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rithmically enhanced corrections.
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1 Introduction

One idea that has stood the test of time since 1985 is the concept of an effective La-
grangian for new interactions and flavor conservation [1]. Today, this framework is known
as the Standard Model effective field theory (SMEFT) [2-4] and has become a central
tool for probing indirect signatures of physics beyond the Standard Model (BSM) at the
Large Hadron Collider (LHC). The increasing precision of experimental measurements calls
for equally precise theoretical predictions, both within the Standard Model (SM) and for
possible BSM effects.

A notable feature of the SMEFT — sometimes viewed as a bug, sometimes as a feature
— is the large number of effective operators and their mixing under the renormalization
group (RG) flow [5-26]. Perhaps the most important consequence of the RG evolution is
that it inevitably breaks the accidental symmetries of the SM, such as the flavor U(3)% or
the custodial SU(2) symmetry. As a result, operators that are only weakly constrained by
direct tree-level measurements can, in some cases, be probed indirectly through loop-level
observables. A prime example is the purely right-handed top four-quark operator, which in-
duces two-loop double-logarithmic contributions to the p parameter [27-30], a key quantity
in electroweak (EW) precision measurements. Similar two-loop double-logarithmic effects
also arise in the processes gg — h and h — ~~ [17, 22|, although they are phenomenologi-
cally less significant. In this article, we emphasize that two-loop double-logarithmic contri-
butions can mediate mixing from third-generation to first- and second-generation four-quark
operators. This effect may be important, as the Wilson coefficients of four-quark operators
involving third-generation fermions remain only weakly constrained [22, 30-35]. Conse-
quently, once radiative corrections from RG evolution are included, dijet measurements at
the LHC could provide meaningful constraints on these third-generation four-quark opera-
tors. Although jet physics has been employed to constrain SMEFT operators [36-43], to our
knowledge, constraints specifically on third-generation four-quark operators have not yet
been established.



The remainder of this article is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the
subset of dimension-six SMEFT operators relevant to our analysis. Section 3 exemplifies the
main steps in computing the SMEFT corrections to dijet production. The phenomenological
implications of our calculations are discussed in Section 4, and we conclude in Section 5.

2 Theoretical framework

To establish our notation and conventions, we begin by defining the SMEFT Lagrangian as

Lsyprr = Y Ci(r) Qi - (2.1)

Here, C;(1r) denotes the dimensionful Wilson coefficients evaluated at the renormalization
scale p g, which multiply the corresponding effective operators @);. Throughout this work,
we assume that all Wilson coefficients are real.

In the Warsaw basis [2|, the dimension-six four-quark operators relevant to this work
are given by:

Qézijkl = (@) (@' @) , Q((I?ijkl = (@wo'a) @ o' a)
Quuijkt = (Uiypug)(apy uy), Qad,ijir = (divud;) (dey*dy)
Qig,ijkl = (iypui) (dey"dy) ngl),ijkl = (@iy, T)) (dpy" TAd)) (2.2)
QW = @)@ w), QW = @ T ) (@ T ),
Qz%z),ijkl = (Givua;) (dirydr) Qt(zil),ijkl = (@ T 4) (A" TAdy) -

The symbol ¢ denotes the left-handed quark SU(2); doublets, while v and d denote the
right-handed up- and down-quark SU(2), singlets, respectively. The indices i, j, k, and [
represent flavor indices in the weak eigenstate basis. The symbols o! denote the Pauli
matrices, and T4 = A\/2 are the SU(3)c generators, with A4 representing the Gell-
Mann matrices. Of particular interest in what follows are the third-generation four-quark
operators, i.e., the operators in (2.2) with ¢ = j = k = | = 3. These operators will be
denoted by Qé)%’ Qg’g, Qt, Qup, E;), ng), Qgt), Qgt), Qgg, and Q(ng. Before proceeding,
we note that in the phenomenological analysis of Section 4, all quark Yukawa couplings
except that of the top quark are set to zero. Moreover, the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa
matrix is taken to be diagonal when transforming the quark fields from the weak to the

mass eigenstate basis.

3 Anatomy of dijet constraints

In this section, we outline the essential ingredients and calculations needed to use searches
for light jet pairs to constrain the Wilson coefficients of the third-generation four-quark op-
erators introduced in (2.2). The observable of interest is the dijet angular distribution, i.e.,
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Figure 1. Left: Example of a QCD penguin diagram. Right: Example of a QCD double-penguin
diagram. The red boxes indicate operator insertions. The leading UV poles of these diagrams

determine, respectively, the one-loop logarithmic and two-loop double-logarithmic corrections in
the SMEFT RG flow of the third-generation four-quark operators. See main text for more details.

the differential cross section for a pair of jets with invariant mass M;; produced at an
angle 6 relative to the beam direction in the jet-jet center-of-mass (CM) frame.

Unlike conventional resonance searches, the dijet angular distribution provides the ad-
vantage of constraining broad s-channel resonances or modifications of the spectrum aris-
ing from higher-dimensional operators in a relatively model-independent manner. This is
because the dominant channels in QCD dijet production follow the familiar Rutherford

scattering behavior,
do

~ X ~
dcosf  sin*(0/2)

; (3.1)

at small angles é, characteristic of t-channel exchange of a massless spin-1 boson. To regu-
larize the Rutherford singularity, one commonly studies dijet cross sections differential in

_ 1+c0sé

= — . 3.2
1—cosf (3:2)

In the small-angle limit, ¥ — oo, the partonic differential QCD cross section becomes

approximately constant,

d
i o const. (3.3)

The presence of a heavy resonance or an effective operator can induce additional hard scat-
terings, resulting in increased jet production perpendicular to the beam. As a consequence,
one expects deviations from the QCD prediction, manifested as enhanced high-energy jet
activity in the central region of the detector. In particular, if the angular distributions
are influenced by a heavy degree of freedom or an effective operator, an excess of events is
expected in do/dy for x — 1 at large Mj;, relative to the approximately flat QCD back-
ground. In contrast, heavy BSM physics is not expected to leave a significant imprint in
the do/dx distribution for y — oo.

The above discussion is best illustrated with simple examples relevant to this analysis.
We first note that, owing to the proton’s nonzero bottom-quark parton distribution func-
tion (PDF) in the five-flavor scheme, all third-generation four-quark operators with four
bottom quarks contribute at tree level to dijet production at the LHC. In the notation intro-
duced in the previous section, these are the five operators Q(Qlc)g, ngg, Qo Q(ng, and Qgg.



In the case of the operator Qgg, and assuming massless bottom quarks, the squared ma-
trix element for tree-level bb — bb scattering, including the pure SM contribution, is, for
example, given by

S M@ - b)) = 2567202(M;5) (3x* + 2x° + x* + 2x + 3)
27x2 (x + 1)
64mag(M;; M2 (v2 -y 41
_ bara (M) M3; (X2 X +1) C&)(ij) (3.4)
Ix (x +1)
SV WWEF D) (o® a2
9(X+1)4 ( Qb( JJ))

Here, the symbol i indicates that the color and spin indices are averaged over the initial
states and summed over the final states, while oy = g2/(4m) denotes the QCD coupling
constant. As seen from (3.4), the terms linear and quadratic in Cgb) are enhanced by two
and four powers of the dijet invariant mass, respectively, relative to the SM contribution,
reflecting the higher-dimensional nature of the effective interactions introduced in (2.2).
The renormalization scale in both o and C’gb) has been set to Mj; in (3.4), which represents

the natural choice. Apart from Q(ng, which does not interfere with the SM due to its color

structure, the squared matrix elements of Q(Q%, Qg’é, and Qp, have the same structure as
above. Similar considerations apply to bb — bb scattering.

Since the five-flavor scheme lacks a top-quark PDF and dijet searches do not involve
top quarks in the final state, the top-quark counterpart Qgt) of the operator Qgg does not
contribute to dijet production at tree level. However, if matching to a ultraviolet (UV)
complete model at the scale A generates a nonzero Wilson coefficient C’gt) (A), the one-loop
RG flow in the SMEFT will induce, at the scale M;;, nonzero Wilson coefficients for four-
quark operators with first- or second-generation content that contribute to dijet production
at tree level. At leading-logarithmic (LL) accuracy, the relevant one-loop corrections are

1 1 3
C(gq,)ii?)S(ij) ~ (A, C(gq,)i33i(ij) ~ s, Céq,)mi(ij) ~ s,

Cgt)(A) o2n Cgt) (A) T 487 Cgt) (A) T 487
(3.5)
8 8
C(gu),33ii(Mj') o as(A) I C;d??,?m‘(Mj‘) L as(A) I
) = ) ) = g
CH(A) 6m CH(A) 6m

where ¢ = 1,2 and we have introduced the abbreviation L = In (A/M;;). The results in (3.5)
can be derived from the SMEFT anomalous dimensions computed in [7]. In the language
of flavor physics, the relevant anomalous dimensions result from QCD penguin insertions.
An example diagram is shown on the left-hand side of Figure 1. The corrections in (3.5)
therefore induce logarithmically enhanced one-loop contributions to the squared matrix
element relevant for dijet production. For instance, in the case of bd — bd scattering, the



squared matrix element resulting from (3.5), including the SM contribution, takes the form:

= o 12872 (M) (2x° +2x + 1)

160 (Mjj)as(A)MZ (2x% +2x +1) g
27 (x +1)° Hlah 00

az(A)M;‘j (2X2 +2x + 1)
8172 (x +1)*

(LS )%

Similar considerations apply to the other relevant partonic 2 — 2 scattering processes.

Unlike the third-generation four-quark operators Q(Qlc)g, QS’%), Qup, Qg), Qgg), Q(ng, Qgt) ,

Qgg, and Qgg, the purely right-handed top four-quark operator QQ;+ does not induce loga-
rithmically enhanced one-loop corrections in dijet production. This is intuitively clear, since
converting two top-quark currents into two light-quark currents requires a double-penguin
operator insertion. The right side of Figure 1 presents an example of such a diagram.
As a result of this two-step mixing process, one, however, obtains double-logarithmic two-
loop corrections. See, for instance, [17, 44| for recent discussions, including a resummation
of such effects. At LL accuracy, the relevant two-loop corrections inducing purely first- or
second-generation four-quark operators are

1 3
Oéq,)iiii(Mi ) 902(A) +32a3(A) 12 Céq?iiii(Mj ) a2(A) 12

Ctt (A) o 1944772 Ctt(A) o 727T2 ’
Cuiiii(Mjs) _ 905(A) +12803(A) 15 Caai(M) _ 9035(A) +3205(A)
Ctt (A) o 4867'(2 ’ Ctt(A) o 4867'(2 ’
C(l)““(M..) 2(A C(S).,..(M-‘) 2(A
qu,iiii 137 320‘1( ) 2 qu,iiis 3’ O[s( )L2 (3 7)
Ctt (A) o 2437'('2 ’ Ctt (A) o 971'2 ’ '

1 8
C(gd?iiii(ij) N _1604%(/\) Iz Céd?z’iii(Mj') N a?(A) Iz
Ctt(A) o 2437T2 ’ Ctt(A> o 97T2 ’

S

Cz(ji),iiii(Mj') . 64af(A) , Cqsz),iiii(Mj') _az(h)
Ctt(A) o 2437’(2 ’ Ctt(A) o 971'2

L?.

Here, again, i = 1,2, and we have introduced a; = g?/(4w), with g; denoting the U(1)y
gauge coupling. It is relatively straightforward to derive the results (3.7) from the SMEFT
anomalous dimensions computed in |7]. Notice that some of the Wilson coefficients at Mj;
are induced by QED double-penguin insertions, due to the color structure of the correspond-
ing operators. Using (3.7), one can compute the induced LL-enhanced two-loop contribu-
tions to the squared matrix element relevant for dijet production. In the case of uu — uu
scattering, we find, for example, the following expression for the full SM plus BSM contri-



bution arising from a nonzero initial condition Cy(A):

> M - u)|? = 256m%aF(Mj;) (3x* +2x* +x* + 2x +3)
R 27x% (x +1)°
640rs(M;;) a2(A) M2 (5x* + x + 5)
243y (x +1)°
8oy (A) M (Tx* + 8x +7)
218774 (x +1)"

L2Cy(A) (3.8)

(L2C(A))? .

Here, for simplicity, we have dropped subleading terms involving powers of a;. The struc-
ture of the squared matrix elements for the other relevant 2 — 2 channels is similar to that
shown in (3.8).

The previous discussion has shown that including RG effects induces logarithmically
enhanced loop contributions to dijet production associated with third-generation four-quark
operators that do not contribute at tree level. To assess whether this observation can
be phenomenologically relevant, it is important to recall that, in order to calculate the
differential dijet cross sections, one requires not only the squared matrix elements but also
the parton-parton luminosities, defined as

2 'd
i (o) = 5 |t eane) g (o) (3.9)

Here, 7 = szj/s, where s is the CM energy of the collider, and fi/p(:n,,up) denotes the
universal, non-perturbative PDF describing the probability of finding parton ¢ inside the
proton (p) with longitudinal momentum fraction x, while pup is the factorization scale.
Numerically, we find ffoq/ffop € [2 - 10%,1 - 10%] and ffuu/ffos € [3 - 103,2 - 109] for the
relevant 7 values. These numbers should be compared to the suppression factor of about
as/(4m)L ~ 7-1073 per loop, suggesting that the PDF enhancement of the quantum
corrections (3.6) and (3.8) could at least partially overcome their loop suppression. To assess
the effectiveness of this enhancement mechanism, however, a more detailed study is required.

This will be carried out in the next section.

4 Phenomenology

To constrain the Wilson coefficients of the third-generation four-quark operators QS&, Qg’é,

Qut, Qups Qg), QS), Qgt), Qg?, Qgg, and Qgg, we make use of the CMS dijet analysis [45].
This dataset has also been employed in the previous SMEFT studies [42, 43], and provides
dijet angular distributions normalized to unity in seven Mj; ranges, reported as 1/odo /dy,
where o is the relevant dijet cross section within the analysis phase space. Our dijet
predictions use CT14nnlo_as_0118 PDFs [46], with the renormalization and factorization
scales pig and pp set to Mj;. These PDFs have also been employed in [45] and are accessed
in our computations through ManeParse [47]. Our normalized 1/0do/dx distributions are

multiplied by a bin-wise K-factor, defined as the ratio of the CMS SM prediction to our
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Figure 2. Normalized x distributions in the two lowest mass bins considered in the CMS analy-
sis [45]. The SM predictions obtained by CMS, including NLO QCD and EW corrections, are shown
as black dotted lines. Error bars denote the statistical and experimental systematic uncertainties
added in quadrature, while the gray band represents the theoretical uncertainties. For compar-
ison, the normalized dijet angular distributions for C’gb) (A) = 20/TeV? and Cy(A) = 500/TeV?
are shown as red lines in the left- and right-hand panels, respectively. The lower panels display
the ratios (R) of the unfolded data to the SM predictions, together with the corresponding BSM
distributions. Additional explanations can be found in the main text.

leading-order (LO) SM prediction, to account for higher-order perturbative corrections,
parton shower (PS) effects, analysis cuts, and detector resolution. The resulting K-factors
lie in the range of about [0.95,1.30], indicating good agreement between our LO SM cal-
culation and the more sophisticated SM prediction obtained by CMS. Applying the same
K-factor to both QCD and BSM results assumes that, for example, PS and detector effects
depend only on Mj; and x, not on specific features of the BSM signal — a reasonable
assumption, though testing it would require a fully realistic Monte Carlo simulation, which
is beyond the scope of this work.

In Figure 2, we present the 1/0do/dx distributions for the two lowest Mj; regions
considered by the CMS collaboration in [45], namely 2.4TeV < M;; < 3.0TeV and
3.0TeV < M;; < 3.6TeV. Unfolded data are compared to the SM prediction including
next-to-leading order (NLO) QCD and EW corrections (black dotted lines) as calculated
by the CMS collaboration. The error bars represent the combined statistical and experi-
mental systematic uncertainties, while theoretical uncertainties are shown as gray bands.
For comparison, the normalized dijet angular distributions assuming Cgb) (A) = 20/TeV?
and Cy(A) = 500/TeV? are also shown on the left- and right-hand sides, respectively,
as red lines. The initial scale is chosen as A = 10TeV, and all initial conditions of the
third-generation four-quark operators, except for the one indicated in the panel, are set



Cop@) | CE)w) Cu(v) Cip(v) CH; (v)

[—68,65] | [—58,61] | [-850,330] | [~4.7,4.7] | [~290,300]

Coilv) | CHv) | cglv) | ) | CPw)
[—490,500] | [—6.2,6.2] | [-9.3,9.4] | [-310,310] | [~130,170]

Table 1. Individual 95% CL limits on the third-generation four-quark operators, derived from the
three lowest Mj; bins in the CMS analysis [45] of normalized dijet angular distributions. These limits
are obtained from a profiled Ax? analysis and correspond to the Wilson coefficients evaluated at
the scale v = 250 GeV. Consult the main text for further details.

to zero. The RG evolution from A to Mj; is performed keeping all LL terms up to two
loops, including the full dependence on the three SM gauge couplings and the top-quark
Yukawa coupling. Both panels clearly show that, as anticipated, the largest relative devia-
tions between the BSM and SM results occur in the lowest bin, where x € [1,2]. Note also
that for C’Ssb) (A) = 20/TeV?, the BSM contribution is constructive, as it is dominated by
the term quadratic in Cgb). In contrast, for Cy(A) = 500/TeV?, one observes destructive
interference arising from the term linear in Cj.

We extract the 95% confidence-level (CL) limits on the Wilson coefficients of the third-
generation four-quark operators by performing a x? fit to the three lowest M ;; bins reported
by CMS in [45]|, spanning 2.4TeV < M;; < 4.2TeV. These bins are chosen because
they provide the highest sensitivity to the effects under study once both experimental and
theoretical uncertainties are incorporated. In the x? analysis, all other Wilson coefficients
are treated as nuisance parameters and profiled over, thereby accounting for correlations
among operators. This procedure yields conservative and robust bounds without assuming
that all other coefficients vanish. We have also explicitly checked that profiling produces
slightly weaker constraints than marginalization.

One-dimensional constraints are extracted from the profiled x? by minimizing it and
imposing Ax? = x? — X12nin = 3.84. The resulting limits are summarized in Table 1.
Note that, for ease of comparison with existing bounds on the Wilson coefficients of third-
generation four-quark operators, all quoted ranges refer to the Wilson coefficients evaluated
at the EW scale v = 250 GeV. The bounds are derived from the Wilson coefficients at the
high scale A = 10 TeV, obtained from the 2 fit and evolved down to v using the solutions
to the RG equations in the one-loop LL approximation. The calculation of the logarithmi-
cally enhanced corrections fully retains the dependence on the three SM gauge couplings
as well as the top-quark Yukawa coupling. The RG running effects correspond to rela-
tive shifts of 6%, —6%, 24%, 13%, 8%, —7%, 2%, —19%, 3%, and —4% in the order of
the Wilson coefficients listed in the table. Overall, Table 1 shows that the direct bounds
on the Wilson coefficients of third-generation four-quark operators involving four bottom
quarks — namely, QSC)Q, Qg%, Qo Qgg, and Qgg — are significantly stronger than the
indirect bounds on the Wilson coefficients of the remaining operators, Qy, Q(Qlt) , Qg? , QE;),

and Qg). This demonstrates that the PDF enhancement is not sufficient to overcome the
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Figure 3. 95% CL limits on all possible pairs of third-generation four-quark operators involving
four bottom-quark fields. The solid (dotted) red contours show the constraints on the corresponding
Wilson coefficients evaluated at v = 250 GeV (A = 10TeV). The black point in each of the ten
panels represents the SM. Additional details can be found in the main text.

loop suppression of the third-generation four-quark operators, providing only a partial com-

)

. . 8 . . :
pensation. The most pronounced effect is observed for ng , which receives LL corrections

already at the one-loop level, see (3.5).
The 95% CL limits in Table 1 can be compared with similar constraints reported in the

literature [22, 30-35]. For Chp, Cc(glb), ng, C’t(;), and C’t(f), our dijet limits provide, to the
best of our knowledge, the most stringent constraints to date, whereas the bounds on C’SC))

and 0522 are generally weaker. This weakness originates from a flat direction in parameter

space, roughly along C’Sé = — g%, which dijet production cannot effectively lift. Addi-

tionally, the limits on Cl, Cc(,glt)v and Cgt) are significantly less restrictive than those obtained



from EW precision and top-quark measurements |30, 32-35|. The derived 95% CL limits
on C&)?, ng)), Chp, Cgt), CS?, C(E21b)7 C(S;b), and C(E?lt) are approximately symmetric, whereas
those on Cy and C’t(,? ) are noticeably asymmetric, indicating that linear contributions in the
former set are subdominant but become significant for the latter.

In Figure 3, we present two-dimensional constraints derived from a profiled y? fit,

requiring Ay? = x2 — anin = 5.99. We focus on the Wilson coefficients Cyy, 08137 Cgb)>

0822, and C’ggg, which, as discussed above, are the five third-generation four-quark operators
most strongly constrained by LHC dijet data. The solid (dotted) red contours indicate the
constraints on the Wilson coefficients evaluated at v = 250 GeV (A = 10 TeV), and the black
point in each panel represents the SM. Two features stand out in the figure: the previously
mentioned flat direction, approximately along CS& = —Cé%, and the noticeable impact of
one-loop LL corrections from the SMEFT RG flow on the 95% CL limits. The RG effects

are particularly significant for all the pairs of Wilson coefficients involving C’S? due to the

strong QCD mixing of Qgg with all the other relevant third-generation four-quark operators.
The latter finding shows that properly incorporating RG-induced effects is important when
relating LHC and low-energy SMEFT constraints, because the RG running can notably
modify the limits on the Wilson coefficients at different energy scales. As in the one-
dimensional case, we have explicitly verified that marginalization produces very similar,
though slightly stronger, constraints in the planes of Wilson coefficient pairs shown in
the ten panels of Figure 3.

5 Conclusions

In this article, we have investigated the sensitivity of LHC dijet measurements to the ten
third-generation four-quark operators in the SMEFT listed in (2.2). At tree level, only the
five operators involving four bottom quarks, Qé?%’ QS&, Qb Q(ng, and Q(ng, contribute di-
rectly to dijet production. Nevertheless, RG effects that generate logarithmically enhanced
contributions allow all ten operators to be probed indirectly when one- and two-loop cor-
rections are included. These contributions stem from QCD and QED penguin diagrams,
which mediate flavor-changing effects among the four-quark operators.

Using the normalized dijet angular distributions measured by CMS in [45]|, we have
derived one-dimensional 95% CL limits on the Wilson coefficients of the full set of third-
generation four-quark operators. The bounds for operators involving four bottom quarks
are relatively strong, often improving upon or comparable to existing limits reported in
the literature [22, 30-35]. In contrast, the constraints on the remaining third-generation
four-quark operators, which involve only top quarks or both bottom and top quarks, remain
comparatively weak and are more effectively probed via EW precision measurements and
top-quark observables at the LHC [30, 32-35|. Our findings demonstrate that the enhance-
ment from PDFs,; arising from the RG-induced flavor transition from third-generation to
first- or second-generation fields, is insufficient to overcome the loop suppression of these
operators. For the Wilson coefficients Cg ), CC(;Q)?’ Chp, Cgb), and CS?, we have also de-
rived two-dimensional constraints for all possible pairs. The analysis shows that RG effects

~10 -



between the initial scale A and the EW scale v are especially significant for the Wilson-
coefficient pairs involving Cgb). This is driven by the strong QCD mixing of Qgg with
all other relevant third-generation four-quark operators. This result underscores the im-
portance of including RG-induced contributions when interpreting high-energy LHC data
in terms of SMEFT operators, as they can significantly affect the derived constraints at
the EW scale.

Due to the high values of the jet-jet invariant mass M;; probed in LHC dijet analy-
ses, the constraints on the Wilson coefficients of the third-generation four-quark operators
derived in this work are generally dominated by the quadratic BSM contributions, with
interference between the SM and BSM terms in most cases playing only a subleading
role. As a consequence, the derived limits are sensitive to dimension-eight deformations
of the SMEFT. This issue, which also affects similar constraints from ¢¢ and ¢ttt production
at the LHC [32, 34, 35], but not the limits from EW precision measurements [22, 30, 33, 35|,
should be kept in mind when interpreting the derived bounds in terms of explicit UV com-
plete models.
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