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Abstract

We present current bounds on SMEFT operators that are mainly constrained by Higgs-
boson observables, under different assumptions for the flavour structure of the UV the-
ory. We investigate how the accuracy reached through a dedicated Higgs-boson precision
physics program is starting to have a major impact in setting a lower bound on the scale
of new physics, and we discuss the relevance of considering the scale evolution of the
SMEFT coefficients in this context. We compare our results with the literature, pointing
out the consistency of the results in spite of the different assumptions adopted in each
analysis, and we discuss future steps aimed at improving the accuracy of the fit.
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1 Introduction

The Standard Model Effective Field Theory (SMEFT) provides a systematic framework to probe
effects of new physics (NP) beyond the Standard Model (SM) under well-defined limited as-
sumptions. In its general form the SMEFT Lagrangian can be written as an extension of the SM
Lagrangian by a series of Lorentz-invariant local operators (’)Ed) of canonical mass dimension
larger than four (d > 4) built of SM fields and respecting the SM gauge symmetry:

1 d) (d
Lsyerr = Low + Z N Z Do, D)
d>4 i

where i collectively labels each operator according to its field composition and quantum num-
bers, Cl.(d) denote the corresponding Wilson coefficients, and A is the cutoff of the effective
theory indicatively identified with the ultraviolet (UV) scale of NP In this work, we truncate
the Lgyppr to include only dimension-6 operators, consistently retain only their linear order in
all calculated observables, and adopt the Warsaw basis introduced in Ref. [1]. In the following
we will denote the corresponding Wilson coefficients simply by C; (omitting the d = 6 index)
and will consider their scale dependence (C; = C;(u)) as dictated by the leading-order SMEFT
renormalization group evolution from the scale of NP A to the proper scale of individual ob-
servables.

Additional global symmetries may be imposed on the d > 4 terms of the SMEFT, covering
in this way a variety of possible NP models. For this study we consider effective interactions
that respect baryon and lepton number, and do not introduce additional sources of CP-violation
beyond the SM one. Furthermore, without changing the flavour structure of the SM, one can
require NP to satisfy different flavour symmetries which will then be reflected on the d > 4
SMEFT operators and constrained by a global fit that also includes flavor observables. In
this study we will consider the two scenarios in which NP satisfies a U(3)> or U(2)° flavour
symmetry [2,3].

The C; coefficients can be constrained comparing SMEFT predictions to experimental mea-
surements of various physical observables. In this respect, the SMEFT framework naturally
lends itself to investigate correlations among different operators induced by their action on
common sets of observables or by renormalization mixing. Once established, correlations
can point to specific classes of models. Recent fits of the SMEFT [3-13] have considered a
broad set of observables, including electroweak (EW) precision observables, Higgs-boson sig-
nal strengths and simplified template cross sections, top-quark rates and asymmetries, Drell-
Yan and di-boson rates, as well as flavour-physics observables such as K- and B-meson mixing
and K-, D-, and B-meson decays.

In this context, it is interesting to focus on the role played by Higgs observables and their
constraining power within fits of SMEFT interactions, based on the latest LHC results [10, 14—
19]. In this study we therefore consider those operators that are mainly constrained by Higgs-
boson measurements, as determined by recent analyses [3,7-9,11], and investigate how the
accuracy reached through a dedicated Higgs-boson precision physics program is starting to
have a major impact in constraining the corresponding Wilson coefficients and setting a lower
bound on the scale of NP We present individual fits of the corresponding SMEFT coefficients
based on the latest experimental results and investigate two different NP flavour-scenarios,
namely the case in which the SMEFT effective interactions at the scale A are U(3)° or U(2)°
flavour invariant. We will highlight how the two scenarios give origin to different constraints
on the C; coefficients. Furthermore, in each case, we will highlight the relevance of consid-
ering the scale evolution of the C; coefficients and discuss future steps aimed at controlling it
with improved accuracy. Finally, we discuss the consistency of the results presented in recent
studies [3,7-9,11], taking into account the different assumptions adopted in each analysis.
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2 Fitting framework

Opu=(¢'$)0(¢"¢) O = (¢TI, pe,) Ol = (I,0"7,)$B,,
O = ¢'¢ GG O = ($7¢)@, pu,) O = (@,0""u,)$ B,
Ops = '¢ B, B O =(¢'¢)q,9d,) o = (I,0me ) pW],
Ogw = ¢ W] Wir> Ol = (¢"iD,d)a,rd,) | Oy = (G0 u, )T d W,
Opwp = /¢ WL B O = (g0 Thu,)$ GA,
Og = fABCGAGEP G OpaPrst = (Tie, e (qu,)
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Table 1: Dimension-6 operators of the Warsaw basis [1] considered in this study. We
denote by Gﬁv A=1,...,8), W‘fv (I = 1,2,3), and B*” the gauge field strength
tensors of the SU(3). , SU(2);, and U(1)y SM gauge groups respectively; by ¢ the
complex SU(2); doublet scalar field of the SM; by q and [ the SU(2); left-handed
quark and lepton doublets, and by u,d, e the SU(2); right-handed quark and lepton
singlets, with family indices specified by the superscript in square brackets.

Among the dimension-6 operators that satisfy the properties outlined in Sec. 1, the ones
that are mainly constrained by Higgs-boson observables are listed in Table 1 (see [3,8,11]).!
They consist of operators containing only scalar and gauge field (often denoted as bosonic
operators) as well as dipole operators, and operators containing one or two fermion currents.

Notice that we do not consider the operator Oy = (¢"¢)? since it does not enter at leading
order in the observables considered in this study. In fact, the main effect of this operator is
to modify the Higgs-boson self-interactions, and can only be weakly constrained with current
Higgs pair-production data [17,18]. Furthermore, although O, can be generated from other
bosonic interactions via renormalization, it does not enter in the leading-order SMEFT anoma-
lous dimension matrix, i.e. setting a non-zero value of C, at the UV scale does not contribute
to other coefficients at lower scales via one-loop renormalization-group evolution.

We assume that the SMEFT coefficients are generated by NP at the UV scale A, and treat the
C;(A) coefficients as parameters of the fit. We then derive the Wilson coefficients at a generic
scale py, (for convenience chosen to be uy, = My, ) through leading-order renormalization
group (RG) evolution (RGE) [20-22]. We work at linear order in the SMEFT dimension-6
coefficients and write the running of the Wilson coefficients as:

Ciluw) = U(uw, A);;C;(A), (2)

where U(uy,A) is the evolutor between the scales A and uy, computed neglecting the effect
of SMEFT coefficients in the running of the SM parameters, as consistent with the SMEFT
linear approximation, see Ref. [3] for details. The observables used in the fit are computed in
terms of the C;(uy, ) coefficients at fit time. We do not differentiate between different scales
in the few-hundred GeV regime, and use of a common uy, also for high-p observables, since
these observables still have large experimental uncertainties and do not have much influence
on the fit at the moment. Since the two-loop SMEFT anomalous dimension is still missing, for
consistency we employ tree-level matrix elements at the scale .

IRef. [7] presents a fit within the U(2)° flavour assumption but does not include Higgs-boson observables.
Hence, their results can only be compared with our ones when we omit Higgs-boson observables, see the “noH"
column in Table 3, showing a good agreement.
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As far as the SM parameters are concerned, we follow the same approach as in SM EW
precision physics and choose to express all observables in terms of a set of input parameters,
namely: the Fermi constant G, the QED fine structure constant constant a or alternatively the
W-boson mass My, the Z-boson mass M,, the Higgs-boson mass Mj,, and the lepton masses.
In this way, we implicitly trade the values of the SM parameters at the EW scale, including
the corrections from the SMEFT, for the chosen set of input values. We notice that, in the
quark sector, since the relations between quark masses, CKM angles, and Yukawa couplings are
modified by SMEFT contributions, one cannot trade the experimental values of quark masses
and CKM angles for the corresponding SM parameters at the EW scale, and keeping the SMEFT
contributions in the Yukawa matrices RGE is essential. In the quark flavour sector we therefore
treat the Yukawa couplings at the scale A as fit parameters that are then evolved to the EW
scale including the effect of the SMEFT in the running. Once evolved to the EW scale, the
Yukawa couplings are used to compute the quark masses and CKM angles, that are then fitted
to experimental data.

The SMEFT coefficients in the mass-eigenstate basis are then used to compute the ob-
servables at the scale uy,. To calculate flavour observables, the SMEFT Lagrangian is further
matched to the Low Energy Effective Theory (LEFT) using the results of Ref. [23], where the
massive gauge-bosons, the Higgs-boson and the top-quark fields are integrated out. The LEFT
coefficients are then evolved to the energy scale relevant for specific flavour observables using
the LEFT RG equations.

For this study we have used the open-source HEPfit framework [24,25], where we have
implemented a global fit of the SMEFT including EW, Drell-Yan, Higgs-boson, top-quark, and
flavour observables in the NPSMEFTd6General model. We use a Bayesian analysis to extract
the posterior probability density for the SMEFT coefficients C;(A) given the experimental data,
a uniform prior for C;(A) in the [—4m, 47 ] perturbative range which we approximate requiring
C;(A) € [—15,15] (while maintaining all the others fixed at zero), and a Gaussian prior for the
input parameters Gp, My,, M, My, a,(M;) and the lepton masses. SM input parameters and
hadronic parameters entering flavour observables are always floated in the fit (see Ref. [3] for
details), while we vary one SMEFT coefficient at a time in the fits presented in this study. In
all fits, HEPfit uses the BAT library [26] to sample the probability density function (pdf) of
the SMEFT coefficients C;(A) via its numerical representation through a Markov Chain Monte
Carlo (MCMC). From the MCMC samples, the 68% and 95% Highest Posterior Density Intervals
(HPDI) for the SMEFT coefficients are computed. A lower bound on effective NP interaction
scale A/+/|C| can then be obtained from the largest absolute value of the 95% HPDL.

The RG evolution from the scale A to uy, is performed within the HEPfit framework using
the RGEsolver library [27], while the running in the LEFT is directly implemented in HEPfit.

The set of Higgs-boson observables considered consists of Higgs-boson signal strengths at
8 TeV from ATLAS and CMS [28], as well as the most recent combined measurements of Higgs-
boson production cross sections, decay branching ratios, and simplified template cross sections
(STXS) as provided by the ATLAS and CMS collaborations using 139 fb™! of collision data at
v/s =13 TeV [10,14-16,18,19]. These include measurements of Higgs-boson production via
gluon-gluon fusion (ggF), vector-boson fusion (VBF), and associated production with gauge
bosons (ZH and WH) and top quarks (ttH and tH) as well as measurements of Higgs-boson
decays into yy,ZZ*, WW*,t+1~ bb,u*u~, and Zy. For the STXS we adopt the most recent
Stage 1.2 binning and compare with the experimental results presented in [10,19]. Full cor-
relation matrices as provided by the experimental collaborations are included in the fit. Both
cross sections and decay rates are computed at linear order in the SMEFT coefficients using
MG5_aMC@NLQ [29] with an in-house UFO file. We do not consider theoretical uncertainties
for Higgs observables since they are not at the moment the dominant source of error, although
this will have to be reconsidered in future studies. For more details on the non Higgs-boson
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observables that have been considered in the fit, including how theoretical uncertainties have
been considered in each case, we refer to Ref. [3].

3 Results
3 TeV
Full Fit noH
C; AVIGT C; AVIGT
Coo —0.3+2.7 1.3 —2.1+6.3 0.8
Coc —0.0110+£0.0080 18.3 —2.6+1.7 1.4
Cen —0.007+0.014 15.8 —3.2+6.0 0.8
Cow —0.025 £ 0.046 8.8 —2.5+6.0 0.8
Cown 0.016+£0.026 11.4 0.027£0.070 7.3
Cq 3.5+£1.8 1.1 3.1+£23 1.1
Cw —0.29£0.44 2.8 —3.0£5.1 0.9
1 TeV - noRGE
Full Fit noH
Ci A/ VG C; A/ VG
Con —0.02+0.24 1.4 - -
Coc —0.0016 £0.0012 15.8 - -
Cen —0.0007 £0.0014 17.1 - -
Cew | —0.0028 +£0.0051 8.8 - -
Cewp | 0.0014+£0.0026 12.5 0.0030 £ 0.0067 7.9
Cq 0.07£0.15 1.6 0.05+0.15 1.7
Cw —0.50£0.70 0.7 —0.34+0.77 0.7

Table 2: Results of the individual fits for the U(3)° flavour symmetric SMEFT, for the
operators mainly constrained by Higgs-boson observables. For each coefficient, we
report the 68% HPDI interval, the bound on A/+/|C;| in units of TeV obtained taking
the maximum of the 95% HPDI interval for |C;|, for the full fit (left) and omitting
Higgs-boson observables (right). Results are shown with RG evolution for A = 3 TeV
(upper part of the table) and without RG evolution (lower part). A dash denotes that
no bound can be set from that particular fit.

In order to illustrate the impact of Higgs-boson observables on full fits of the SMEFT, we
consider fits varying one SMEFT coefficient at a time, which are best suited to investigate
the impact of specific sets of observables. Individual fits also lend themselves better to a first
comparison with other groups’ results, since each group has used slightly different assumptions
that would most certainly affect the complexity of a global fit while have a smaller impact on
individual ones. We have organized the results of the fits into two tables, Tables 2 and 3, for
the case of U(3)° and U(2)° flavour-symmetric NP theories respectively. In the U(2)° case, we
should specify the flavour orientation to define the third generation; however, for the operators
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considered here, which are mainly constrained by Higgs-boson data, constraints do not depend
significantly on the choice of flavour basis (see Table 10 of Ref. [3]) and we report here results
obtained in the basis in which up-type quark Yukawa couplings are diagonal at the scale A
(the so-called "UP basis"). For the purpose of illustrating the impact of RG evolution, we show
results obtained for A = 3 TeV including RG evolution (upper part of each table), and results
obtained without RG evolution, fixing A = 1 TeV (lower part of each table). Finally, to show
the impact of Higgs measurements, in each sector we compare the results of the full fit with
those obtained by removing Higgs-boson observables.

Starting from the U(3)° case shown in Table 2, we notice that in this flavour scenario, only
bosonic operators receive the dominant constraints from Higgs-boson observables. The only
purely bosonic operator not constrained by Higgs-boson data is Oy, = (qb"LD“qS)* (d)J"DMd)),
since it is mainly constrained by EW precision observables [3]. C; is also only mildly con-
strained by Higgs-boson observables, being more sensitive to top-quark observables and in
particular constrained by jet observables that however have not been included in our fit. In
the context of our fit the most relevant impact of Higgs-boson data is on Cyg, Cyp, and Cyy,
which are significantly more constrained in the full fit compared to the fit without Higgs-boson
data. Notice that, in the fit without Higgs data, these three operators are only constrained via
RG mixing, which is reflected in the absence of bounds in the noRGE case. The other bosonic
operators, Cyn, C4wp, Cg and Cyy, are also more constrained in the full fit, but the impact of
Higgs data is less pronounced.

In the U(2)® case, the individual bounds on bosonic operators are equal to the U(3)° case,
but Higgs-boson data constrain also new operators containing third-generation fermions, in
particular CLEZ?J, CC[I‘Z)B] and C‘Ej)g], which modify the relation between Yukawa couplings and
masses for top, bottom, and tau respectively. In fact, these operators can only be constrained
by Higgs-boson observables, since their effect in all other observables can be reabsorbed in a
redefinition of quark masses. Furthermore, Higgs-boson data also constrain the dipole oper-
ators CLEBG'SJ, CL[;S] and CSS], which enter in Higgs-boson production via gluon fusion and in
the H — yy and H — Zy decay rates. The leptonic dipole operators C‘Egg] and C£§V3 I are also
constrained by Higgs-boson data, but the bounds are much weaker. Finally, the four-fermion
operator coefficients 61(3(1)53333] and C1(3q)153333] are constrained by Higgs-boson data only via their
mixing with dipole operators, so that no bound can be set in the noRGE case.

Regarding the impact of each channel on a given operator, we observe that, although ttH

can in principle constrain Cg;, CLEZ?’] and CLE?(’;B], these operators also contribute to the gluon-
fusion production mode which, being much more precisely measured, ultimately provides the
strongest bounds. Indeed, gluon fusion also yields the leading constraint on Cy . The channel
that constrains the largest number of operators is H — yy, which provides the leading bounds
on Cyp, Cows Cowa> Cw, Ce[g?’], ClEg?’], CIEB;] and C(Ef‘f’ 1 However, due to the RGE, CSVB Valso re-

cl33]

. . _ . . . 33
ceives relevant constraints from H — 7177, a channel that is crucial to constrain CLE 7 ], W

C(l)[3333], and Cl(:,;[3333]

lequ . . Finally, another relevant channel is H — bb, which provides the lead-

33] [33]
7 and C¢ud'

important to constrain C[Bugd], given that the present bound lies around the perturbativity limit.
The other channels not explicitly discussed here do not provide the most stringent constraint
on any of the operators, although they would become relevant in the context of a global fit,
where flat directions can appear.

The results of Tables 2 and 3 are illustrated and complemented in Figs. 1 and 2 where
we report both the bounds on the Wilson coefficients and the corresponding lower bounds on
the scale of NP, Including Higgs-boson observables can set lower bounds on A as high as 15-
20 TeV unless correlations exist in given NP models to compensate for the effect of individual

ing constraint on C(El A future improvement in this channel would be particularly
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3 TeV
Full Fit noH
Ci A/YIC] C AVIC]

Coo —03+2.7 1.3 —21%6.3 08
Cypo —0.0110+0.0080 | 183 —26+1.7 1.4
Cos —0.007 +0.014 15.8 —32£6.0 0.8
Cow —0.025 £ 0.046 8.8 —2.5£6.0 0.8
Cows 0.016 +0.026 11.4 0.027 £0.070 7.3
Co 3.5+1.8 1.1 3.1+23 1.1
Cw —0.29+ 0.44 2.8 ~3.0£5.1 0.9
cl 5.1+5.4 0.8 15485 -
¢y 0.017+0.085 6.8 - -
c 53+43 0.8 - -
Ly 0.082 £0.097 6.1 - -
ck 6.8+7.9 - - -
cll —0.10+0.17 4.6 —0.42+0.74 2.2
cl 0.5+2.3 1.4 - -
ck —0.19+0.28 3.5 —0.37+0.71 2.2
cl® —0.27£0.15 4.0 ~1.63+0.67 1.7

WIss33] | —0.12+0.42 3.1 - -
c;fg%] 0.8+3.0 1.2 - -

1 TeV - noRGE
Full Fit noH
G il G A/VIG]

Com —0.02%0.24 14 - -
Cypo —0.0016+0.0012 | 15.8 - -
Cps —0.0007+0.0014 | 17.1 - -
Cow —0.0028+0.0051 | 8.8 - -
Cows 0.0014+0.0026 | 12.5 | 0.0030+0.0067 | 7.9
Co() 0.07£0.15 1.6 0.05+0.15 1.7
Cw ~0.50%0.70 0.7 —0.340.77 0.7
c(x) —8.8+6.3 - —8.8+6.3 -
¢ 0.0018 + 0.0085 7.3 - -
! 0.51+0.40 0.9 - -
e 0.009 +0.012 5.4 - -
cl 1.9+3.2 0.4 - -
cl 0.024 £ 0.047 2.9 —1.29+0.94 0.6
cksl —3.3+58 - - -
ck —0.010+0.075 2.5 —0.13£0.12 1.6
cl 0.009 +0.033 3.7 —0.171+0.083 1.7

(1)[3333] _ _ _ _

le%u3333]
o . . . .

Table 3: Same as Table 2, but for the U(2)° flavour symmetric SMEFT. The coeffi-
cients C; and C(E)Su?’; are only constrained by Higgs-boson observables if RG evolution
is included, while without RG effects they can only be constrained by top-quark ob-
servables, so that in the noRGE case, which we mark with an asterisk, the fit without
Higgs-boson data gives the same result as the full fit. The cases in which the 68% or
95% HPDI intervals touch the edges of the prior distributions are indicated in red.

operators as illustrated in the SMEFT framework.

Let us now compare our results with the literature. Ref. [9] presents results for a slightly
different flavour assumption with respect to the ones considered in this study. A U(2),xU(2),xU(3)q
symmetry is assumed in the quark sector, where, in addition to the top quark, also the bottom
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Figure 1: Comparison of constraints from a full fit and a fit that does not include
Higgs-boson observables, for the U(2)° case. The bounds on the bosonic-operator
Wilson coefficients also apply to the U(3)> case. The scale of NP has been set to
A = 3 TeV. The limits shown correspond to the 95% HPDI. Results are presented with
and without the RGE effects (the latter also adjusted to a value of A = 3 TeV for this
comparison), following the colour scheme indicated in the legend.

and charm Yukawa couplings are kept nonzero to account for the current LHC sensitivity to
these parameters. (U(1); x U(l)e)3 is assumed in the lepton sector, also in this case keeping
the tau-lepton Yukawa coupling non-zero as motivated by LHC data. Although not exactly the
same, this flavour assumption is quite close to the U(2)° case considered in this study when
focusing on operators mainly constrained by Higgs-boson measurements. It should be noted,
however, that Ref. [9] does not include the full set of operators analysed in this work. While
RG evolution is present in their following work [13], only global fit results are present for that
case so in order to compare the results of the individual fits we use Ref. [9], which does not
include RG evolution.

Ref. [8] presents results for a U(3)° flavour symmetry, as in our first scenario, but does not
include RG evolution. While RG effects are included in the subsequent analysis presented in
Ref. [11] only constraints from the global fit obtained by profiling the other coefficients are
reported there, so for the comparison of individual fits, as done for the previous collaboration,
we stick to Ref. [8] .

In Table 4 we compare the results of our individual fits with those of Refs. [9] and [8]
for the operators reported in those analyses which are mainly constrained by Higgs-boson
observables when neglecting RG evolution. Considering the different data sets used and the
different fitting procedures, the results are in good agreement. Tracking the origin of the small
differences observed would require a detailed comparison of the different implementations,
which is beyond the scope of this study.

4 Conclusion

We have presented the state of the art on the impact of Higgs-boson measurements on the
determination of SMEFT coefficients, showing that Higgs-boson observables are giving the
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Figure 2: Results from individual fits in the U(2)® flavour symmetric SMEFT. For each
coefficient C;, the top panel shows the scale of NP allowed by the data at 95% prob-
ability (normalized by the square root of the maximum of the 95% HPDI interval
for |C;|). The bottom panel shows the width of the 95% probability range divided
by two. Both panels show results for 1) the full fit with RGE (for A = 3 TeV) and
without RGE (for A = 1 TeV), and 2) the fit that does not include Higgs-boson ob-
servables. The color code is as explained in the legend. The horizontal lines indicate
the maximum value allowed for each Wilson coefficient in the fit, corresponding to
the perturbativity limit 47t (see Section 2). The cases in which the 95% HPDI interval
touches the prior’s edges, indicated in red in Table 3, are hatched with red diagonal
lines. When the posterior distribution of a coefficient is completely flat the 95% HPDI
interval is hatched with diagonal white lines.

dominant constraint on several operators, providing a sensitivity on the scale of NP well above
10 TeV, driven mainly by Cyg, Cyw, Cpp and Cyyp. In the future, the HL-LHC will signif-
icantly improve the precision of Higgs-boson measurements [30] and hopefully improve the
sensitivity of all the operators listed in Table 1 and/or show hints of NP On the theoretical side,
the ongoing effort to improve to next-to-leading order the SMEFT anomalous dimension, to-
gether with the computation of one-loop amplitudes for the observables of interest, will allow
to strongly reduce the theoretical uncertainty in the calculation of Higgs-boson observables
and provide quite strong constraints on NP theories as well as possible indirect indications
of physics beyond the SM. The analysis presented in this study, which considers different UV
scales as starting points of the RGE, shows that the LO RGE is already fairly stable. Never-
theless, the NLO RGE should not only provide a more accurate account of Wilson coefficients’
scale dependence, but also introduce new effects from operators that first enter either in the
2-loop anomalous-dimension mixing or in the one-loop matrix elements. Moving forward, im-
portant steps to be considered by the Higgs/EFT working group may include: a more detailed
comparison of existing fit results leading to a validation of the different fitting frameworks;
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noRGE
HEPfit [ This work] SMEFiT [9] Ref. [8]
Ceo [—0.49,0.44] [—0.4,1.2] [—1.0,—0.2]

Cyc | [—0.0040,0.0008] | [—0.001,0.005] | [—0.004,0.000]
Cos | [—0.0034,0.0020] | [—0.005,0.002] | [—0.003,0.002]
Cow | [—0.013,0.007] | [—0.018,0.006] | [—0.009,0.007]
Cyws | [—0.0034,0.0064] | [—0.007,0.003] | [—0.004,0.002]

Cw [-1.8,1.0] [—0.61,0.48] [—0.17,0.36]
¢ | [-0.015,0.019] | [0.027,0.036]

CLEZ?’] [—0.3,1.3] [—1.2,0.3]

il | [-0.013,0.035] | [~0.007,0.04]

[53]

Al

uw -16,0. .029,0.

¢ | [0.055,0.073] | [—0.10,—0.005]

Table 4: Comparison of the results of the individual fits for selected operators with
those of Refs. [9] and [8]. For each coefficient, we report the 95% HPDI (or CL for
Ref. [8]) interval for C;/A? (in TeV~2). Results are obtained without RG evolution.
For Ref. [8] we only report the non-vanishing coefficients under the U(3)° flavour
assumption adopted in that study.

a systematic study of the impact of improved experimental and/or theoretical precision, as
well as of additional observables; a discussion of possible extensions of the considered set of
coefficients, for example including CP violating effects (see Ref. [31] for a recent LHC Higgs
WG study) or additional operators beyond the dimension-six SMEFT framework.
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