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I. INTRODUCTION

The high luminosity (HL) LHC program will greatly improve our knowledge of the allowed possibilities for physics
beyond the Standard Model (SM). In the absence of the discovery of a new particle, the Standard Model Effective
Field Theory (SMEFT) is the tool of choice for describing new physics effects and provides a point of comparison with
Standard Model (SM) predictions[1, 2]. The SMEFT is constructed as an expansion in higher dimension operators,
with the SU(3) x SU(2) x U(1) gauge symmetry unbroken,

k

C
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The operators of mass-dimension k, OF are constructed from SM fields and all of the effects of the beyond the SM
(BSM) physics reside in the coefficient functions, C*. In a UV complete model, these coefficients will be predicted at
the high scale A [3—6]. The comparison between the SMEFT and the SM predictions thus requires SM predictions
to the highest possible accuracy, along with SMEFT calculations beyond the leading order (LO). LO calculations
in the SMEFT are automated|[7, 8] as are NLO QCD SMEFT calculations [9], but electroweak corrections must be
performed on a case by case basis.

There exist numerous global fits comparing SMEFT predictions with electroweak precision, di-boson, Higgs, and
top quark observables[10-14]. However, given the large number of SMEFT operators, it is impossible to do a fully
general fit. The SMEFT theory predictions thus encode various assumptions, including the termination of the SMEFT
expansion at some order in 1/A2, the loop order of the QCD and electroweak expansions, and the flavor structure
of fermion operators, among others. Understanding the uncertainties inherent in these assumptions is crucial for
interpreting SMEFT fits[15].

The assumptions about the flavor structure introduce significant model dependence into the SMEFT predictions. It
is straightforward to implement a general flavor structure for the tree level predictions for observables[16-22] and the
one-loop M S renormalization of the dimension-6 coefficient functions is known for an arbitrary flavor structure[23-25].
The one-loop next-to-leading order (NLO) electroweak predictions for physical observables, however, typically involve
a large number of 4-fermion and 2-fermion operators with potentially complicated flavor structures. In addition, the
fermion operators introduce new subtleties in the renormalization procedure. Existing calculations of the one-loop
electroweak corrections to EWPO, Higgs, and di-boson data do not include the most general flavor structure for
the 2- quark and 4- quark operators in the loops[26-32]. Here, we generalize our previous NLO SMEFT calculation
of EWPOs[33-35] which included 4-fermion operators, but not 2-fermion operators, to allow for an arbitrary flavor
structure. The corrections to the EWPOs from 4-fermion operators in the U(3)% symmetric case are in [31]. The role
of flavor assumptions in fits to top and bottom quark data has been extensively examined in the literature and those
analyses are complementary to that presented here[35-38].

We set the CKM matrix to be diagonal, which implies that only operators containing pairs of identical flavor fermions
contribute. We further work to linear order in the SMEFT coefficients and set all masses other than the top quark to
be 0. We want to remark that these two conditions constrain the light fermion Yukawa couplings to be zero, without
additional assumptions, since the SMEFT operators that would induce a modification to the SM Yukawas do not
interfere with the SM amplitudes at linear order.

In Section II, we review the SMEFT framework and the role of flavor assumptions. Here we construct the general
form of the 2-fermion and 4-fermion coefficients that occur in the one-loop computations of EWPOs corresponding to
different flavor anzatz . We describe the NLO electroweak and QCD renormalization of EWPOs in detail in Section
IIT with emphasis on the roles of the 2- and 4-fermion operators. Section IV contains phenomenology results and
demonstrates the important role of flavor assumptions in the SMEFT fits[39]. We see that even including more general
flavor assumptions than earlier analyses, many blind directions remain in the fits. Finally, Section V contains some
conclusions. Numerical results for the EWPOs, along with H — Z~v and H — ~~, with arbitrary flavor structures at
NLO in the SMEFT are contained in supplemental material.



II. SMEFT

Our calculations are done using the dimension-6 SMEFT Lagrangian and the Warsaw basis[40]. Retaining only the
dimension-6 operators (and dropping the superscript k), we calculate observables, Oy, to one-loop as an expansion in
ﬁ and keep only the linear terms since the SMEFT is renormalizable order by order in powers of %,

Cq
Op =Opsm + X5 Pﬂab; (2)

where (., is process dependent and depends on the kinematic invariants and the input parameters, and O gps is
the SM prediction. The dimension-6 SMEFT framework is described in detail in the literature, and here we review
only those aspects relevant to the current calculations. We use the Feynman rules from Ref. [2], with general
flavor structures for the 2- and 4-fermion operators, although we assume that the CKM matrix is diagonal, which has
implications for the fermion structures of the operators that contribute to our calculation, as we will see. Furthermore,
we assume that the SMEFT does not introduce new sources of CP violation, that is we assume the coefficients of all
the operators to be real.

Our goal is the dimension-6 SMEFT calculation of NLO QCD and NLO electroweak corrections to electroweak
precision observables (EWPOs) with arbitrary flavor structures for the operators involving fermions. The technical
details are in the next section and in the following sub-sections we discuss the effects of flavor on the predictions.

In the following, fermion fields are written using the notation

()" = (ﬂiL,ElL) u' = up,cr,tg
(" = (v, ) d' =dg,sgr,br
e' =eR, R, TR (3)

with ¢ = 1,2, 3 the generation (flavor) index. Moreover, we define the Higgs doublet as

b= o (4)
- %(vathi(pO) ’

where h, ot and ¢ are the Higgs and Goldstone bosons, and v is the electroweak vacuum expectation value.

A. EWPO

In complete generality, the Warsaw basis contains 2499 baryon number conserving dimension-6 operators. Much of
the proliferation of operators is associated with the flavor structure. Of course, most of the flavor structures will
not contribute to a given observable and we begin by considering EWPOs at tree level. The Z and W boson pole
observables that we consider are,

MW7FWaFZa Oh, RevR;u RT7RSa RCa Rb7Aea A,ua AT; AstCa Ab7Ae,FB7AM,FByAT,FB7AFB,Sa AFB,cyAFB,b . (5)

Note that we do not use the effective mixing angle in our fits, since it is derived from the asymmetries.

The operators that contribute to the EWPOs at LO are comprised of two bosonic operators with no flavor structure
(Ogwp and Oyp) and 8 fermionic operators, of which there are 7 operators with 2 fermionic indices (the 2-fermion
operators), and 1 operator with 4 fermionic indices (the 4-fermion operator). The explicit forms of the operators that
appear at LO are reported in Table I. These operators change the couplings of the Z and W bosons to fermions,
and explicit predictions for the measured quantities of Eq. 5 are given in Appendix A of Ref. [27]. The only 4-
fermion operator that is relevant for EWPOs at LO is Oy[ijkl] which has the symmetry Oy[ijkl] = Oy[klij] and
only 0;[2112] = Oy;[1221] contributes to the observables of Eq.5. The indices (i, 5, k,1 = 1,2, 3) refer to the fermion
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Table I. Dimension-6 operators Cogtributing to the Z and W pole obse{ivables of this study at tree level. i,j,k,l = 1,2,3 are
generation indices. We define ¢'iD, ¢ = i¢' (Dp¢) — i(Dyuo) ¢ and ¢'iDS ¢ = i¢p" 7Dy — i(Dp) ' 7.

generation.) Dimension-6 operators involving the electron and the muon give contributions to the decay of the p,
changing the relation between the vev, v, and the Fermi constant G,

G, = \/%112 \[AZC”“QQle(C(g)[m céj)m}). (6)

At NLO, the EWPOs of Eq. 5 receive contributions from 22 additional operators (which are defined in Ref. [27]),
which we classify according to the number of fermions:

e 4 bosonic operators:

O¢B, Opw, Og, Ow . (7)

e 2 2-fermion operators:
Ouplij], Ouwlij] - (8)

Notice that only O,p[33] and O,w[33] contribute to the EWPOs at NLO if all fermions except the top are
massless.

e 16 4-fermion operators:
Ocdlijkl], Ocelikl], Oculigkll, Orulikl] , Oualikl], Orclijkl), O lijki], O} [ijkl)
Oyelijkl], O ijkl) , 0 [ijk1] , O [ijkl], OV (ki) , O (i), Ouuliikl] , Oualiil) )
Five of the NLO-generated 4-fermion operators have a flavor symmetry,

Ocelijkl), O [ijkl], O [i4kl] , Ouuligkl], Oaalijkl] = Oy [ijkl] = Oy [klij]. (10)

It is convenient to categorize the operators according to their dependence on the flavor since only specific structures
contribute to the EWPOs at NLO:

e A) 2-fermion operators: Ox [ij] = Ogelij], Opulij], Opalij], O;q)[lj] O;q)[m] O( )[Zj] (9( )[Z]] Ouslij], Ouwlij] -
We consider the CKM matrix to be diagonal which has the consequence that the coefﬁc1ents of the operators
in Class A have diagonal flavor structures:

Cxlifl = BV, 4,5 =1,2,3, (11)
resulting in 3 independent coefficients for each operator. Notice that the operator Og,[33] first contributes to

the EWPOs at NLO. Furthermore, as noted above, O, p[ij] and O,w[ij] enter in our calculations only with
coefficients C,,5[33] and C,w [33] respectively. Together there are 23 independent coefficients in Class A.
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e B) 4-fermion operators involving only identical fermion representations: Oy [ijkl] = O..[ijkl], (’)((I?(}) [igkl],
(’)((I}I) [ijkl], Ouulijkl], Ogalijkl], Oylijkl]. Since they stem from the combination of two fermion currents be-
longing to identical representations once we require that the CKM matrix is the unit matrix, there are only two
ways flavor is allowed to "flow" through these operators: Oy [iijj] and Oy [ijji]. Furthermore, these operators
are subject to the flavor symmetry in Eq. 10, resulting in the coefficients having the flavor structure,

Cy liiii] = Fy, Cyliiji] = AV, Cylijjil = By,
AP = AP B =B it ki =123 (12)

resulting in 9 independent coefficients for each operator. However, the flavor structure of O, [ijkl] is further
constrained by the Fiertz identity (€;v"e;)(€xy*er) = (€;7"e1)(exy*e;), which imposes the equality Al — gl ),
reducing the number of independent coefficients for O..[ijkl] to 6. The only coefficient of Class B that does
not contribute to the EWPOs at NLO is C,,[3333]. In total, we have 50 independent coefficients in Class B

contributing.

e C) 4-fermion operators with 2 different fermion representations: Ogz[ijkl] = O.qlijkl], Oculijkl], O lijkl],
Oligkl), Orclijkl), O [ijkl], O [ijkl), Ogelijkl], O [ijkl], OR[ijki), O [ijkl]. For these operators, our
choice of a diagonal CKM matrix requires that the flavor must flow only in one way: Oy [iijj]. Therefore, the
coefficients of these operators have the flavor structure:

Czliijg) = Dy, i, =1,2,3, (13)
with no further restrictions, corresponding to 9 independent coefficients for each operator, for a total of 99

independent coefficients in Class C that contribute to the observables of Eq. 5 at NLO.

In the most general flavor case, we see that EWPOs computed to NLO receive contributions from 178 independent
coefficients: 6 from bosonic operators, 23 from 2-fermion operators, and 149 from 4-fermion operators. We next
consider different flavor assumptions for the fermionic operators in order to reduce the number of operators that
need to be considered. The flavor assumptions we consider are U(3)%, minimal flavor violation (MFV), U(2)?, third
generation centric, third generation phobic, third generation phobic + U(2)°, and a flavorless structure. We will
discuss each of these assumptions in detail in the following sub-sections.

B. Flavor Assumptions: U(3)°

In the absence of Yukawa couplings, the SM fermions have a global U(3)® symmetry,

Gs=U(3)gxU3) xU(3)y xU(3)a x U(3)e . (14)
The introduction of Yukawa interactions in the SM Lagrangian preserves a global hypercharge symmetry U(l)y, a
baryonic symmetry U(1) g, and three leptonic symmetries, U(1). U(1), and U(1),.

Our first approximation when imposing flavor symmetries on SMEFT predictions is to assume that the dimension-6
SMEFT coeflicients have the G3 symmetry of the (Yukawa-less) SM. This symmetry prevents the generation of the
operators O,w[33] and O, [33] since they carry a left-right fermionic current.

Under G3, the other operators in Class A respect the form
Class A: Cxlig| = Ex, i=1,2,3, (15)

All the 2-fermion operators that contribute to the EWPOs automatically have the structure of Eq. 15, and there are
7 real coefficients in this class, consistent with the counting of Ref. [19].

Regarding the operators of Class B, both contractions of fermion indices

(?ﬂ“fi)(?j’)’ﬂfj), (?ﬂ“fj)(?jV“fi)? (16)



are invariant under U(3)®, so the coefficients of Class B reduce to
Class B: Cyliiii]| = Ay + By, Cy[iijj] = Ay, Cylijji| = By, i#j&i,5=1,2,3. (17)

Remembering that B.. = A.., there are 11 independent coefficients in Class B.

Finally, the operators in Class C have the structure
Class C: Cgzlitjjl=Dz 4,j=1,2,3, (18)

for a total of 11 independent coefficients also in Class C. In total, if we impose a G35 symmetry on the SMEFT
Lagrangian, we are left with 29 independent coefficients contributing to the EWPOs at one loop.*

C. Flavor Assumptions: MFV

The Yukawa couplings break the U(3)> global symmetry in the SM. If we assume that this is the only source of
breaking of the G3 symmetry, we are led to the MFV scenario?[41]. The SM Yukawa couplings are considered as
U(3)% auxiliary fields with the transformations,

Y, ~(3,1,3,1,1)
Yy~ (3,1,1,3,1)
Y, ~(1,3,1,1,3). (19)

It is always possible to choose a basis such that Y,, Yy, and Y. are diagonal matrices. We remind the reader that we
have assumed that the CKM matrix is diagonal and the only non-zero fermion mass is assumed to be the top quark
mass, M;. The coefficients of the operators containing at least 2 top quarks are modified, while the other coefficients
retain the G5 structure. Our implementation of the MFV scenario with a massless b quark is equivalent to a global
U2)g xU(@3)1 x U(2)y x U(3)q x U(3). symmetry.

In Class A, the only operators with a flavor structure that depends on the third generation fermions are Og,, (9((;;),
oW Ouw and Oyp.

bq°
Class A:  Cxloa] = Ex, Cx[33] = BY),  Ox = 04,00, 0, a=12
Cilii] = Ey, Og = e, Opa, 05), 08),  i=1,2,3.

Since for O,w and O, p only the C,w[33] and C, 5[33] enter in our calculations, a total of 12 independent coefficients
contribute to the EWPO at NLO, in agreement with Table 9 of [19].

The operators in Class B involving charge %— quarks all have 4 up fields or 4 gy, fields. Retaining the contributions

up to O(Af—f) , the coeflicients of O, (9((,2) and Ogé) are subject to the following relations in the MFV scenario,

Class B: Cy[1122] = Cy[2211] = Ay, Cy[1221] = Cy [2112] = By
Cy [33aqa] = Cy|aad3] = A$)7 Cy [3aad] = Cy|a33a) = Bg’)
Cylaaaa] = Ay + By, Cy[3333] = 2(AY + B®)) — 4y — By, a=1,2 (20)

which reduces the number of independent coefficients to 4 for each operator. The remaining operators in Class B
satisfy the U(3)® relations of Eq. 17, thus resulting in 17 independent coefficients in Class B.

1 We note that the (RR)(RR) operator, (’)S;), does not contribute to EWPOs at one-loop, and so our counting of the U(1)% operators
agrees with Ref. [18].
2 Since we assume that the CKM matrix is diagonal, there is no flavor violation in our implementation of the MFV scenario.



In Class C, the operators Oy, Oge, (9((1(11), Ocu, Oild), (91(;) (’)l(s) have 2 top quarks and they satisfy the relations:

Class C:  Cgzlacii] = Dy, Cz[33i]) = DY), a=1,2,i=1,2,3 (21)

and hence we have 2 independent coefficients for each operator.

The only operator in Class C with 2 charge- % quarks contributing to EWPOs is (’),g}) which satisfies the relations,

Class C: CV[aaff] = Dy, CSD[3333] = D)

qu®)

cV33aa] = DY, ), c{D[aa3s] = fom, o, B =1,2 (22)

qu()?

and hence there are 4 independent flavor structures for C(Sql). The remaining operators in Class C, O.q, O;q and Oy,
satisfy the U(3)° relations and contribute 1 independent operator each. Overall, we have 21 independent coefficients

in Class C. Excluding the operators 01(1?1)7 Oé%), and (91(51) which do not contribute to EWPOs at NLO, our counting
is in agreement with Table 2 of [20] and Table 9 of [19].

D. Flavor Assumptions: U(2)®
Here we consider a scenario where the new physics distinguishes between the 37¢ generation and the first 2 generations.
The first 2 generations are assumed to have the global symmetry[18],
Go=U(2)g xU(2); xU(2)y xU(2)g x U(2)e . (23)

Since we consider only the top quark mass to be non-zero, the U(2)® symmetry is unbroken.

Using the classification of operators given in Sec. 11 B, the G5 symmetry requires that operators of Class A have the
form:

Class A: Cxlaa] = Ex,
Cx[33]=EY), a=1,2 (24)

There are 16 independent coefficients in this class.

The Class B operators satisfy

Class B:  Cy[aaBf] = Ay, Cy|apBBa] = By, Cy|aaaa] = Ay + By,

Cy[aa33] = Cy[33aa] = AP, Cy[3aa3] = Cy|a33a] = BY, (25)
Cy[3333] = FY, a#B, a,B=12,

so that each operator has 5 independent coefficients. As before, O.. has an extra constraint coming from the Fierz
identities, which reduces the number of independent coefficients to 3 for this operator. Therefore, since O,,[3333]
does not contribute, Class B has 27 coefficients contributing to EWPOs at NLO in total.

The Class C operators, O¢, contain 2 different fermion representations and the U(2)® symmetry implies,

C: CzloaBf] =Dy, C4[3333] = DS
Cz[3300] = DY, C4[0033] = DY), a,8=1,2, (26)

and there are 4 independent coefficients corresponding to each operator structure, for a total of 44 operators.



E. Third Generation Centric

In this scenario, only operators involving the 3"¢ generation fermions are non-zero. An example of such a scenario

might be a Z’ boson that only interacts with the 37¢ generation. Operators of Class A in this scenario have the form:

Class A: Cx[aa] =0,
cx[33]=EY), a=1,2 (27)

There are 9 real coefficients in this class.

The Class B and C operators satisfy

Class B& C:  CyzlaaBp] = Cy[aBBal =0,

Cy,z|aa33] = Cy z[33aa] = Cy [3aal] = Cy[a33a] = 0, (28)
Cy[3333] = F\¥, C4[3333] = DY, a,B=1,2.

For a total of 5 coefficients in Class B and 11 coefficients in Class C.

F. Third Generation Phobic

In this scenario, we assume that the new physics only couples to the 1%¢ 2 generations. An example of such a model
can be found in [42]. We assume no further symmetry, but note that the operators contributing to EWPOs do not
have an arbitrary flavor structure, as described at the beginning of this section.

The flavor structure of the operators of Class A is

Class A: Cylaa] = B,
Cx[33]=0, a=1,2, (29)

for a total of 14 independent coefficients.

For Class B we have

Class B: Cylaaaa] = Fx(,a), Cylaappf] = Ag/aﬁ), CylaBpa) = B&aﬁ),
Cy[aa33] = Cy[33aa] = Cy [3aa3] = Cy[a33a] =Cy[3333] =0, a#06,a,0=1,2, (30)

corresponding to 4 independent coefficients for each operator (3 for Oe.), for a total of 23 coefficients in Class B.

Finally for Class C the available structures are

Class C: Czlaapf] = DYP
Cz[aa33] = Cz[33aa] =C£[3333] =0, «,8=1,2, (31)

which again gives 4 independent coeflicients for each operator, for a total of 44 coeflicients in Class C.
G. Third Generation Phobic + U(2)®

As a specific case of the previous example, we consider a scenario where, after assuming that new physics couples
only to the 1%t 2 generations, we further assume the existence of a U(2)% symmetry.



Operator U@3)° | MFV | U(2)® | 37 gen specific | 3" gen phobic | 3"¢ gen phobic + U(2)® | Flavorless
Class A 7 12 16 9 14 7 9
Class B 11 17 27 5 23 11 6
Class C 11 21 44 11 44 11 11
H Total H 29 ‘ 50 ‘ 87 ‘ 25 81 29 26 H

Table II. Number of independent operators contributing to NLO predictions for EWPOs in various flavor scenarios.

In this case, the flavor structure of the operators of Class A is

Class A: Cx[aa] = Ex,
Cx[33=0, a=12, (32)

for a total of 7 independent coeflicients.

For Class B we have

Class B: Cylaaf8f] = Ay, CylaBpBal = By, Cy|aaaa] = Ay + By,
Cylaa33] = Cy[33aa] = Cy[3aa3] = Cy[a33a] =Cy([3333] =0, a#p,a,=1,2, (33)

corresponding to 2 independent coefficients for each operator (1 for O..), for a total of 11 coefficients in Class B.

Finally for Class C the available structures are

Class C: Czlaaff] = Dy
Cz[aad3] = Cz[33aa] =C£[3333] =0, «,B8=1,2, (34)

which again gives 1 independent coefficient for each operator, for a total of 11 coefficients in Class C.

H. Flavorless Scenario

This is the scenario employed in our previous calculations[33], where flavor plays no role and we simply drop all flavor
indices. In this scenario, we assume that the operators have no flavor structure, that is we make the replacements,

CX,Y,Z[“-}:AX,Y,Z- (35)

Therefore in this case there are 26 coefficients that contribute.

We summarize the results of our discussion of flavor scenarios in Table II. The number of operators contributing
to EWPOs at NLO varies dramatically depending on the flavor structure and is significantly smaller than the 178
independent coefficients that contribute with no assumptions about flavor. We will see that these choices have large
effects on the numerical results of fits to EWPOs.

III. NLO

This section describes our calculational procedure for the NLO corrections to the electroweak precision observables.
Some of the results can be obtained from our previous calculation[33] by generalizing the flavor structure of each
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Figure 1. Z decays to fermions. The black circle represents the tree level SMEFT interaction.

observable. However, including a general flavor structure at NLO requires a new calculation for many of the flavor
structures and observables. Therefore, we have performed the calculation in all generality and in this section we
describe the details of the calculation and the assumptions that are implicit in the numerical results of the next
section.

At tree level, the interactions are just the Z (and W) decays to 2 fermions shown in Fig. 1 and the effect of including
the dimension-6 SMEFT contributions is to change the vector boson couplings to fermions. The tree level SMEFT
couplings of fermions to the Z and W are given in terms of our input parameters (o, Mz, G,,),

L= 2MZ\/\@iGﬂ{Z/L [gfq + 59?] Qg+ Zy [gzzzu + 591%"] URYuUR
+Zu [gfzd + 591%‘1} dpyudr + 2, {gfl + 69?} I,

+Zu |:91Z{e + 6gIZ%e:| ER'V;L@R + Z/L (691Z{V>VR'7HVR}

G

+ 2Mywy [Oé, My, Gu] \/i{WM |:(1 + 5QE/Q)EL’)/HdL + <5gglq>uR’deR]

+W, {(1 + 5gZVl)?L7HeL + ((Sg}%v”)VRV“eR] + h.c.} , (36)

where at tree level,

Z A
g9r’ = —siwQs and g7 =T — s} Q;
MI%V[avMZaG,u]

2 _
sty =1—
W 2 )
Mz

(37)

1
T:{ = =+—, and M [, Mz, G,] is the mass of the W boson written in terms of the (a, Mz, G,) input parameters as

defined later in Sec. IIID. Analytic expressions for the shifts in the couplings in terms of the Warsaw basis coefficients
can be found in [43, 44].

We use the SMEFT Feynman rules of Ref. [2] as implemented in FeynRules [45] from which a FeynArts [46] model
file is obtained. In this way, we are able to generate the relevant one-loop and real emission amplitudes, which include
all the QCD and EW corrections to the Z and W pole observables considered here. All the amplitudes are generated
in R¢ gauge, and the gauge invariance of the final results is verified explicitly. The results of the previous step are
manipulated with FeynCalc [47, 48], which is also used to reduce the integrals that appear in terms of Passarino-
Veltman integrals [49]. We retain only terms of O(v?/A?), since the SMEFT is renormalizable at fixed order in the
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Figure 2. Z decays to 2 fermions, including real photon emission. The black circle represents the tree level SMEFT interaction.

(v?/A?) expansion® . As is the case of the pure SM results, the Feynman diagrams that contribute to the calculations
are afflicted by both UV and IR divergences and we describe the regulation of these singularities below.

A. Real contributions

The decays of the Z and W bosons receive contributions from real photon and gluon emissions (as demonstrated
generically in Fig. 2), which are necessary to cancel the IR divergences from the virtual contributions. From Fig. 2,
it is clear that the flavor structure of the real emission diagrams is identical to that of the tree level result. Due to the
complicated tensor structures of the SMEFT vertices, it is convenient to avoid integration over the final state 3-body
phase space and therefore we use the method of Ref. [50], replacing the integration over the phase space with a loop
integration. Specifically, we square the tree-level real amplitudes and then make use of the identity,

1 1
p2—m2+i0 p?2—m2—1i0

2imd(p* —m?) = , (38)
to build a correspondence between phase space integrals and the imaginary part of 2-loop integrals, which we calculate
by rewriting them in terms of known master integrals [51, 52] using FIRE [53]. We notice that only the imaginary
parts that correspond to a cut through all three particles in the final state contribute to the phase space integral,
and thus particular attention has to be taken in isolating the correct imaginary part. We then check that the results
obtained with this technique reproduce the known results for the real photon and gluon contributions to the SM NLO
results. Finally, we treat IR divergences in the real and virtual contributions by giving a small mass to photons and
gluons, and then carefully taking the massless limit of the full result[54].

B. Virtual contributions

At LO, the amplitudes can be written in terms of the EW vacuum expectation value (v), the pole masses of the Z
and W bosons, and the Wilson coefficients of SMEFT operators in Table I. Tree level results for the observables of
Eq. 5 are given in Appendix A of [33]. This reference also includes the NLO results in the case where the 2-fermion
and 4-fermion operators are assumed to be independent of flavor. The virtual diagrams consist of the full set of
one-loop EW and QCD diagrams with the SMEFT vertices. Contributions of special interest to the study of the
flavor structure arise from the 4-fermion interactions shown in Fig. 3. In what follows, we do not assume any flavor
structure for the 4 fermion operators, although as noted in Sec. II, only certain flavor structures arise.

3 Including terms resulting from squaring the LO EFT result would result in contributions of O(v*/A%), which is the same order as the
dimension-8 terms we are neglecting, and hence would be inconsistent.
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R

Figure 3. Sample virtual one-loop contributions to Z decays to 2 fermions. The black circles represent SMEFT insertions
correcting the SM vertices, while the red circle denotes the dimension-6 4-fermion operators.

C. UV counterterms

To treat the UV divergences we use dimensional regularization in d dimensions so that the poles are written in terms
of the regulator ¢ = (4 — d)/2, which are later canceled by adding appropriate counterterms.

Note that we chose to exactly cancel all the tadpole contributions, that is we put to zero from the beginning all
the diagrams that contain tadpoles. This corresponds to identifying the renormalized vacuum with the (gauge-
dependent) minimum of the renormalized Higgs potential[55]. Consequently, all intermediate quantities are in general
gauge dependent and only the final physical observables are gauge independent. Therefore, the cancellation of the R,
gauge parameter is highly non trivial and a strong check of the correctness of the calculation.

Since we do not have direct measurements of the coefficients of the dimension-6 operators, we treat them as M S
parameters by constructing renormalized coefficients, C;(11), of the form

1 1

Ci(p) =Co,i +9C; =Co — %@%’jcja

(39)
where we define ¢! = ¢! — g + log(47) . In the previous equation, p is the renormalization scale, C ; are the bare
quantities, and v;; are the one-loop anomalous dimensions defined by the relation

e, 1

dn ~ Tox2 195 40

L

The complete set of anomalous dimensions for dimension-6 SMEFT operators in the Warsaw basis is in Refs. [23-
25]. In general the +;; are not diagonal and 4 -fermion operators mix with 2-fermion and other operators under
renormalization.

Regarding the SM input parameters, we use the on-shell (OS) scheme which defines the renormalized quantities in
terms of measured observables, and specifically we choose {a, G, Mz} as the independent inputs|44, 56].

The vacuum expectation value v is connected to the Fermi constant G, by the relation,

1 L oo (3) 1
G, +——=Cy[1221] — ——(C.J/[11] + C;’[22]) = 1+ Ar), 41
SRNGTY ul ] \/§A2( ¢l[ ] ¢z[ ) \/§v§< ) (41)
where the C in Eq. 41 are the renormalized C;(u), vo is the unrenormalized minimum of the potential (where we use
the notation ’0’ to denote the tree level relation), and Ar is extracted from the calculation of muon decay at 1-loop
at zero momentum transfer. The result for Ar in terms of the dimension-6 coefficients is in Appendix D of [26].

For the mass of the Z boson, the relation between the bare and renormalized quantity is obtained from the formula
Mg = M§ 7 —z7(M3), (42)

where Mg’ » is the bare quantity and I1zz(M%) is the one-loop correction to the 2-point function for Z, which is
reported analytically for the SMEFT in Refs. [57, 58]. It is also convenient to define the one-loop corrections to the
W boson 2-point function Hyw (M3,) in a similar manner.

The relation between the bare and renormalized electromagnetic coupling « is

(0%

oMz) = T a0,

(43)
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where we derive A« from the 1-loop SMEFT corrections to the yée vertex. Note that A« receives non-perturbative
corrections from diagrams involving light quarks that contribute to the vacuum polarization H(%) (0). To treat these
contributions we use the hadronic contribution to A« which is defined as

Aaf(Mz) = dra (T2 (M) — 2(0)) (44)
where H%)(M 7) is a perturbative correction obtained by calculating the same diagrams that contribute to Hg‘? (0).

The value of the hadronic contribution to A« is obtained using dispersion relations and experimental data and we
report it in Eq. 59 together with other inputs.

Finally, it is convenient to define the quantities

Ap = Tww (Miy) /My —Tz2(Mz)/Mz  and (45)
Ary = Ar 4 Ty (M3,) /M3, (46)

which will enter in some of the definitions in the following section.
D. Myw calculation

The relation between the mass of the W boson and the input parameters in the SM is given by the well-known formula

M3V7SM:M% <1+\/147H)‘(1+ATSM)>’ (47)

V2MZG,

where we use a slightly unusual notation to distinguish between the finite gauge-invariant A7 and the UV divergent
gauge-dependent Ar. Arg)s is obtained from the previous corrections:

cos? Oy
sin® Oy

Afsy = Aasy — Apsm + Arw. s, (48)

where 6y is the weak mixing angle, which is defined in the OS scheme as cos Oy = My /M.

In the SMEFT, Eq. 47 is modified:

dra(l+A7F) 1 1 cos O \°
M2 =M2([1+,/1- ———~L — — < ) FIG1 + F2G9) |, 49
w ="z < VAMZG, 162G, A2 \ cos 20w (F1G1 + FoG) “9)
where
2
A7 = Aa — 0052 Ow Ap+ Ary (50)
in” Oy
1 cos Oy (cos 0w Cyp + 2sin GwcngB)
+ - . 4 ApSM
\/iGuA2 2sin” Oy
COS ew(COS 9WC¢D + 4sin0WC’¢WB) HWW,S’M(ME[I)
+ —5 Arw, sy — —— 5
2sin” Oy My,
cos” Oy 2 cos Oy
oC oC ,
2sin? Oy o sin 6 ¢WB)

and we define

G = cos O Cyp + 4sin b Cow s + sin Oy tan Gy (205, [11] + 25 [22] — 20, [1221])
Gy = cos GWC¢D + 2sin GWC¢WB

OArgy
O(Mg,)

(
(

Fy = 4+ 6Argy +2(2 + Argay) cos 40y — M2 sin 260y sin 40y (53
(

Fy = —8Argys cos 20y, .
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It is convenient to rewrite Eq. 49 as,

Mg, = MI%V,SJVI + (55)

1 2
WM W,EFT

where M%KSM is obtained from Eq. 47, and we separate the SM and EFT contributions. At NLO, the mass of the
W boson is

2
1 My grr

1
Mw,nro = [ M s + My prr =~ \/ My spr + J
w75, M VRGN Ry

(56)

and we calculate M‘%V g and MEV grr at 1-loop. Note that the calculation of MEV g and M‘%V ppr involve the mass
of the W itself that enters through cosfy,. In this case, we use the value of My, obtained from Eq. 47 after putting
A7 — 0. As the last step in our calculation, we replace the SM result from our calculation with the "best" theory
result of Table III, obtaining our final expression for the mass of the W boson:

2
1 My grr

My fin = My »pest» + )

All the other observables that we include in our fit depend on the mass of the W boson in some way. In our numerical
calculation of a generic observable, O, we use our best knowledge of My, (Eq. 57) in the calculation of the LO
contributions to O and Mw nro in Eq. 56 in the calculation of the NLO contributions to O. Afterwards, we replace
our SM result with the "best" theory results in table III. Finally, our EWPOs are expressed as

(57)

O = O»pest» + Orrr,L0| My~ My ;i + OBFT,NLO|Mw =M n 1o - (58)

We close this section with a few remarks about the validity of our expansion. After renormalization, the amplitude is
finite. We then square the amplitude and retain only terms that are linear in the SMEFT coefficients. In principle, we
could retain the terms quadratic in the SMEFT coefficients as this is also finite. However, the quadratic contributions
generically have the same counting in factors of 16% as does a 2-loop SMEFT contribution with 2 insertions of SMEFT
coeflicients interfering with the SM amplitude. Furthermore, the quadratic terms contain contributions from SMEFT
operators that we have dropped because they don’t interfere with the SM.*

IV. RESULTS

In this section, we show the effects of the flavor assumptions on global fits to EWPOs. We fit to the data given in Table
III and we use the Particle Data Group review|[59] value for My,. The column labelled "best" theory corresponds to
predictions computed to the highest available order in perturbation theory. We take as our input parameters,

G, = 1.1663787(6) x 107 °GeV 2
My = 91.1876 + .0021GeV
1
— = 137.035999139(31)
Aal?) = 0.02768 + 0.00009
as(Mz) = 0.1181 £ 0.0011

My, =125.25 £ 0.17 GeV
My =172.69 £ 0.5 GeV .

4 The quadratic contributions corresponding to the square of the amplitude computed here can be obtained from the authors on request.
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The SMEFT scale is always taken to be A = 1 TeV and the coefficient functions are evaluated at the renormalization
scale p = My.

Flavor blind predictions for EWPOs were presented in Ref. [35], which corresponds to the scenario labeled flavorless
here.” In this section, we concentrate on the derivation of limits on SMEFT coefficients that are dependent on
the assumed flavor scenario. Our limits are obtained by considering only one non-zero operator type, O[ijkl], at a
time and imposing the flavor symmetries described in Sec. II. The single parameter limits are marginalized over the
other independent flavor structures. Before proceeding, we find it convenient to briefly describe the marginalization
procedure we use to obtain our results. Assuming Gaussian uncertainties, we calculate the x2 function

x hy _—2/yex I
X2<C) = Z(Of P -0; )aij (O; P - Oﬁ‘l)a (59)
4,J

where O and O are the experimental and theoretical values of a certain observable O; respectively and o}, is the
covariance matrix. In general, we can write x?(C) = x2(C, (f) as a function of coefficients C, which we are interested
in finding the limits of, and coefficients C, which we want to marginalize over. As a first step, we find the values of C

that minimize x? while keeping C free. In other words, we find the C/(C) that satisfy the system of equations
ox?

] =0, (60)
9C |¢=¢ @

where we highlighted that the Cp; are defined as function of the free parameters C. We can now define,
X*(C) = x*(C.C = Cu). (61)

The new function x2(C) is used to perform the necessary studies. More details on this procedure can be found in the
literature (see for example [14, 60, 61]).

For example, we can study the x? for the coefficient 0531) in the MFV scenario. The x? function is given by:

Crpv (qg;)) =21.0184 —0.183188 C{)[1,1,2,2] 4+ 0.00528431 C{)[1,1,2,2)* — 0.193834 C{)[1,1,3,3]
+0.00725802 C{Y[1,1,2,2]C (1, 1,3,3] + 0.120819 C{Y[1,1,3,3]? + 5.33703 C{)[1,3,3,1]
—0.2973 C{J)[1,1,2,2]C{V[1,3,3,1] — 0.271204 C{})[1,1,3,3]C{V[1,3,3,1] + 4.19859 CLV[1,3,3,1)?
—5.92823 C{1)[3,3,3,3] +0.163898 C{J)[1,1,2,2]C{})[3,3,3,3] +0.0186148 C{})[1,1,3,3]C Y [3,3,3,3]
—4.83774 C{J[1,3,3,1)C{Y)[3,3,3,3] + 3.85299 C)[3,3,3,3]. (62)

Following the above procedure, to marginalize Cé}f [1,1,2,2] and C’é}l) [3,3,3,3], we have

% =0 Ci11,1,2,2] — 8.062020 — 0.9688560 C\[1, 1,3, 3] + 27.44810 CV[1,3,3, 1]
qaq Lo — .
ocissss ~ 0 ciV[3,3,3,3] — 0.597832 + 0.0181909 C ¥ [1,1,3,3] + 0.0439991 CV[1,3,3,1]

(63)
Setting the marginalized coefficients to their minimum we find:

iy (C(%)[l, 1,3,3],C{J[1,3,3, 1]) =18.5079 — 0.124191C (1,1, 3,3] 4+ 0.117473C Y [1, 1,3, 3]* + 0.048042C ) [1, 3,3,1]
—0.0711661 C{)[1,1,3,3]CV[1,3,3,1] +0.012012C ) [1, 3,3, 1) (64)

The new 2, that now depends only on C(Sé) [1,1,3,3] and C’((l(ll) [1,3,3,1], is used to carry out the required analysis for
the MFV scenario.

5 The exact numerical results of this work differ slightly from Ref. [35] since we fit to an expanded set of measurements with slightly
different numerical values for the inputs.
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’ Measurement Experiment "Best" theory ‘
I'z(GeV) 2.4955 + 0.0023 2.4943 £ 0.0006 [62-64]
R. 20.804 + 0.05 20.732 £ 0.009 [62-64]
R, 20.784 + 0.034 20.732 £ 0.009 [62-64]
R- 20.764 £+ 0.045 20.779 £ 0.009 [62-64]
Ry 0.21629 + 0.00066 0.2159 4 0.0001[62-64]
R 0.1721 + 0.0030 0.1722 £ 0.00005[62—64]
oh 41.481 £+ 0.033 41.492 £ 0.008[62-64]
Ac(from Arg had 0.15138 4+ 0.00216 0.1469 £ 0.0004 [64, 65]
A, (from ALg lep) 0.1544 =+ 0.0060 0.1469 =+ 0.0004 [64, 65]
Ae(from Bhabba pol) 0.1498 + 0.0049 0.1469 £ 0.0004 [64, 65]
A 0.142 +£0.015 0.1469 £ 0.0004 [64, 65]
A;(from SLD) 0.136 + 0.015 0.1469 £ 0.0004 [64, 65]
A (1 pol) 0.1439 + 0.0043 0.1469 £ 0.0004 [64, 65]
A, 0.670 + 0.027 0.66773 £ 0.0002[64, 65]
Ay 0.923 + 0.020 0.92694 £ 0.00006[64—66]
As 0.895 + 0.091 0.93563 £ 0.00004[64, 65|
Aec FB 0.0145 4+ 0.0025 0.0162 £ 0.0001 [64, 65]
A, FB 0.0169 + 0.0013 0.0162 £ 0.0001 [64, 65]
A-rB 0.0188 £ 0.0017 0.0162 & 0.0001 [64, 65]
Ap,FB 0.0996 + 0.0016 0.1021 £ 0.0003 [64—66]
AcFB 0.0707 + 0.0035 0.0736 £ 0.0003 [64, 65]
As FB 0.0976 +0.0114 0.10308 £ 0.0003 [64, 65]
Mw (GeV) PDG World Ave 80.377 £0.012 80.357 £ 0.006[67, 68]
T'w (GeV) 2.085 £+ 0.042 2.0903 £ 0.0003[69]

Table III. Unless otherwise cited, experimental results are taken from Table 10.5 of the Particle Data Group[59]. The theory
results include the full set of 2-loop contributions for the Z pole observables, along with higher order corrections when known.
The theory predictions are computed using the formulae in the indicated references and our input parameters, and the theory
errors include the parametric uncertainties on My and M;[64], along with the estimated theory uncertainties described in the
respective papers.

We begin by considering limits on the 2-fermion operators (Class A) that contribute to the Z and W boson observables
listed in Eq. 5. Table IV compares the LO and NLO results for the SMEFT coefficients in the U(3)°, MFV, and 3"
generation centric scenarios. We note that the U(3)® and flavorless scenarios are identical for the coefficients of the
2-fermion operators. The limits on flavor structures that are not listed in the table can be derived using the results of
Section II, although for clarity we list limits on some of the non-independent coefficients. The differences between the
LO and NLO fits are in general quite small. The single parameter limits are compared graphically in Fig. 4 where
we see differences up to factors of 2 between the various flavor assumptions.

The contributions of top quark loops to the 2-fermion operators have been studied in [70]. Table 3 of this reference
presents the 95% CL single parameter limits on Cy,w[33], Cyup[33], Cs.[33] and C’;;)[?)?)] = %(Céz) [33] — Cé‘:) [33]).
Our results agree with these to ~ 10 — 20%, which is consistent with the use of slightly different sets of data as input.

In Fig. 5 and in Figs. 12-17 in the appendix, we show on the left hand side the limits on the 2-fermion operators
in the U(3)%, 3"¢ generation specific, and MFV scenarios . On the right hand side of these plots we show the 3"
generation phobic and 37¢ generation phobic + U(2)® scenarios, where the new physics only couples to the first and
second generations, and the flavorless scenario. It is apparent that the limits one quotes on these operators is highly
dependent on the assumed flavor scenario. It is interesting to note in Fig. 5, the large differences in the shapes of the
LO and NLO fits in the MFV and 3"% generation phobic scenarios and that the limits on the 3"% generation phobic
scenario are considerably weaker than in the other scenarios.

Tables V and VI show the 95% CL limits on coefficients in the flavor schemes discussed in Sec. II for the Class B and
Class C operators. In general, there is a strong dependence on the flavor scenario. This dependence is much larger
than for the 2-fermion operator coefficients and the flavorless scenario gives much more stringent bounds for many
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95 % CL limits on 2-fermion operators from EWPOs
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Figure 4. Limits on coefficients of 2-fermion operators in the U(3)® (LO in black, NLO in red), MFV (LO in green, NLO in
blue) and 3"¢ generation centric (LO in magenta, NLO in cyan) scenarios with a single non-zero operator and marginalizing
over the other independent flavor structures of each operator.
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Figure 5. 95% CL limits on C((;; [ij] under flavor assumptions described in the text. Results at LO are drawn with dashed lines,
results at NLO are drawn with solid lines. On the left we present Cf/i;)[ll] Vs. Cd();) [33] in the U(3)" (black), MFV (blue) and
37 generation centric (magenta) scenarios. In these scenarios C;Z) [22] = Céz)[ll}. On the right we present ng) [11] vs. Céz) [22]

in the 3" generation phobic (green), 3" generation phobic + U(2)® (orange) and flavorless (violet) scenarios. In the first two
scenarios Cé{z) [33] = 0, while in the flavorless scenario C(gi; [33] = C;z) [22] = C;{;[H]. All other coefficients are set to 0.

coefficient functions than is the case in the other flavor scenarios.

The most precise limits are on C;; and are shown in Fig. 6 for several flavor scenarios. It is clear that using the
flavorless scenario gives limits that are factors of O(10 —100) more precise than in the MFV or U(3)% scenarios for Cy;.
This is understood from Eq. 6 where we see that the only flavor structure that contributes to G, is C;[1221] and we
observe that the limits on Cj; in the U(2)® scenario are the weakest. In Fig. 7, we show the strong correlation between
C;[1221] and Cy[3333] in the MFV scenario and between Cy;[1221] and Cj;[1122] in the U(2)® and 3"¢ generation phobic
scenarios. We note that there are only 2 independent C;; coefficients.

Marginalized single parameter limits on the Class B operator coefficients Céé) and 052) are shown in Fig. 8. The U(3)%

and MFV results for these operators are within a factor of 2 of each other, while the 3"¢ generation specific and 3%
generation phobic scenarios are weakly constrained. Sample correlations between different flavor structures are shown
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95% CL limits on C range from EWPOs

(Coefficients are not all independent)
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Figure 6. Limits on coefficients of Cy[ijk!] in various flavor scenarios, where i, 5, k,l = 1,2,3. Only Cy; is taken to be non-zero
in this figure, and the independent flavor structures not shown are marginalized over. Exact numbers are given in Table V.
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Figure 7. 95% CL limits on Cy; in various flavor scenarios with all other coefficients taken to be 0. On the left we present
Cu[3333] vs. C;i[1221] in the MFV (blue), 3" generation centric (black) and flavorless (magenta) scenarios. On the right we
present Cyy[1122] vs. C;y[1221] in the U(2)® (cyan), 3" generation phobic (green), 3™ generation phobic + U(2)® (orange) and
flavorless (magenta) scenarios. All the independent flavor structures not present in the plots are marginalized over.

in Fig. 9, demonstrating the sensitivity to the flavor assumptions of these fits.

The 4-fermion Class C operators can be studied individually, and marginalizing over the independent flavor structures
gives the limits in Fig. 10. The limits obtained in the flavorless setup in this case also similar to those of the MFV
and U(3)® flavor structures. The 3"¢ generation specific and 3"¢ generation phobic scenarios give weak bounds for
these operators. In addition, there are large correlations between the different flavor structures, as illustrated in Fig.
11.

V. CONCLUSIONS

Measurements at the Z and W boson poles provide important limits on BSM physics. Using tree level predictions,
the fermion-gauge boson interactions are restricted to be quite close to those of the SM. In the context of the SMEFT,
the bounds on anomalous particle couplings can be extended to systematically include NLO QCD and EW effects
and interpreted as bounds on dimension-6 SMEFT operators. These bounds were previously derived ignoring the
effects of the flavor dependence of the dimension-6 2- and 4-fermion operators. We have re-computed the NLO
contributions to EWPOs including an arbitrary flavor structure for the fermion operators. With the exception of Cy;
(which contributes to muon decay and is quite precisely bounded), the operators that contribute to EWPOs at tree
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95% CL limits on qu(l.3) ranges from EWPOs

(Coefficients are not all independent)
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Figure 8. Limits on sample of coefficients of Class B 4-fermion operators in various flavor scenarios. ¢ is the range of the 95%
confidence level limits. Only a single operator is taken to be non-zero and the flavor structures not shown are marginalized
over. Exact numbers are given in Table V.
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Figure 9. 95% CL limits on Cé}z) (left) and Cég) (right), in various flavor scenarios with all other coefficients taken to be 0.
On the left we present Cl'[1331] vs. CY)[1133] in the MFV (green), 3" generation centric (orange) and flavorless (violet)
scenarios. On the right we present C\3[1331] vs. C{2)[1133] in the MFV (green), 3" generation centric (orange) and flavorless
(violet) scenarios. All the independent flavor structures not present in the plots are marginalized over.

level involve 2 fermions and the NLO corrections are typically quite small relative to the LO results. Comparing the
NLO bounds on 2-fermion operators in different flavor scenarios results in factors of O(2).

However, the flavor structure has a dramatic effect on the bounds derived on the 4-fermion operators which first
contribute to EWPOs at NLO. We present results for 4-fermion operators when the different flavor structures of an
operator are marginalized over and observe large deviations in the fits for different flavor scenarios. These large effects
result from the significant correlations between the different flavor structures. We have explicitly demonstrated that
ignoring flavor typically leads to much tighter bounds on the SMEFT coefficients than in a general flavor scenario.

We also notice that the presence of a top quark in the internal propagators generally leads to stronger constraints.
As we pointed out, the effects coming from the inclusion of NLO contributions are larger for operators where the top
quark can contribute in the loop corrections. Furthermore, the limits that can be obtained on the 4-fermion operator
coefficients in the U(3) scenario are often orders of magnitude stronger than those obtained in the 3"¢ generation
phobic + U(2)5 scenario. Since these scenarios have the same number of independent coefficients, the difference
cannot be attributed to the marginalization procedure. Moreover, in the case of Oy, O and Oy, where we do not
expect an enhancement due to top loops, the two scenarios produce bounds with similar order of magnitudes.

At tree level, many of these 4-fermion operators contribute to the well measured Drell Yan process[71-73]. The NLO
and EW corrections to Drell Yan production can potentially be combined with the EWPOs studied here to further
improve the precision of the limits on the SMEFT coefficients|34, 74-77].
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95% CL limits on Clq(l’3) ranges from EWPOs

(Coefficients are not all independent)
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Figure 10. Limits on sample of coefficients of Class C 4-fermion operators in various flavor scenarios, with the independent
flavor structures of each operator marginalized over. Exact numbers are given in VI.
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Figure 11. 95% CL limits on Cl(ql) (left) and le’) (right), in various flavor scenarios with all other coefficients taken to be 0. On
the left we present Cl(ql)[3333] vs. qul) [1122] in the MFV (green), 3"¢ generation centric (black), 3"* generation phobic + U(2)®
(orange) and flavorless (violet) scenarios. On the right we present Cl(;) [3333] vs. Cl(s’) [1122] in the U(2)® (blue), MFV (green),

374 generation centric (black), 3¢ generation phobic + U(2)° (orange) and flavorless (violet) scenarios.. All the independent
flavor structures not present in the plots are marginalized over.

Numerical results for the EWPOs to NLO in the QCD and EW interactions for a completely arbitrary flavor structure
of the 2-fermion and 4-fermion operators are presented in the supplemental material. The supplemental material also
contains numerical results for H — vy and h — Zv to NLO in the QCD and EW interactions for a completely
arbitrary flavor structure of the 2-fermion and 4-fermion operators, generalizing the results of [26, 27]. In the case of
the Higgs decays, the effects of the flavor structure are small.
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Operator LO U(3)° NLO U(3)° LO MFV NLO MFV 3"% gen centric | 3"¢ gen centric
LO NLO
¢ [33] [-0.0029,0.020] [-0.0024,0.020] [-0.019,0.042] [-0.019,0.069] [0.011,0.045] | [-0.0062,0.069]
¢ [-0.0029,0.020]% | [-0.0024,0.020* | [-0.0093,0.024] [-0.012,0.020] 0 0
¢33 [-0.0070,0.060] [-0.011,0.053] [-0.0067,0.060] [-0.027,0.055] [0.011,0.045] | [-0.016,0.059]
e [-0.0070,0.060]* | [-0.011,0.053]* [-0.032,0.10] [-0.071,0.18] 0 0
Cyu[33] [-0.021,0.13]* [-0.0037,0.11] - [-0.042,0.27] - [-0.020,0.29]
Coul11] [-0.021,0.13] [-0.0037,0.11]* [-0.021,0.13] [-0.031,0.10] 0 0
Coal33] [-0.21,-0.0024] [-0.18,0.0036] [-0.21,-0.0024] [-0.18,0.0036] [0.28,0.012] | [-0.37,0.00083]
Coe[33] [-0.0033,0.019] [-0.0036,0.018] [-0.0033,0.019] [-0.0036,0.018] [-0.040,0.028] | [-0.041,0.022]
c[33] [-0.011,0.0050] [-0.012,0.0049] [-0.011,0.0050] [-0.012,0.0049] [-0.026,0.033] [-0.029,0.029]
33 [-0.015,-0.00041] | [-0.013,-0.00029] | [-0.015,-0.00041] | [-0.013,-0.00029] | [-0.020,0.033] [-0.022,0.031]
Cow [33] 0 0 - [-0.90,0.15] - [-0.90,0.15]
Cup[33] 0 0 - [-0.61,0.061] - [-0.61,0.061]

Table TV. 95% CL allowed ranges on 2-fermion operators with varying flavor assumptions described in the text. Other flavor
structure of a given operator are marginalized over, and different coefficients set to 0. The entries labelled with a "-" correspond
to operators that do not contribute, while those labelled with a "*" are not independent. The flavor structures given not in
the table can be always derived from those in the table using the relations detailed in the text.
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Appendix A: Other plots for 2-fermion operators

In this appendix, we show a collection of plots involving the 2-fermion operators, as described in the text.
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Figure 12. 95% CL limits on Cg]) [ij] under flavor assumptions described in the text. Results at LO are drawn with dashed
lines, results at NLO are drawn with solid lines. On the left we present Cé?;)[ll} vs. Cé?;) [33] in the U(3)® (black), MFV (blue)
and 37¢ generation centric (magenta) scenarios. In these scenarios CSI) [22] = Cg;) [11]. On the right we present C(E)?;)[ll] Vvs.
ng) [22] in the 3"¢ generation phobic (green), 3"¢ generation phobic + U(2)® (orange) and flavorless (violet) scenarios. In the
first two scenarios C(fq) [33] = 0, while in the flavorless scenario Cf;) [33] = Césq) [22] = C;? [11]. All other coefficients are set to 0.
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Figure 13. 95% CL limits on Cgy[ij] under flavor assumptions described in the text. Results at LO are drawn with dashed
lines, results at NLO are drawn with solid lines. On the left we present Cy,[11] vs. Cyu[33] in the U(3)® (black), MFV (blue)
and 3" generation centric (magenta) scenarios. In these scenarios Cyu[22] = Cyu[11], also notice that for the MFV scenario
only the NLO results can be obtained. On the right we present Cs,[11] vs. Cgy[22] in the 37¢ generation phobic (green),
374 generation phobic + U(2)® (orange) and flavorless (violet) scenarios. In the first two scenarios Cgy[33] = 0, while in the
flavorless scenario Cyu[33] = C4u[22] = Ceu[11]. All other coefficients are set to 0.
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Figure 14. 95% CL limits on Cyq[ij] under flavor assumptions described in the text. Results at LO are drawn with dashed lines,
results at NLO are drawn with solid lines. On the left we present Csq[11] vs. Cya[33] in the MFV (blue) and 3" generation
centric (magenta) scenarios. In these scenarios Cga[22] = Csa[11]. On the right we present Cyq[11] vs. Cya[22] in the 37¢
generation phobic (green), 3" generation phobic 4+ U(2)® (orange) and flavorless (violet) scenarios. In the first two scenarios
Cya[33] = 0, while in the flavorless scenario Cq[33] = Cya[22] = Cgq[11]. All other coefficients are set to 0.
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Figure 15. 95% CL limits on Cg.[ij] under flavor assumptions described in the text. Results at LO are drawn with dashed lines,
results at NLO are drawn with solid lines. On the left we present Cge[11] vs. Cye[33] in the MFV (blue) and 3" generation
centric (magenta) scenarios. In these scenarios Cye[22] = Cge[11]. On the right we present Cye[11] vs. Cye[22] in the 37
generation phobic (green), 3" generation phobic + U(2)® (orange) and flavorless (violet) scenarios. In the first two scenarios
Cye[33] = 0, while in the flavorless scenario Cge[33] = Cge[22] = Cge[11]. All other coefficients are set to 0.
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Figure 16. 95% CL limits on Cd(;) [¢j] under flavor assumptions described in the text. Results at LO are drawn with dashed lines,

results at NLO are drawn with solid lines. On the left we present C(S) [11] vs. C;ll) [33] in the MFV (blue) and 3" generation

centric (magenta) scenarios. In these scenarios C5j>[22] = Cép[ll]. On the right we present Cﬂ(j)[ll] vs. Cq(;)[22] in the 37

generation phobic (green), 3" generation phobic 4+ U(2)® (orange) and flavorless (violet) scenarios. In the first two scenarios
C;? [33] = 0, while in the flavorless scenario C;P [33] = Cd(j)[QZ] = Cﬂ(ﬁ) [11]. All other coefficients are set to 0.



28

95% CL 95% CL
0.04[F al il ——— ——— —
sl ]
0.03 ] i~
ook NLO: Solid; LO: Dashed 1 000 7 b
— ® MFV _ !
™ LE @ 3“GenCen 1 AN ooy 1
o o
OB ol 1 S ooof NLO: Solid; LO: Dashed 1
(@) [ [@) ® 3“GenPh
oot ] 001~ ® 3“GenPh+U(2)° ]
E o ammme @ FlavLess
-0.02 ; - oooF T 4
003k | | | . 3 o025t . LT
-0.015 -0.010 -0.005 0.000 -0.020 -0.015 0.010 -0.005 0.000 0.005
(3) (3)
Co [1, 1] Ca 1, 1]

Figure 17. 95% CL limits on Cﬁ) [ij] under flavor assumptions described in the text. Results at LO are drawn with dashed lines,

results at NLO are drawn with solid lines. On the left we present CS) [11] vs. CS) [33] in the MFV (blue) and 3"¢ generation
3)

centric (magenta) scenarios. In these scenarios CS)[221 = Cél [11]. On the right we present CS’)[H] vs. Cg) [22] in the 3¢
generation phobic (green), 3" generation phobic 4+ U(2)® (orange) and flavorless (violet) scenarios. In the first two scenarios
Cff [33] = 0, while in the flavorless scenario CS’) [33] = Cfl’>[22] = C(S) [11]. All other coeflicients are set to 0.
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