM contribution is not
suppressed by a small parameter, D=6 contributions may dominate over the SM ones while
D=8 operators remain subleading compared to the D=6 ones. This occurs, in particular,
if the underlying UV dynamics is strongly coupled, i.e. for g∗  gSM . Consider for example
a 2 → 2 scattering process. The SM contribution to the amplitude will be at most of order
2
at high energy, where gSM is a SM coupling. The correction from D = 6 operators
gSM
involving derivatives will in general grow quadratically with the energy and can be as large as
g∗2 (E 2 /Λ2 ). When this occurs, for Λ > E > Λ (gSM /g∗ ) the BSM contribution dominates over
the SM one, while the EFT expansion is still valid (hence D = 8 operators are subdominant).
In this case the largest contribution to the cross section comes from the square of the D = 6
(6)
contribution, rather than from its interference with the SM. The best sensitivity to ci /Λ2
is thus expected to come from the highest value of the relevant energy scale accessible in the
(6)
experiment. Notice that although the contributions to the cross section proportional to (ci )2
(8)
and ci are both of order 1/Λ4 , the latter (generated by the interference of D = 8 operators
with the SM) has a relative suppression of order (gSM /g∗ )2 independently of the energy, and
can thus be safely neglected. A well known process where the above situation occurs, i.e.
where the energy-growing contribution from D = 6 operators can dominate over the SM
one, is the scattering of longitudinally-polarized vector bosons. Similarly, depending on the
UV dynamics, the same can happen in other 2 → 2 scatterings, such as Higgs associated
production with a W or Z boson (VH) or dijet searches at the LHC. An illustrative example
is discussed in Appendix A.
It is worth discussing at this point one technical issue regarding the contribution of D=6
2

This is not true if different particles may contribute in an intermediate state, as is the case for example
in h → 4` decays, however these exceptions are not relevant for the following discussion.
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and D=8 coefficients to the likelihood used to derive the results. We have seen that when the
UV theory is strongly coupled and the deviations from the SM are large, the D = 6 squared
term dominates the cross section, while the D = 8 one is suppressed by a ratio of weak to
strong couplings. The same holds true in computing the likelihood of course. If instead the
deviations from the SM predictions are small, 3 the D = 6 quadratic terms can be neglected in
the cross section but should be retained in the likelihood. This can be easily seen as follows.
A cross section σ (or any other experimentally measured observable) can be schematically
written as
!
2
 (6)
δ (6) (6)
δ (8) (8)
δ
σ ' σSM 1 + 2
(2.3)
c +2
c +
c(6) + · · ·
ASM
ASM
ASM
where ASM and σSM denote, respectively, the SM amplitude and SM cross section, while
δ (6) ∼ O(E 2 /Λ2 ), and δ (8) ∼ O(E 4 /Λ4 ) parametrize the effect of higher-dimensional operators.
We have shown terms up to O(1/Λ4 ), denoting those further suppressed with the dots. The
χ2 function (again, schematically) has the form:

 (6) (6) 2
δ (6) (6)
δ c
2
χ ∝ (σ − σexp ) = (σSM − σexp ) + 4σSM (σSM − σexp )
c
+ 4σSM
ASM
ASM
 (8)

 (6) (6) 2
δ
δ c
+4σSM (σSM − σexp )
c(8) + 2 [σSM (σSM − σexp )]
+ ··· ,
ASM
ASM
(2.4)
2

2



2

where σexp is the experimentally measured value of the cross section, and the dots stand for
O(1/Λ6 ) terms. The dimension-8 term in the second line enters formally at the same order
1/Λ4 as the one proportional to (c(6) )2 in the first line, but it can be always neglected within
the EFT validity regime where c(6)  c(8) E 2 /Λ2 . Indeed, in the strong coupling regime,
g∗  1, (c(6) )2 is dominant, while for a weak coupling, g∗ . 1, the multiplicative factor
(σSM − σexp ) is small and effectively scales like 1/Λ2 . Similarly, the (c(6) )2 term in the second
line is multiplied by (σSM − σexp ) and can be neglected in this regime. On the contrary, the
(c(6) )2 term in the first line is not suppressed and in fact it should be retained to ensure that
the χ2 has a local minimum. It is also easy to show that including the term proportional to
c(8) affects the best fit value of c(6) only by an amount of O(E 2 /Λ2 ). 4 We thus conclude that
while dimension-8 operators can be neglected, square terms from D = 6 should be retained.
Our discussion so far was limited to tree-level effects of D = 6 operators. The EFT can
be consistently extended to an arbitrary loop order by computing observables perturbatively
in the SM couplings. The corresponding series is controlled by the expansion parameter
3

This can occur either because the UV theory is weakly coupled or because, despite strong coupling, the
new physics scale is much higher than the energy probed by the experiment.
4
Indeed, minimizing Eq. (2.4) with respect to c(6) , one finds, schematically,
c(6) '

(8)
σexp − σSM ASM
(8) δ
−
c
.
σSM
δ (6)
δ (6)
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(2.5)

2
gSM
/16π 2 , which adds to the two EFT parameters (g∗2 v 2 /Λ2 ) and E 2 /Λ2 already discussed.
2
One-loop effects of D=6 operators are formally suppressed by O(gSM
/16π 2 ), and are thus
subleading compared to the tree-level contributions (some exceptions are discussed in the
next subsection). Note that including loop corrections in the EFT context is less crucial than
for a pure SM calculation. This is because the experimental precision is typically better than
the magnitude of the SM loop corrections, therefore including loop corrections is essential to
obtain a correct description of physical processes. In the case of the EFT, we are yet to observe
any leading-order effect of higher-dimensional operators. There do exist situations, however,
where including NLO corrections may be important for obtaining an adequate description of
physical processes in the EFT. For example, it is well known that NLO QCD corrections to
the SM predictions of certain processes at the LHC can be of order 1, and then large k-factors
are expected to apply to the EFT corrections as well. Another example is the one-loop Higgs
corrections to well-measured electroweak precision observables [14, 15]. Since deviations of
the Higgs couplings due to D=6 operators can be relatively large (up to O(10%)) without
conflicting with current experimental data, the 1-loop effects, in spite of the suppression factor,
can be numerically important for observables measured with a per-mille precision. Next, NLO
effects are expected to be more important for observables that arise at one loop in the SM,
such as h → γγ. Finally, for LHC observables such as Higgs pT that scan a large energy range
the running of Wilson coefficients may lead to sensitivity to several different combinations of
Wilson coefficients, which may reduce parameter degeneracies [16]. The calculation of NLO
effects in the context of EFT is currently an active field of study, see e.g. [8, 17–26]. It is very
important to identify all cases where 1-loop effects of D=6 operators can be relevant.
To summarize, we have argued that, generically, the use of a tree-level EFT truncated at
the level of D=6 operators provides an adequate description of a large class of BSM models.
We recommend using this framework as one of the approaches to interpret the Higgs data
at the LHC. One important conclusion from this discussion is that the cut-off scale Λ is
an integral part of EFT’s formulation, but its value cannot be directly determined from lowenergy experiments. Therefore, results should be presented by the experimental collaborations
as a function of the kinematic variables, here collectively denoted with Mcut , which set the
relevant energy of the process. For the purpose of estimating the validity of the EFT approach,
it is useful to compare the EFT constraints obtained with and without including the quadratic
contributions of D=6 operators in the theoretical calculations of observables. Significant
differences between these two procedures will indicate that the results apply only in the case
of strongly-coupled UV theories, where quadratic terms can give the dominant effect at large
energies. Finally, we argued that quadratic terms from D=6 operators should always be
retained in the calculation of the likelihood function.
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3

Limitations of D=6 EFT

The SM Lagrangian extended by D=6 operators is an effective theory that captures the lowenergy regime of a large class of models with new heavy particles. However, not every such
model can be adequately approximated by truncating the EFT expansion at the D=6 level.
In this section we discuss these special cases where a more complicated approach is in order,
or where the EFT approach fails completely.
As argued in Section 2, generically we expect that the effect of D=8 operators is subleading
compared to that of D=6 ones at energies E  Λ, with Λ  mW . On the other hand, if
E ∼ Λ, the entire tower of operators (D=8, D=10, etc.) contributes, and the EFT expansion
is not useful. Nevertheless, there are physical situations when D=8 operators can be relevant,
despite the whole EFT expansion being convergent. We identify the following cases:
• Symmetries
A suppression of the D=6 operators can arise as the result of some selection rules. One
can envisage situations in which symmetries of the UV theory forbid or suppress certain D=6 operators but not D=8 ones. An example occurs in models with a pseudo
Nambu–Goldstone boson Higgs, where dim-6 and dim-8 operators contributing to Higgs
pair production via gluon fusion are generated by different mechanisms [30]. In particular, the dim-6 operator |H|2 Gaµν Ga,µν is suppressed because it violates the shift
symmetry H → H + α (which is part of the Goldstone symmetry). On the other
hand, two D=8 operators with extra derivatives can be constructed (one of them being Dλ H † Dλ HGaµν Ga,µν ) which respect the shift-symmetry and whose coefficients are
p
therefore not suppressed. As a consequence, in the energy range Λ c(6) /c(8) < E < Λ
the contribution from D=8 operators dominates over that from D=6 ones but the EFT
expansion is still valid. A similar situation can occur for composite gauge bosons if
a
their dipole interactions involving, e.g., the abelianized SU (2)L field strength Ŵµν
=
a
a
∂µ Aν − ∂ν Aµ are characterized by a strong coupling, while the monopole interaction
associated with the covariant derivative is associated with the SM weak coupling g [31].
This is technically natural, because the symmetry group which accompanies the field
strength is SU (2)global
× U (1)3local and differs from the one associated with the covariL
a
ant derivative, SU (2)local
. Then, since Ŵµν
has dimension two, this structure implies,
L
for instance, that the first strong correction to V V → V V scattering comes from a
4
dimension-8 operator of the form Ŵµν
. Finally, the same can also happen for fermions
if they are identified with the goldstino of N spontaneously broken symmetries [32].
In this case the first interactions respecting supersymmetry arise at dimension 8 and
include self interaction of the form ψ̄ 2 ∂ 2 ψ 2 [39].
• Zero at leading order
For certain processes the contribution to the scattering amplitude from D=6 operators,
as well as perhaps the SM one, vanishes and the first non-trivial correction appears only
at the D=8 level. One well known example is the s-channel production of neutral gauge
8

boson pairs. Such a process does not occur in the SM nor in the D=6 EFT because
triple gauge couplings of neutral gauge bosons arise only from D ≥ 8 operators. This
category includes also processes, such as all scatterings with transverse gauge bosons,
where, because of the helicity structure of the amplitudes, the dim-6 operators do not
interfere with the SM but the dim-8 ones do [33]. Another example is the triple Higgs
production by vector boson fusion whose energy-growing piece originates from D ≥ 8
operators only [34].
• Hierarchy of sensitivity
The present experimental constraints on physics beyond the SM display a hierarchical
structure. For example, electroweak precision observables were measured by LEP-1
with a per-mille accuracy, while for the LHC Higgs observables are currently measured
with an O(10%) accuracy at best. There exist UV theories where integrating out new
particles generates D=6 operators affecting Higgs physics, but only D=8 operators
affecting electroweak precision observables. One example is a theory with an SU (2)L
triplet of vector resonances coupled only to the Higgs current and not coupled to SM
fermions. In such a case, D=8 operators may be phenomenologically as important as
the D=6 ones, and both should be retained.
• Fine-tuning
One can imagine a fine-tuned situation where integrating out the heavy states in the
UV theory generates D=6 operators with coefficients that are accidentally much smaller
(6)
(8)
than their naive estimate and much smaller than those of the D=8 operators, ci  ci .
In such a case, the EFT with only D=6 operators will not correctly approximate the
dynamics of the UV theory, and some D=8 operators need to be included for an adequate
description.
By nature, naive dimensional analysis and simple power counting are
just not suited when some parameters are accidentally small. Notice that, contrary to
the structural hierarchies described in the previous points, finely tuned or accidental
hierarchies are not stable under RGE evolution.
In summary, there do exist physical situations where the inclusion of dimension-8 operators on top of dimension-6 ones is well motivated and where, nonetheless, the EFT expansion
remains well defined. This does not mean, however, that introducing a complete set of D=8
operators into EFT analyses is preferable in practice. Indeed, such a framework would be
utterly complicated, and, moreover, the existing experimental data do not contain enough information to lift the degeneracy between D=6 and D=8 operators. Instead, it is recommended
to focus on the (already challenging) EFT with D=6 operators and address case-by-case the
special situations discussed above.
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4

Summary

In this short note we discussed the validity of an EFT where the SM is extended by D=6
operators. One important message is that the validity range cannot be determined using only
low-energy information. The reason is that while the EFT is valid up to energies of order of
the mass Λ of the new particles, low-energy observables depend on the combinations c(6) /Λ2 ,
where the effective coefficient c(6) is a function of the couplings of the UV theory. Furthermore,
(8) E 2
relative contributions of the D=8 operators, cc(6) Λexp
2 , depend on the assumptions about the UV
theory. Only when a particular power counting is adopted, such as the g∗ -counting discussed
in this note, can these relative contributions be estimated in the bottom-up approach. Note
that similar issues regarding validity of the expansion may arise also in the context of LHC
pseudo-observables [35] and are addressed in a similar fashion, although details of the powercounting may be different in that case.
The practical conclusion is that the experimental constraints on the Wilson coefficients
of D=6 operators be reported as functions Mcut < Λ, where Mcut is the limiting value of
relevant kinematic variables such as transverse momenta or invariant masses. This is especially important for hadron collider experiments such as those performed at the LHC, where
collisions probe a wide range of energy scales. The maximum possible value of Mcut is set
by the scale Munitarity where the unitarity is lost within the EFT ceases, but the larger range
v . Mcut . Munitarity should be explored. Furthermore, the results should be presented both
with and without taking account the quadratic contributions in the Wilson coefficients to the
measured cross sections and decay widths. With this way of presentation, the experimental
results can be applied to constrain a larger class of theories beyond the SM in a larger range
of their parameter space. Other frameworks to present results, for example template crosssections discussed elsewhere, should also be pursued in parallel, as they may address some of
the issues discussed in note.
The energy at which the EFT breaks down typically coincides with the scale where the
contribution of D=8 and higher-dimensional operators is of the same order as that of D=6
operators. Conversely, when the EFT expansion is well convergent at the LHC energies, the
effects of D=8 operators can be normally neglected. Exceptions from this rule may arise as
a consequence of selection rules or for certain well-defined classes of processes. The inclusion
of D=8 operators in experimental analyses is justified only when dealing with these special
cases, and it is unnecessary and would represent an inefficient strategy in a generic situation.
If no large deviations from the SM are observed at the LHC Run-2, stronger constraints
on D=6 operators can be set. This will extend the EFT validity range to a larger class of
UV theories and, for a fixed Eexp , leave less room for contributions of D=8 operators. As a
consequence, the internal consistency and the validity range of the LO D=6 EFT will only
increase. 5 On the other hand, if a deviation from the SM is observed, efforts to include EFT
5

The validity range can also be improved by means of a global analysis combining different measurements,
which often lifts flat directions in the parameter space and leads to stronger constraints on D=6 Wilson
coefficients, see e.g. [36].
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loop corrections and to estimate the effects of D > 6 operators will be crucial to improve
characterization of the underlying UV theory.

A

Appendix: Example

For our example, we consider the SM extended by a triplet of vector bosons Vµi with mass Λ
transforming in the adjoint representation of the SM SU (2)L symmetry. Its coupling to the
SM fields is described by [37, 38]
L ⊃ κH

→
ig i † i ←
g
Vµ H σ Dµ H + κq Vµi q̄L γµ σ i qL ,
2
2

(1.1)

where qL = (uL , dL ) is a doublet of the 1st generation left-handed quarks. In this model Vµi
couples to light quarks, the Higgs boson, and electroweak gauge bosons, and it contributes to
the q q̄ → V h process at the LHC. Below the scale Λ, the vector resonances can be integrated
out, giving rise to an EFT where the SM is extended by D=6 and higher-dimensional operators. Using the language of the Higgs basis, the EFT at the D=6 level is described by the
parameter δcz (correction to the SM Higgs couplings to WW and ZZ) and δgLZq (corrections
to the Z and W boson couplings to left-handed quarks), plus other parameters that do not
affect the q q̄ → V h process at tree level. The relevant EFT parameters are matched to those
in the UV model as
δcz = −

3m2W 2
κ ,
2Λ2 H

[δgLZu ]11 = −[δgLZd ]11 = −

m2W
κH κq .
2Λ2

(1.2)

When these parameters are non-zero, certain EFT amplitudes grow as the square of the
center-of-mass energy s of the analysed process, M ∼ s/Λ2 . Then, for a given value of
the parameters, the observable effects of the parameters become larger at higher energies.
However, above certain energy scale, the EFT may no longer approximate correctly the UV
theory defined by Eq. (1.1), and then experimental constraints on the EFT parameters do
not provide any information about the UV theory.
To illustrate this point, we compare the UV and EFT descriptions of q q̄ → V h for three
benchmark points:
• Strongly coupled: Λ = 6 TeV, κH = κq = 3;
• Moderately coupled: Λ = 2 TeV, κH = κq = 1;
• Weakly coupled: Λ = 1 TeV, κH = κq = 1/2;
Clearly, all three benchmarks lead to the same EFT parameters at the D=6 level. However,
because Λ varies, these cases imply different validity ranges in the EFT. This is illustrated
in Fig. 1. In all cases, the EFT is valid near the production threshold, but above a certain
energy Emax the EFT is no longer a good approximation of the UV theory. Clearly, the value
of Emax is different in each case. For the moderately coupled case, it coincides with the energy
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Figure 1: Left: The partonic ud¯ → W + h cross section as a function of the center-of-mass
energy of the parton collision. The black lines correspond to the SU (2)L triplet model with
mV = 1 TeV, κH = κq = 1/2 (dashed), mV = 2 TeV, κH = κq = 1 (dotted), and mV =
6 TeV, and κH = κq = 3 (solid). The corresponding EFT predictions are shown in the
linear approximation (red), and when quadratic terms in D=6 parameters are included in the
calculation of the cross section (purple). Right: The same, for the sign of κq flipped, so that
the production rate is enhanced rather than suppressed compared to the SM.
at which the linear and quadratic EFT approximations diverge. From the EFT perspective,
this happens because D=8 operators can no longer be neglected. However, for the strongly
coupled case, the validity range extends beyond that point. In this case, it is the quadratic
approximation that provides a better approximation of the UV theory. As discussed in the
main text, that is because, for strongly-coupled UV completions, the quadratic contribution
from D=6 operators dominate over that of D=8 operators in a larger energy range.
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[10] A. Biekötter, A. Knochel, M. Krämer, D. Liu and F. Riva, “Vices and Virtues of Higgs Effective Field Theories at Large Energy,” Phys. Rev. D 91 (2015) 055029 [arXiv:1406.7320
[hep-ph]].
[11] D. Racco, A. Wulzer and F. Zwirner, “Robust collider limits on heavy-mediator Dark
Matter,” JHEP 1505 (2015) 009 [arXiv:1502.04701 [hep-ph]].
[12] M. Gorbahn, J. M. No and V. Sanz, “Benchmarks for Higgs Effective Theory: Extended
Higgs Sectors,” JHEP 1510, 036 (2015) [arXiv:1502.07352 [hep-ph]].
[13] J. Brehmer, A. Freitas, D. Lopez-Val and T. Plehn, “Pushing Higgs Effective Theory to
its Limits,” arXiv:1510.03443 [hep-ph].
[14] R. Barbieri, B. Bellazzini, V. S. Rychkov and A. Varagnolo, “The Higgs boson from an
extended symmetry,” Phys. Rev. D 76 (2007) 115008 [arXiv:0706.0432 [hep-ph]].
[15] J. Elias-Miro, C. Grojean, R. S. Gupta and D. Marzocca, “Scaling and tuning of EW
and Higgs observables,” JHEP 1405 (2014) 019 [arXiv:1312.2928 [hep-ph]].
[16] C. Englert and M. Spannowsky, “Effective Theories and Measurements at Colliders,”
Phys. Lett. B 740, 8 (2015) doi:10.1016/j.physletb.2014.11.035 [arXiv:1408.5147 [hepph]].
[17] D. Buarque Franzosi and C. Zhang, “Probing the top-quark chromomagnetic dipole
moment at next-to-leading order in QCD,” Phys. Rev. D 91, no. 11, 114010 (2015)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.91.114010 [arXiv:1503.08841 [hep-ph]].
[18] R. Grober, M. Muhlleitner, M. Spira and J. Streicher, “NLO QCD Corrections to
Higgs Pair Production including Dimension-6 Operators,” JHEP 1509, 092 (2015)
[arXiv:1504.06577 [hep-ph]].
[19] C. Hartmann and M. Trott, “On one-loop corrections in the standard model effective field
theory; the Γ(h → γ γ) case,” JHEP 1507, 151 (2015) doi:10.1007/JHEP07(2015)151
[arXiv:1505.02646 [hep-ph]].
13

[20] M. Ghezzi, R. Gomez-Ambrosio, G. Passarino and S. Uccirati, “NLO Higgs effective field
theory and κ-framework,” JHEP 1507, 175 (2015) [arXiv:1505.03706 [hep-ph]].
[21] C. Hartmann and M. Trott, “Higgs Decay to Two Photons at One Loop in the Standard Model Effective Field Theory,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 115, no. 19, 191801 (2015)
[arXiv:1507.03568 [hep-ph]].
[22] M. Grazzini, A. Ilnicka, M. Spira and M. Wiesemann, “BSM effects on the
Higgs transverse-momentum spectrum in an EFT approach,” PoS(EPS-HEP2015)144
[arXiv:1511.08059 [hep-ph]].
[23] R. Gauld, B. D. Pecjak and D. J. Scott, “One-loop corrections to h → bb̄ and h → τ τ̄
decays in the Standard Model Dimension-6 EFT: four-fermion operators and the large-mt
limit,” arXiv:1512.02508 [hep-ph].
[24] K. Mimasu, V. Sanz and C. Williams, “Higher Order QCD predictions for Associated
Higgs production with anomalous couplings to gauge bosons,” arXiv:1512.02572 [hep-ph].
[25] A. Drozd, J. Ellis, J. Quevillon and T. You, “The Universal One-Loop Effective Action,”
arXiv:1512.03003 [hep-ph].
[26] J. D. Wells and Z. Zhang, “Renormalization group evolution of the universal theories
EFT,” arXiv:1512.03056 [hep-ph].
[27] O. Domenech, A. Pomarol and J. Serra, “Probing the SM with Dijets at the LHC,” Phys.
Rev. D 85 (2012) 074030 [arXiv:1201.6510 [hep-ph]].
[28] A. Pomarol and F. Riva, “Towards the Ultimate SM Fit to Close in on Higgs Physics,”
JHEP 1401 (2014) 151 [arXiv:1308.2803 [hep-ph]].
[29] A. Falkowski and F. Riva, “Model-Independent Precision Constraints on Dimension-6
Operators,” JHEP 1502 (2015) 039 [arXiv:1411.0669 [hep-ph]].
[30] A. Azatov, R. Contino, G. Panico and M. Son, “Effective field theory analysis of
double Higgs boson production via gluon fusion,” Phys. Rev. D 92 (2015) 3, 035001
[arXiv:1502.00539 [hep-ph]].
[31] D. Liu, A. Pomarol, R. Rattazzi, F. Riva, “Patterns of Strong Coupling for the LHC,”
to appear.
[32] W. A. Bardeen and V. Visnjic, “Quarks and Leptons as Composite Goldstone Fermions,”
Nucl. Phys. B 194 (1982) 422.
[33] A. Azatov, R. Contino, C. Machado, F. Riva, to appear.
[34] R. Contino, C. Grojean, D. Pappadopulo, R. Rattazzi and A. Thamm, JHEP 1402
(2014) 006 [arXiv:1309.7038 [hep-ph]].
14

[35] A. Greljo, G. Isidori, J. M. Lindert and D. Marzocca, “Pseudo-observables in electroweak
Higgs production,” arXiv:1512.06135 [hep-ph].
[36] A. Falkowski, M. Gonzalez-Alonso, A. Greljo and D. Marzocca, “Global constraints on
anomalous triple gauge couplings in effective field theory approach,” Phys. Rev. Lett.
116, no. 1, 011801 (2016) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.011801 [arXiv:1508.00581 [hepph]].
[37] I. Low, R. Rattazzi and A. Vichi, “Theoretical Constraints on the Higgs Effective Couplings,” JHEP 1004, 126 (2010) [arXiv:0907.5413 [hep-ph]].
[38] D. Pappadopulo, A. Thamm, R. Torre and A. Wulzer, “Heavy Vector Triplets: Bridging
Theory and Data,” JHEP 1409, 060 (2014) [arXiv:1402.4431 [hep-ph]].
[39] D. V. Volkov and V. P. Akulov, “Is the Neutrino a Goldstone Particle?,” Phys. Lett. B
46 (1973) 109.

15

