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ABSTRACT: We present the first analysis of top spin polarizations, ¢t spin correlations,
and tt spin entanglement at the LHC in the context of the Standard Model Effective Field
Theory, that goes beyond Leading Order QCD accuracy. The complete set of independent
dimension-6 operators entering ¢t production is identified, and their effects on all top spin
observables are extracted at linear and quadratic order in ¢/A2. By comparing results at LO
and NLO, we note that the inclusion of higher orders, while not dramatically changing the
picture, often amounts to notable numerical differences, that are not fully captured by LO
scale variation. We also find that the expected deviations from the SM have an intricate
phase space structure, and show up predominantly at large top pr. For this reason, we
advocate for the measurement of spin observables differentially or doubly-differentially in
the tt phase-space. We show how the inclusion of present and future top spin measurements
will improve global fits to top LHC data, by also addressing the issue of flat directions.
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1 Introduction

The Standard Model Effective Field Theory (SMEFT) is an extension of the Standard
Model (SM), that includes a stack of higher—dimensional operators Oy,

> C
Lovprr = Lsm+ > Y AT]LLOk, (1.1)
d=5 k

parameterized by a set of Wilson coefficients ¢ and a global scale A. This framework offers
the significant advantage that only minimal assumptions are put on the new physics (NP):
LsMmEFT is constructed to be the most general Lagrangian that reproduces the SM at low
energy, and is Lorentz and SU (3)c x SU(2)1, xU(1)y gauge invariant. The SMEFT provides
a promising framework to identify and parameterize deviations from the SM predictions,
and a huge effort is underway to combine a wide range of experimental measurements with
theoretical predictions in global fits, aimed at constraining the Wilson coefficients of SMEFT
operators. The correlating nature of the SMEFT between different observables, different



scales, and sometimes different sectors, mandates the inclusion of the largest possible dataset
in the fits. Over the last few years, global combinations of LHC data in the top, Higgs and
EW sectors have been achieved [1-6]. While there has been enormous progress in the
SMEFT interpretation of LHC measurements, several operators exist for which the current
sensitivity is still limited. Further, global fits are often plagued by the presence of flat
directions in their parameter space. One such example arises in the top sector, where
several 2-quark and 4-quark operators can modify top interactions. The sheer number of
these operators, and the consequent need to break the degeneracies that arise, demands the
consideration of the largest possible set of observables.

We are particularly fortunate, in that respect, that almost 30 years after the discovery
of the top quark, the remarkable performance of the LHC has moved the top sector of
the SM in the realm of precision measurements. A broad campaign is underway involving
the study of processes observed at the LHC for the first time: the production of tops in
association with a vector boson, with a Higgs, and the simultaneous production of four tops.
At the same time, the luminosity and energy reach of the LHC allows precise differential
measurements of the main top production channels, both ¢t and and single tops, in several
final state configurations.

A particularly interesting class of measurements is those focusing on the top spin.
Top spin measurements are experimentally very challenging. The first measurement of
top spin, establishing the presence of spin correlation in top pairs, was completed in 2012
[7]. Subsequent studies at /s = 7TeV [§], 8 TeV [9-11], and 13TeV [12-14] considered
more refined observables, and included several different top decay topologies. However,
to this date, only one experimental measurement of the full #¢ spin density matrix, that
completely characterizes top spin polarization and ¢t spin correlations, has been published
[12]. Furthermore, all the existing experimental measurements were performed inclusively
in the ¢t phase space; as we will argue in the following, this is a major limitation, as all top
spin degrees of freedom exhibit a complex structure in phase space, that is largely washed
out if no binning is applied.

Top spin correlation measurements can also be studied in the framework of pure Quan-
tum Mechanics (QM). As first noted in [15], sufficiently strong top spin correlations can
signal the presence of quantum entanglement between top quarks. Entanglement, arguably
the most essential and counter-intuitive prediction of QM, has been detected experimentally
in a variety of physical systems, but never at the TeV scale. As argued in [15], a simple
selection based on the ¢t invariant mass will be enough to observe entanglement at the
LHC. The structure of spin entanglement in ¢t pairs has since been studied multiple times,
both in the SM and in the SMEFT [16-18]. When entanglement between two particles is
sufficiently strong, measurements can be set up so as to violate Bell Inequalities (BI), the
ultimate signal of non-classical behavior. A violation of Bls signals correlations so strong
that no classical theory, even with arbitrary and hidden degrees of freedom, can explain.
Top spin correlations grow with the transverse momentum of tops so that, at extreme pr,
Bls are violated at parton level. A first analysis [19] suggested a violation of BIs may be
observed at the LHC. Further studies [20] suggested that the experimental verification of
BIs will likely be very challenging, and if no new physics is present to enhance spin correla-



tions, the detection of a violation may just escape the reach of the LHC. The investigation
of possible BI measurements with top spin in colliders is ongoing, with progress having been
reported recently [17]. Other collider processes have also been investigated [21-26].

Standard Model predictions for the observables with which experiments can probe all
the tt spin degrees of freedom are available at NLO QCD + EW [27] and NNLO QCD [28]
accuracy. Before this work, SMEFT corrections to these observables were available at LO
in QCD and LO in ¢/A? [27]. Quadratic SMEFT corrections for a selection of dimension-6
operators were computed point-by-point in ¢¢ phase space in [18], for the two LO QCD
channels gg — tt and qq — tt.

In this work we will systematically consider the effect of dimension-six operators on tt
entanglement, top spin polarization and tf spin correlation observables, at the ¢/A? and
c?/A* level, while also including higher-order QCD corrections.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we describe the SMEFT operators that
enter tf production at the LHC. In Section 3 we introduce the relevant top spin observables
and show how these can be extracted from collider data. Section 4 describes in detail the
numerical computation we carried. Results are presented in Section 5 at the inclusive and
differential level. In Section 6 we estimate the improvement to global fits caused by the
inclusion of spin observables, once more experimental results will become available in the
near future. We conclude in Section 7. Finally Appendices A and B contain additional
numerical results and plots.

2 SMEFT operators in top pair production

In this section we present the relevant operators entering top pair production at dimension-
6. Within this work, we will assume conservation of baryon number and CP invariance. To
keep under control the otherwise unmanageable number of four-quark operators, a flavor
assumption must be put in place. Several have been proposed, and are studied in detail in
[2]. We will assume the flavor symmetry as in [29]:

U(2)q x U2)u x U3)a, (2.1)

that implies new physics couples predominantly to top quarks. This is rooted on the unusu-
ally large value of the SM top Yukawa coupling y; = 0.993, signaling a special relationship
between the two heaviest SM particles, and hinting at the presence of new physics close to
the electroweak scale.

We focus on operators containing at least one top quark field, assuming other operators
are well enough constrained from measurements not involving tops. All such operators are
considered, in a systematic approach, with the exception of those that enter top production
only in virtual corrections, and those only entering in highly suppressed contributions (e.g.
bb — tt).

2.1 Two-fermion operators

One can write down three dimension-six operators modifying the top-gluon interaction
and thus ¢t production. To highlight the chiral properties of the induced ttg vertex these



can be written as:

Ogt =tTuy" D"t G},
040 = QTAv" D' QG

O = 95 QTago"t G5, = g3 Que,ss-

The second equality is in terms of the Warsaw basis [30]. Once the additional symmetry
(2.1) and the EOM are enforced, only O;z and OZG survive, as standard manipulations

yield:
Ogt + O;t =g (four—quarks) (2.5)
Oy + O;Q = gs (four—quarks) (2.6)
Ogt — ol gt = OQQ — Oy = (OtG OtG) (2.7)

This shows that Oy and Oyq reduce to four-fermion operators; more specifically, they
reduce to operators composed of two light quarks and two tops, that will be considered
in the following, and to operators with four top quark fields, that we will neglect due to
their large suppression in the process at hand. The only surviving operator, O;g, has the
effect of deforming the top quark color charge distribution, producing a chromo-magnetic
and chromo-electric dipole moment proportional to R(ci) and S(cy) respectively.

On top of the two-fermion operators listed above, there are five operators involving two
fermion fields and electroweak gauge bosons that are in principle relevant for top physics,

Quu,33 = i(¢! D ©)(tyHt), (2.8)
Q) 53 = (¢! Du ) (@1"Q), (2.9)
QL) 5 = il TDM o19) (@' Q), (2.10)
QuB,33 = (Qo""t) @By, (2.11)
Quw,33 = Qo™ ort)gW,. (2.12)

Both at O(c/A?) and O(c?/A*), these operators only enter electroweak top production,
and since this process is heavily suppressed with respect to QCD production, their effect
will be neglected. An NLO computation including both QCD and EW corrections would
be required to fully take into account these contributions.

We note that Q@q 3
surements involve both the production and the decay of the particle at hand, operators that

3 and Qv 33 also induce a modified tWb vertex. Since spin mea-

modify the decay of tops enter our study. In the following we will show that their actual
effect on the spin observables we consider is negligible.

2.2 Four-fermion operators

There are seven independent dimension-6 operators mediating ¢t production by q¢g
annihilation that result in a color-octet final state. These operators are constructed with a
combination of four quark fields, two light (u,d, ¢, s) and two tops. Following the LHC Top



WG notation and convention [2]|, we express SMEFT operators in a basis that highlights
their chiral structure:

O}, = Yty by T4 Uy Taug) = Yy —%Quu,ff?,s + 3 Quu,3i3, (2.13)
Oy = Sty ((yTat) (A" TAd) = Yo, ud 336 (2.14)
th St @ Tage) @TAL) = 307, Q qu 5337 (2.15)
b = i1 (QuTaQ) @y TAug) = 77, Q qu 33ff’ (2.16)
OSQd = Zf— (@”mTAQ)@f’Y”TAdf) Zf— qd 33F (2.17)
06122 > @ TQ) (@ Tags) = iy 1 Qqq 33 T 6 Q(g;),s:aff +1 Qqq 313 (2.18)
(@ (2.19)

3, 8
O Zf_ Q’YuT JIQ)(qfﬁY“TAU Qf) Zf:l ZQqq,SHS - EQqq,S?)H - quq,SffS'

The second equality in (2.13) — (2.19) again refers to the expression in terms of the Warsaw
basis [30]. The operators (2.13) — (2.19) can also be considered in their color-singlet version:

Oh, =3t 1(5wt)(uw“uf) S Quu 33, (2.20)
O = Zf 1 (Frut) (dieytdy) = Zf 1 ud 331t (2.21)
th Zf_ (Tevuge) (tyHt) = Zf_ qu ff337 (2.22)
OQu S 1 (@1uQ) @y ur) = Y74 Q qu 33ff’ (2.23)
OQd = Zf— (@’m@)(dﬂ“df) Zf— qd 33 (2.24)
(91 > Zf (@ ’YuQ)(Qf’YMQf) Zf_ qq 33ff7 (2.25)
031 Zf— (@ ;AUIQ>(Qf’Y”U qr) = Zf_ qq,ff33 (2.26)

Again the second equality in (2.20) — (2.26) refers to the expression in terms of the Warsaw
basis [30]. When considering only the leading-order SM QCD amplitudes for the Standard
Model, these operators effectively enter top production at the 1/A* level, since the O(1/A?)
interference arises only with the suppressed electroweak SM production ¢§ — Z/vy — tt,
or with QCD production at NLO.

3 Spin of top quarks

Top quark pairs are unique candidates for spin polarization and spin correlation mea-
surements. Top production at hadron colliders involves top quarks with negligible individual
spin polarization, but large pair spin correlation with an elaborate phase-space structure.
In fact, with appropriate cuts, it has been argued that spin correlations become so strong
that quantum entanglement can be detected between top pairs [16] and, in principle, the
violation of Bell inequalities can also be observed [17, 19, 20]. Furthermore, the spin de-
QgD, is much larger than
the top lifetime, so top quarks decay before their initial spin state is lost in the environ-

correlation time from non-perturbative strong effects, of order m; A

ment. In fact, since the hadronization timescale, A(géD, is also about one order of magnitude
larger than the top lifetime, tops behave like free, spinning particles. Thanks to the chiral



nature of weak interactions, the momenta of daughters emerging from the decay of tops are
correlated with the spin of the initial top, with the decay width given at LO by:

1 dI' 1+ axcosfx
I'dcosOx 2 ’

(3.1)

where ax is a parameter known as spin analyzing power of particle X, and 0x is the angle
between the original top spin and the direction of the emitted X in the top rest frame. As
a result of this effect, individual decay products can be considered as proxies for the spin of
the corresponding top quarks, and correlations between different decay products as proxies
for those between the top quark spins.

The spin state of a tt pair is described by the density matrix:

3 3 3 3
1 _
921(1®1+§ Biai®]l—|—§ Bj]1®aj+§ E Cl-jai@)aj), (3.2)
i=1 i=j i=1 j=1

where the first term in each tensor product refers to the top and the second term to the anti-
top. The parameters entering (3.2) have the physical interpretation of being the expectation
values of individual spins and spin correlations,

(S;y = Bi, (Si)=DB;, (S:5;)=Cj. (3.3)

The parameters entering (3.2) have well defined C, P, and CP transformation properties
[27], listed in Table 1. In particular, the linear combinations B; — B; and C;j — Cj; are CP
violating, and will not be considered further in this work.

Spin analyzing power.

At leading order in the SM, the spin analyzing power of prompt W bosons and charged
leptons emerging from the W decay is given by:

o = mi — 2m3, —m3
(mi —m?)? + (m + m)m?, — 2m7,

X \/(mb —myy —mw ) (my + my — mw ) (mp — my + my ) (mp +my + my) ~ 0.394,
(3.4)

Oy = 1. (35)

It is curious that the charged lepton has a larger spin-analyzing power than its mother,
the W boson. This is due to the constructive and destructive interference between am-
plitudes with intermediate W bosons of different helicities; this information is lost when
considering the direction of flight of the prompt Wb pair.

The presence of new physics in the top electroweak couplings, (2.10) and (2.12), can
affect the value of « [31]. The effect of foq{ 33 1s to rescale the SM value of the tWb vertex,
with no effect on angular distributions, and thus on a. On the other hand, Q,w 33 can
alter spin analyzing powers. The spin analyzing power of the Wb pair is modified at the

cuw, 3302 /A? level, as expected from dimensional analysis. However, interestingly, when



considering the full decay t — bf vy the on-shell conditions for final-state leptons remove
the linear (and cubic) contribution, and we find:
c%m 330t 4(2m8 + 3mimZ, — 6mimfy, +mS, + 12mim2, log mw /my)

ozg(c ng) =1-
“ At (m3, —m?)2(m? + 2mi,)

(3.6)

up to corrections of order CiW, 3308 /A8, m2/m?,, and T'%,/m%,. This result applies to both
the positively and the negatively charged lepton. The quadratic change in ay due to cyyy 33
was already calculated in [32], obtaining a result in agreement with ours, when considering
the different conventions. We note that the small pre-factor makes the Q. 33 contribution
to the lepton spin analyzing power of order 1073 or less, assuming recent bounds for its
Wilson coefficient. This suggests the dilepton final state is an exceptionally clean channel
to investigate new physics in top production, with little contamination from electroweak
effects in the top decay.

Higher order QCD corrections to ay and ay are known in the SM [33, 34]. NLO
effects in the top decay can be reduced to a shift in «, that we consider, and to very limited
corrections to the functional relation (3.1), that are neglected.

Measurement of the spin state.
The differential cross section for the process pp — tt — ab, where a is a decay product

of the top quark and b is a decay product of the anti-top quark can be expressed as [27]:
1 do 1+ agB;cosb; 1 do 1+ apB; cos 0;

o - P a 3.7
o dcosb; 2 " odcosb; 2 (3.7)
1 do 1 + Cijaqay cos b cos éj _

o 0y 1 t; cos 0; |, 3.8
o d(cos 0; cos ;) 2 og | cos f; cos | (3.8)

where 0; is the angle between p, and the i-th axis in the top rest frame, and Q_j the angle
between p and the j-th axis in the anti-top rest frame.

A suitable reference frame must be defined in order to evaluate the angles 6;, §;. An
advantageous choice is the helicity basis {l%, 7,7}, defined in the ¢t pair reference frame as:
P X k

sinf ' sin 0

k = top direction, 7= (3.9)

where p is the beam axis and 6 is the top/anti-top scattering angle in the tf center of mass
frame. There is a sign ambiguity in choosing the beam direction p; for every event, p is
chosen so that:

0<0< (3.10)

T
5"
The integration of (3.7) and (3.8) gives explicit relations to measure the spin state:

B; = <ja c039i>, B, = <O:jbc059i>, Cij = <aaab cos b; cos§j>, (3.11)
where angle brackets denote the expectation value:
[sIM2dIl _ og
S=(s)=24" =25 3.12
(s) J |M|?dlI o (3.12)



CP even CP odd

By + Ek P-odd By — Ek P-odd
B, + B, P-odd B, — B, P-odd
B, + B, | P-even | B, — B, | P-even

Crr P-even
Crr P-even
Con P-even

Cir + Crp | P-even | Cy — Crp | P-even
Cin +Crpn | P-odd || Cyp, — Crp | P-odd
Cin+Crp | P-odd || Crpy — Cry | P-odd

Table 1: Top spin polarization and ¢t spin correlation observables with their C and CP
transformation properties. The CP-even observables are those considered in this work, the
CP-even observables are needed in principle for a full reconstruction of the density matrix
p, but they are not considered here.

The above relations show that an arbitrary spin observable S can be extracted as a ratio
of two cross sections: the numerator og is the phase-space integral of s, some dimensionless
combination of angles and spin analysing powers, weighted with the matrix element squared,
and the denominator is the total cross section. Further, as the various examples proposed
in Ref. [17] show, it is possible to construct combination of angles s so that (s) is directly
sensitive to several quantities of interest, e.g. B; £ Bj, Cyj + Cji, Ci; + |Cjj + Chil-

The observables used in this work, that are those commonly considered in spin mea-
surements, are listed in Tab. 1, together with their transformation properties under P and
CP. Standard Model predictions for the spin observables of Tab. 1 for ¢t pairs produced at
the LHC are already available at NNLO QCD [28] and NLO QCD + EW [27].

In the SMEFT, allowing at most one NP insertion in each Feynman diagram, cross
sections are quadratic functions of the Wilson coefficients so that:

B 0590) —l—éag) + ¢ O'g?) o= c (3.13)
00 4 éo) 422402 T A2/ (1TeV)?’ '
The expression in (3.13) can be series expanded around the SM value,
(0) 1 ) _ (0) (1)
_og 05O o5’ 0
5= g0 € (69)2 T (3.14)

so that a linear, quadratic, and so on, shift can be extracted. However, to maintain gener-
ality, we extract the six cross sections in (3.13) separately, so that the full dependence of S
on c¢ can be evaluated.

Accurate SM predictions can be implemented in several ways, such as:



— the SM cross sections U(SO) and o in (3.13) are replaced by their most accurate
values, EFT terms are not modified, and then the ratio S is taken;

— numerator and denominator of (3.13) are globally rescaled by the SM K-factors Kg =
© /Ug)) and K = o) /o(® | then and the ratio S is taken;

0s ,accurate accurate

— the ratio (3.13) is series expanded, the first term ag)) /o) is replaced with the accurate

(0) 0)

value, other terms in the series are not modified — even if they contain o¢” or ol

It is not clear which one, if any, of the prescriptions outlined above entails the best
physical meaning, and the spread in results obtained by implementing accurate SM predic-
tions in different ways may be considered to be a theoretical uncertainty. In this work we
will report all six cross sections that enter (3.13), leaving the possibility open for arbitrary
implementations of accurate SM calculations.

Quantum entanglement.

As discussed in the introduction, and in more detail in Refs. [15, 16, 18, 20], top spin
correlations can signal the presence of quantum entanglement between tops. A calculation
shows that, in the case of tt, entanglement is signaled by the condition:

A =|Cxi + Crp| = Cppp — 1 > 0. (3.15)

Inequality (3.15) is general, and independent of the possible presence of new physics. We
also note that the concurrence of the t¢ spin quantum state (3.2) is given by:

{A/Z, A>0

clo] = (3.16)

0 A<O0

The absolute value in the definition of A is non-trivial, as, already in the SM, at ¢t threshold
Cir + Crr < 0,50 A = —=TrC — 1, while at large top pr, Cxr + Crr > 0, so A becomes
Cir + Crp — Cpy — 1. The use of TrC to detect entanglement at ¢t threshold has been
the topic of extended studies [15, 16]; in fact, as shown in Ref. [17], A can be measured
directly using dedicated angular observables, regardless of the sign of the absolute value.
To appreciate directly the effect of SMEFT operators on the amount of spin entanglement,
in the following we will consider:

j:(o-ckk + UCT’V‘) — Ucnn -0
g

A% = +(Crp 4+ Crp) = Cpp — 1 = (3.17)

as additional observables, as an extension to those appearing in (3.2). We note that A~ is
a well known top spin observable, usually called D = (A~ + 1)/3, while AT has not been
considered experimentally before.

4 Computation Setup

Since the reconstruction of a spin quantum state requires the analysis of decay products,
the analysis of top spin polarization and correlations at NLO would require the generation
of events of the form:

pp—bblti v (4.1)



at order O(a2 afyy). This would fully include virtual corrections, and all off-shell effects
for both tops and W bosons. This computation is extremely challenging, and as of now
can only be handled by purpose-made tools, e.g. [35, 36], that lack the versatility needed
to include arbitrary SMEFT operators in the matrix element.

A useful proxy for the full NLO computation could be given by the process:

pp— WTW™bb (4.2)

at order O(a2 adyy), since the prompt W b pair emitted by the electroweak decay of tops
also has spin analyzing power. For such a computation, suitable phase-space cuts help
isolate the doubly resonant contribution p p — t£ — W W~ bb. Generally speaking, one
should cluster parton-level QCD radiation in jets, impose a selection of standard jet cuts,
and ask that the invariant mass of the two W + b-jet pairs is close to m;. The full SM
amplitude for (4.2) has been evaluated at NLO in [37, 38|, but the significant complexity
of SMEFT amplitudes prevented us from extracting precise enough results for this process.

To obtain our results we combine a NLO fixed-order calculation for the process pp — tt
and the modeling of the electroweak decays t — b/* v and ¥ — b/~ ¥ with MadSpin [39)].
This yields predictions whose accuracy is summarized in Table 2. Accuracy is NLO QCD,
up to virtual corrections to the spin state, that can not be handled by MadSpin. However,
as the kinematic state is constructed before the spin state, and the top quarks’ momentum
is correlated with their spin', the full-NLO accuracy of the tf kinematics improves the
partial-NLO accuracy of the spin state. It is also true that virtual corrections to the ¢t spin
state are known to be small in the SM [27, 40| and it is reasonable to assume that the same
holds true for the SMEFT.

LO QCD NLO QCD
Real emission  Virtual corrections
Kinematics v v v
Spin state v v Approximate

Table 2: Accuracy of the computation resulting from Madgraph5_aMC@NLO and MadSpin.

Hard events featuring a top pair production are generated with Madgraph5_aMC@NLO
v3.4.0 at fixed-order NLO QCD accuracy, O(a2aly,). Electroweak corrections, known to
amount to a percent-level correction to the total cross section [41], and to very small shifts
in the spin observables [27], are not considered. The hadronic center of mass energy is set to
Vs = 13.0 TeV, corresponding to the second run of the LHC. We use the NNPDF3.1 parton
distribution function [42] at NLO QCD with as(mz) = 0.118. The dataset used to extract
this PDF does not include any top spin data. The SM renormalization and factorization
scales ur and pp are set on an event-by-event basis to one fourth of the total transverse
energy Hrp of the process, and the SMEFT renormalization scale ugpr is set to the top
mass. Events are generated within the SMEFTONLO model [29], whose flavor symmetry is

See for instance the argument given in [20] for top pairs emitted at large pr.

~10 -



(2.1). Note that the flavor symmetry implies that light SM particles, including the b quark,
are massless, and the CKM matrix is the identity. Other SM input parameters are set to
their current experimental values. The SMEFTONLO model is restricted to only contain the
operators of interest, Ou¢ and the four-quark operators (2.13) - (2.19) and (2.20) — (2.26),
one at a time. Top quarks are kept on shell.

The leptonic decay of top quarks ¢ — b¢* v, £ — bl 7 is modeled by MadSpin [39],
adapted to handle fixed-order calculations with minor improvements to the technique de-
scribed in [40]. Spin observables are extracted at parton level using charged leptons emerg-
ing from the electroweak decay, integrating the expressions that enter in the numerator and
denominator of (3.12) separately. The individual contributions entering (3.13) are then
extracted by varying the Wilson coefficients and fitting a quadratic dependence.

The sources of theoretical uncertainty we consider are MC statistical uncertainty and
scale variation. Statistical uncertainty is estimated with standard procedures, scale vari-
ation is evaluated from the envelope of the nine points ur = (Hr/8, Hr/4, Hr/2), 1 =
(HT/& HT/4a HT/2)7 HEFT = (mt)

Validations.

Before moving to NLO accuracy, we validate our setup at LO. We compare the SM ¢t
spin density matrix we obtain with MadSpin with the one obtained from the benchmark
process (4.1), that at LO is feasible. In addition, we compare results with and without the
narrow width approximation for tops and W bosons. All our checks show deviations at the
1073 level, well below current (and presumably future) experimental accuracy, and other
sources of theoretical uncertainty. The SMEFT effects on the ¢t spin density matrix of the
two-fermion operator (2.4) and of the four-fermion color-octet operators (2.13) - (2.19) were
computed at LO QCD and LO in ¢/A? in [27]. After accounting for the different choice of
operators, we are able to replicate the results found in [27], up to relative deviations of order
10%. We note that computational setup in [27] features a different PDF, different choices
of factorization and renormalization scales, and different numerical input parameters with
respect to the one presented in this work, so perfect numerical agreement is not expected.
However, the pattern of deviations from the SM, and their relative size, is found to be in
good agreement. To further check compatibility, we reproduced the exact setup of [27] in a
LO run with the operator Oy, and obtained agreement at the 10~% level.

5 Results and discussion

Our numerical integration is carried:

e Inclusive in tt phase space.

e Binned in ¢t phase space, with a 3 x 3 binning in the ¢f invariant mass m and the
center of mass scattering angle 8. This binning will be updated to match the actual
resolution of experimental measurements, once available.

In any case, we do not impose any cuts or detector acceptance effects on the final state
b¢tvbl~ . The plots in this Section collect results for the fifteen SMEFT operators

— 11 —



inclusive in phase space, and for selected operators binned in phase space, using the sample
my; — cosf binning we considered. Appendix A contains tables with all cross-sections
needed to replicate our plots inclusive in phase space. Plots with binned results for operators
not included in this Section are in Appendix B.

To highlight the improvement offered by our NLO calculation over the LO, in Appendix
A the cross-sections we obtained are provided separately at LO and NLO accuracy. The
large K-factor of the total cross-section o makes the numerical comparison between LLO and
NLO not obvious. However, after taking the appropriate ratios, we find that, frequently,
NLO results are appreciably different from LO ones. As expected, NLO results also tend
to show a smaller scale variation.

5.1 Results inclusive in t¢ phase space
The following Figures 1 - 3 show the change with respect to the SM value, defined as:

O'(SO) + ¢ Jé}) +é2 Ug) Ugo)

AS = 0’(0) —+ ég(l) + 62 0(2) B 0’(0),

(5.1)

for the top spin polarizations B; + B;, the tf spin correlations Cj; and C;j + Cj;, and the en-
tanglement markers AT, as a function of the Wilson coefficient of the operators we consider,
inclusive in #f phase space. Similarly to (3.13), in (5.1) we defined é = ¢ (1 TeV)?/A?, which
is equivalent numerically to setting A = 1 TeV. For the purposes of plotting results, we em-
ploy our own NLO QCD SM predictions Ugo) and ¢©@ in (5.1). Accurate SM predictions,
as discussed above, may also be used in (5.1). However, as the leading SM contribution is
subtracted, the actual numerical difference is negligible in the range we consider. While, as
we will see in the following, an inclusive measurement hides most of the physical features
present, we can still highlight several interesting points, presented in the rest of this Section.

We begin by noting that quadratic terms O(c?/A*), that induce a non-linear behaviour
of spin observables, are almost always important, and often leading with respect to the
SM-SMEFT interference O(c/A?). This is particularly pronounced for the color-singlet
operators for which the deviations from the SM are nearly identical for positive and negative
values of the coefficients. This is expected as this class of operators only interferes with
the SM at NLO in QCD. For the color-octet operators both linear and quadratic terms are
important for the range of coefficients that we consider. We also notice that the effect of
color-singlet operators is more prominent than the effect of color-octet operators, due to a
relative color factor of 9/2 entering the respective squared amplitudes.

Our results are in qualitative agreement with the findings at LO QCD of [18, 27|,
signaling that NLO QCD contributions are under control, and our curves appear stable
under the inclusion of the NLO with O(10%) ~ O(«as) deviations. This is particularly true
for spin correlation observables, as they arise from ratios of (weighted) cross-sections. It
is frequently the case, however, that LO scale variation is not a good estimate for missing
higher orders. This is especially true for color-octet operators, where the shift between LO
QCD and NLO QCD often exceeds 3x the LO scale variation. This is despite the fact that
our scale variation is conservative, as it includes all nine points obtained from the 1/2,1,2
rescaling of pp and pf, and not the often used seven.
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Figure 1: Change from the SM value for spin observables for the operators Oz (1a),
ng) (1b), 08(;3) (1c), (’)S&l) (1d), (’)8[;1) (le), inclusive in ¢t phase space. Dashed lines

indicate results at LO, continuous lines indicate NLO. The shaded region around each curve
represents the combination of scale and MC uncertainty. The MC uncertainty is always

sub-leading compared to scale variation. Only curves that deviate appreciably from zero
are shown.
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Figure 3: Results for the operators Of, (3a), O}, (3b), 0%, (3c), OL; (3d), similar to Figure
1.

Looking at individual spin observables, we note that several are not affected by dimension-
6 operators, even in the regime where the NP-squared terms are dominant. The 7 polar-
ization B,, + B,, never deviates appreciably from its SM value for any of the operators we
considered. This is because, as already noted in [18], the only contributions to B, + B,
come from the absorptive parts of one-loop amplitudes, and are thus heavily suppressed.
Amongst those in Table 1, B, + B, is the only spin observable for which this happens.

The quantum entanglement markers A exhibit a similar pattern of deviations from
the SM to the other spin observables. However, they are not included in this work for pure
academic interest: their experimental measurement may be significantly simpler than the
one of other observables. The enhanced precision is due to the fact that A~ is accessible
directly from the opening angle between the leptons, with no need for (3.11). The CMS
Collaboration recently published a projection for top spin correlation measurements at the
HL-LHC [43], where it is argued that A~ will be the spin observable more easily accessible,
with a projected relative accuracy at the end of HL-LHC of 3%. Given the prospects of
precise measurements, the entanglement markers are expected to provide good sensitivity
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to the dimension-6 coefficients.

Proceeding operator by operator, Oy immediately stands out as exhibiting a special
behaviour. As the only SMEFT operator that enters gluon-fusion top production gg — tt,
since o(gg — tt)/o(qq — tt) ~ 10 at the LHC, the effect of ¢;s is approximately ten
times larger than the effect of all other four-fermion Wilson coefficients. (Note the z-axis
scale of Fig. 1a is different from the one in all other plots.) In fact, as noted below, in our
projections top spin correlation measurements yield a remarkable sensitivity in constraining
the value of ¢;. We also note that Oy is affecting ¢t spin correlations, that is entries of the
C;j matrix, without modifying the SM values of each top’s polarization, B; and B;. This is
understood analytically, as both the linear and squared contribution of ¢ to all polarization
observables vanish at LO QCD. The scale variation uncertainty on shifts induced by Oy is
significantly smaller than the one induced by four-fermion operators. As it can be seen in
Table 5, the scale variation of ¢, and SM cross-sections are highly correlated, and cancel
in the ratio when computing spin observables. This is due to the nature of Oug, which
tends to produce contributions whose structure is closely correlated to the ones present in

the SM.

A case study: By + Bj.

In the case of four-fermion operators, By + By, is the spin observable that consistently
deviates the most from its SM value. We therefore take it as a case study, and analyse its
properties in detail. While an NLO-accurate analytical calculation of the SMEFT shifts of
By, + By, is laborious, and beyond the scope of this work, interesting patterns emerge from
our numerical results, shown in App. A for all observables, and reported in Table 3 for the
reader’s convenience.

As noted above, O, does not contribute significantly to By + Bj. The four-fermion
operators, that all contribute, can be grouped in two classes, qu,;a)? (’)S&l), O%u, O%d, for
which the SM shift is negative, and (’)fq,O?u,Ofd, for which the shift is positive. In the
following we will focus on color-octet operators, but our exact arguments apply to color-
singlet operators.

At order ¢/A?, the trend of positive/negative shifts with respect to the SM is consistent
with the phase space integration of the results presented in [18|, where it is noted that at
LO QCD the coupling of new physics to By 4+ By, at linear order, is only through the
Axial-Vector (AV) combinations:

—Cgés) - Cg[]l) - C%u + qu + &, for ua — tt (5.2)
8,3 8,1 8 8 ] - _
Cégq ) - Cégq ) €d t Cig + Crg»  for dd — 1t (5.3)

The coefficient cgf) enters with opposite signs the u@ and dd processes; the fact that the

uw contribution is observed to dominate in our numerical calculation, as shown in Figure
1b, is of course understood in terms of PDF luminosity in pp collisions.
At order O(c?/A*) and LO QCD, a calculation based on FeynCalc [44] and the SMEFTatNLO
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Color-octet Color-singlet
Operators Order o) [pb] o@ [pb] o) [pb] o® [pb]
o6 g s VO | 0070055 ~0.188) 1t | 0036y LG 05849 Lopis
N “ NLO | —0083(m*G0 —0.118 R0 | —0.004a0) 60T —0.76100 FRE3]
OB g o) PO | 044100505 ~0.123 TR | ~0.0049 K550 ~0.5570 1G53
an ‘ :
N Y NLO | 0469 % —0.1200) *0088 | —0.04400 T8 —0.767() F 032
0%, and O] LO | —0.2729) 705l ~0.080) FER0E | 0.01900 HE 0357 052
Qu “ONLO | 02030709 —0.055@) 7000 | 0.062000 101 —0.462) )08
of amq ol PO | OME0OTRER 0128500 | 0.01269 Y656 05620 555
t t ‘
a TONLO | 03320700 0.080) TH008 | —0.06215) T00M  0.747(5) *003
08, and O LO | —0195(6) 7008 —0.0492) 0008 | 0.00301) )02 —0.217(3) )01
d d
’ “ N0 | 01500 TR —0.033e) 100 | 00360 TR0 —0.2820) 0]
of ol 0| 02620705 0.081eT6aG | 0.0260n IG5 0-36000 T53
tu tu
NLO 0.268(1) 70952 0.078(2) 0907 | 0.024a1) T30 0.471(3) 0%
08, and O} LO | 01880008 0.050 9007 | —0.00500)T500  0.2150 F 01
td td . ? r
NLO | 0191 fo; 0044 fhogy | 0020000 Tgger 0288 oors

Table 3: Cross sections appearing in the numerator of (3.13) for By + By for the four-

fermion operators we consider in this work, extracted from Appendix A and with the same

+scale

notation, central(stat) oo

model [29] shows that new physics enters in By, + By through the combinations:

8,3 8,1 _ —
—(cy” 4 ey )2 = (cBu)? + (ef))? + ()2, for ui — 4, (5.4)

8,3 8,1 - _
(=5 ey (Bg)? + ()2 + (cy)?, for dd — ¢, (5.5)

when no phase-space cuts are applied on the ¢f pair. This is confirmed by our numerical
results in Table 3. The relative signs between four-fermion operators that enter the con-
tributions to By + By, at linear and quadratic order in c/ A? are not the same as those
that enter in the total £ cross-section. For instance, at LO QCD and linearly in ¢/A?, the
inclusive cross section is only sensitive to the Vector-Vector (VV) combination [18, 27]:

(8,3)
€Qq

At quadratic SMEFT order O(c?/A*) more combinations of Wilson coefficients enter the
inclusive cross section, but, again, not the specific ones in (5.4) and (5.5). This simple

(8,1)

+cop c%u + c,§q + 8. (5.6)

observation already highlights the importance of spin observables in breaking flat directions
otherwise present in the 4-fermion sector.

We also note that several operators exhibit a relatively large K-factor between the LO
and NLO. Most notably, Ogqu (’)tgq, and O%d,
section when going to NLO. This in turn translates to a significant mismatch between
the LO and NLO curves in Figures 2a, 2c¢, and 2e, that is not predicted by the LO scale

variation.

show a ~ 50% decrease in the o(® cross-
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We conclude this Section with a remark: the difference from the SM values for all spin
observables we considered is of order 0.1 over the range of Wilson coefficients still allowed
by the 2021 global fit [6]. The measurement of spin polarizations and spin correlations in
a hadron collider is notoriously difficult, and a % level precision, needed to be competitive
on the global fit, may be out of reach. However, as we shall see in the next section, the
elaborate structure of spin observables in ¢t phase space suggests a different route.

5.2 Results differential in ¢ phase space

The following Figures 5 - 6, similarly to Figures 1 - 3, show, for selected SMEFT
operators, the change at NLO with respect to the SM value for the top spin polarizations
B, + B;, the tt spin correlations Cj; and C;; + Cj;, and the entanglement markers AT, as
a function of Wilson coefficients, with ¢t phase space binned in the pair invariant mass m;
and in the c.m.f. scattering angle 6. Figure 4 shows our binning, and the fraction of the
total tt cross-section included in each bin. Even after accounting for detector effects, already
after Run 2 of the LHC, all bins contain several million ¢t events decaying leptonically.

cosf <1/3
my; < 420 GeV
o'bm/a' = 9.0%

1/3 <cosf <2/3
myr < 420 GeV
O'bin/a' = 10.0%

2/3 < cosf
myr < 420 GeV
a'bin/a' = 12.3%

cosf <1/3
420 GeV < my; < 600 GeV
obin/o = 9.1%

1/3 < cosf < 2/3
420 GeV < my; < 600 GeV
Opin/o = 12.6%

2/3 < cosf
420 GeV < my; < 600 GeV
Obin/o = 24.6%

cosf <1/3
600 GeV < my;
obin/o = 2.3%

1/3 <cosf <2/3
600 GeV < myz
Obin/o = 4.0%

2/3 < cosf
600 GeV < myz
opin/o = 16.1%

Figure 4: Choice of binning of ¢f phase-space considered in this work, and fraction of the
total cross-section that falls in each bin. Layout reproduces that of our differential plots.

This Section contains plots for selected SMEFT operators, that have been chosen as
their behaviour is representative of the others. Appendix B contains plots for the remaining
operators considered in this work. Contrary to the inclusive plots, the doubly-differential
plots split the sources of theory uncertainty, with scale variation and Monte Carlo uncer-
tainty shown separately. This is to highlight that, should it become the limiting factor, MC
uncertainty is improvable arbitrarily.

We find that spin observables are heavily affected by the presence of new physics, with
a rich, and non-trivial structure in ¢ phase space. Even a modest cut on the invariant
mass, for example our lowest row my > 600GeV, can enhance the sensitivity to new
physics by a factor of 10 over an inclusive measurement. On top of the expected growth of
deviations from the SM with energy, we find that the ¢f kinematical regions that are most
sensitive to new physics are those at high-pr, already investigated in the context of the
observation of quantum entanglement between tops. Aggressive phase space selections in
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the high-pr region will yield increasing gains in sensitivity, but will realistically come with
a corresponding worsening of experimental uncertainty, both statistical and systematic.
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Figure 5: Change at NLO from the SM value for spin observables for the operator Oyg.
Phase space is divided in the ¢f invariant mass along y, and in cos 6 along x, as indicated
by the insets. Continuous lines around each plotted curve indicate scale variation, dashed

lines indicate MC uncertainty. Only curves deviating appreciably from zero are shown.

The variation of the spin correlation observables with different phase space regions is
most obvious for the four-fermion operator coefficients. In the Wilson coefficient range we
consider, the deviation from the SM predictions varies from the percent level in the low
invariant mass region to more than 10% for the high-mass and high-pr region for certain
operators.

It is also interesting that in several phase-space regions the relation between Wilson
coefficients and spin observables is not only departing from the linear regime, but it is also
observed to be deviating from a quadratic approximation. This is evident, for instance,
for the entanglement marker A~ in the high my; region of the O;q plot, where two saddle
points can be seen. Such a rich and non-trivial behaviour highlights the advantage of our
full parametrization (3.13) over series expansions.

To conclude this Section, we note that for certain operators, even after enhancing the
impact on the observables by focusing on the high-energy regions, the deviation from the SM
remains at the 2-3% level in the Wilson coefficient range still allowed by other measurements.
For these operators it will be challenging to obtain stringent constraints on the coefficients
using spin observables, as this would require extremely precise measurements, probably
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beyond the reach of present colliders.
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Figure 6: Results for the operators OS él) (top) and OS él) (bottom), similar to Figure 5.
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6 Constraints on the Wilson coefficients

The early Run 2 top spin polarization and ¢t spin correlation measurement from the
CMS Collaboration [12] is the only experimental result, as of 2022, where the full spin
density matrix is reconstructed. The measurement covers 35.9 fb~! of integrated luminosity,
and is performed inclusively in phase space, which largely washes out the intricate structure
of spin observables.

As we do not expect that constraints obtained from [12] will be competitive with the
global fit of top data from the LHC [6], we do not perform a global fit employing the state-
of-the-art statistical machinery developed in [6], but only consider one SMEFT operator
at a time, and a x? parameter estimation. Our fit considers our most accurate SMEFT
results, at NLO QCD and quadratic in ¢/A?. The most accurate SM predictions available
are at NLO QCD + EW [27] and NNLO QCD |[28]|. Due to the large uncertainty of the
experimental measurement, the use of NNLO QCD or NLO QCD + EW SM makes a
negligible difference on the final fit results. The numbers we quote in the following use
[27] as the SM central value. We consider as experimental sources of uncertainty the full
statistical and systematic covariance matrices of [12]; theory uncertainty includes SM scale
variation, SMEFT scale variation, and the full statistical covariance matrix of the SMEFT
contribution. We assume Gaussian probability density functions for the uncertainties.

The 2 o allowed range for the Wilson coefficient of all SMEFT operators considered in
this work are in the first column of Table 4. The range we obtain for ¢;q is similar to the
one already obtained by the CMS Collaboration in [12] using a SMEFT theory prediction
accurate at LO QCD and linear in ¢/A%. As noted above, this is due to the nature of the
top chromomagnetic moment operator O, which leads to a significant interference with
LO QCD SM amplitudes. A selection of color-octet four-fermion operators has also been
constrained in [12]. While it is true that, after accounting for the different conventions
and restricting our results to LO QCD and linear in ¢/A?, we are able to obtain similar
exclusion ranges, we find that quadratic SMEFT (and, to a lesser extent, higher order
QCD) contributions amount to sizable corrections. In our fit we also constrain all seven
directions in the four-fermion color-octet parameter space, compared to the six considered
in [12], and constrain the four-fermion color-singlet sector for the first time.

The range obtained from the global fit of LHC data [6] is also reported in Table 4. The
bounds we obtain from the CMS inclusive measurement [12] are as expected significantly
worse than the results obtained in global analyses of the top sector as these typically
involve over a hundred data points constraining these operators. For most four-fermion
operators the constraints we obtain are less stringent than the global fit by up to one order
of magnitude, whilst for the chromomagnetic operator O;g the bounds are different by a
factor of a few.

To explore the potential of spin observables in constraining SMEFT operators in the
future, we obtain estimates for a binned measurement using LHC Run 3 data, proceeding
as follows. We assume the binning used by experimental collaborations will be the one
presented above, 3 x 3 in cosf — my;. The experimental statistical covariance is obtained
by rescaling the one in [12] to an integrated luminosity of 300fb~! at /s = 13.6 TeV. We
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note that in practice this means setting the statistical uncertainty to zero, as the existing
measurement is already systematics-dominated. The systematic covariance matrix is ob-
tained by assuming the systematics of the inclusive measurement [12] are replicated in each
bin, neglecting bin-to-bin correlations. While it is more than likely that between the early
Run 2 measurement [12] and the end of Run 3 significant improvements on the systematic
uncertainties will be obtained, moving from an inclusive to a differential measurement will
inevitably come with a worsening of the experimental resolution. It is impossible, a priori,
to assess precisely either of these two effects. Assigning the early Run 2 systematic uncer-
tainties in each bin of our projected Run 3 measurement is a compromise we consider to be
realistic for the near future and conservative in the medium term. We also consider the SM
and SMEFT scale variation, as described above, as a source of theory uncertainty. Monte
Carlo uncertainty is not considered, as it can be lowered as needed. The bounds we obtain
in this way are in the second column of Table 4.

Operator CMS [12] Run III Projection Cucrent Clobal Fit
36 fb~1 Inclusive 300 fb~! Differential
O [—0.18,0.18] [—0.03,0.04] [0.00,0.11]
O [~5.8,3.6] [~1.0,0.7] (~0.9,0.3]
03, [-7.9,5.2] [—1.3,1.0] [—1.3,0.6]
03, [—4.2,3.1] [—0.7,0.5] [—0.5,0.4]
0%, [—9.4,4.6] [~0.7,0.6] [~1.0,0.5]
0% [~11.7,5.8] [—0.9,0.8] [—1.6,0.9]
05:% | [-5.8,~4.6] U[~1.7,2.5] [—0.4,0.3] (—0.4,0.3]
oY [—5.0,4.2] [—1.1,0.8] [—0.5,0.4]
O}, [-2.1,2.1] [—0.5,0.5] [-0.4,0.3]
o} [—2.7,2.6] [—0.6,0.6] [—0.4,0.4]
Ol [—1.7,1.8] [—0.4,0.4] (—0.2,0.3]
Obu [—2.1,2.4] [—0.4,0.5] [—0.3,0.4]
Oba [~2.8,3.0] [~0.6,0.6] [~0.3,0.4]
oV [~1.8,1.8] [~0.4,0.4] [-0.3,0.2]
O [-1.8,1.8] [—0.4,0.4] [~0.1,0.2]

Table 4: 20 bounds on Wilson coefficients of SMEFT operators considered in this work.
The scale A is set to 1 TeV. First column: bounds from the inclusive early LHC Run 2
experimental measurement [12]|. Second column: projected bounds from one binned, LHC
Run 3 measurement. Third column: current individual bounds from the global fit of top

LHC data [6].

Whilst the bounds obtained from the CMS inclusive measurement [12] are typically
approximately an order of magnitude broader than those obtained from the global fit, a
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binned measurement with LHC Run 3 statistics and present-day systematics would yield
bounds competitive or better than those in the global fit. Even though we do not perform
a global fit, we advocate that spin observables should be included in future global fits. In
particular, entanglement markers such as A*, being measurable to a significantly greater
accuracy than the individual Cj;’s, should also be considered, and may in fact be the
observables yielding the best sensitivity. For instance, in [12|, C,, was measured to a
relative accuracy of 46%, C,i + C, to 31%, while A~ was measured to 5%.

The expected improvement in the global fit driven by the inclusion of spin/entanglement
measurements is a result of two concurring facts. First, the effect of most operators on the
cross-sections og are qualitatively different from the effect of the same operators on the
total tt cross-section o. In several cases, the effects on g and o have similar magnitude
but opposite sign, so that the resulting shift on the ratio S = og/o is enhanced with
respect to the shift of o alone. In other cases, as noted in previous Sections, og is sensitive
to particular combinations of Wilson coefficients, e.g. (5.4) and (5.5) for By + B, that do
not appear in o at all. Second, the sheer number of new observables, that in fact probe
new, never added before, tt degrees of freedom, significantly improves the fit quality.

It is not inconceivable that, assuming differential and doubly-differential spin measure-
ments turn out to be experimentally feasible, in the future the bounds for several Wilson
coefficients that enter t¢ physics will receive significant contributions from spin polarization,
spin correlation, and spin entanglement observables.

7 Conclusions

We have presented a numerical simulation of the effect of new physics on top spin
polarization, ¢t spin correlation, and ¢t spin entanglement at the LHC, in the framework of
the Standard Model Effective Field Theory. Our simulation is accurate at NLO QCD in the
tt production, and considers both O(c/A?) and O(c?/A*) effects, which is state of the art.
All dimension-6 operators containing top quarks have been considered, with the exception
of those highly suppressed by the proton PDF and those only entering in NLO corrections.
This amounts to 15 operators in total. We have presented results for the expected deviations
from the SM as a function of all Wilson coefficients for all non-CP-violating terms in the
tt density matrix.

We find that the inclusion of NP-squared O(c?/A*) contributions to cross-sections is
almost always important for describing the effects of SMEFT operators on all spin observ-
ables. This is true not only for color-singlet operators, whose interference with the LO SM
QCD amplitude vanishes, but also for the color-octets, in the range of Wilson coefficients
still allowed by other measurements. The notable exception is the top chromomagnetic
moment operator Oyg, for which a LO analysis is found to be adequate. Next-to-leading
order QCD corrections, evaluated here for the first time, do not radically change the pat-
terns seen at LO, but the appearance of relatively large K-factors on several cross-sections
often makes LO scale variation a poor estimate of missing higher orders. As expected,
NLO corrections also significantly reduce the uncertainties due to missing higher orders as
quantified by scale variations.
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We presented results both for an inclusive measurement, and for a doubly-differential
measurement in the top pair phase space. Already at the inclusive level, we find that
spin observables depend on Wilson coefficients in a largely different way than the total ¢t
cross-section, thus providing a novel sensitivity to new physics in the top sector. Our second
scenario is for a measurement binned in the top pair invariant mass and in the top scattering
angle. All spin observables show an intricate structure in phase space. The kinematical
region that seems most promising for the detection of NP is the one at large top pr, already
considered in the context of detection of quantum effects, such as entanglement between
the tops’ spin and possible violations of Bell Inequalities.

Only one experimental result is available as of this writing, an early Run 2 measurement
from the CMS Collaboration [12], where the ¢t spin density matrix has been fully measured,
however without any phase space cuts. No significant deviation from the SM was observed.
We argue that this should not be taken as discouraging, as the effects induced by new
physics are localized in phase-space, and are washed out by an inclusive measurement.

Using our results and precision SM calculations, we extract bounds for Wilson coef-
ficients from the CMS measurement [12], and produce a projection for an LHC Run 3
differential measurement. We find that just one doubly-differential measurement of the ¢t
spin density matrix would yield constraints competitive with the current full global fit to
LHC data.

Apart from the prospects of detecting quantum entanglement at the TeV scale [15-17],
and possibly observing Bell Inequalities violations [19, 20|, we have shown how the inclusion
of spin measurements in the physics program of experimental collaborations would yield a
novel and promising road for detecting beyond the SM effects, and provided a systematic
and complete framework for these studies.
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A Numerical results inclusive in phase space

The following Tables 5 - 12 collect numerical results needed to reproduce our plots in
Figures 1 - 3. We present all cross sections at LO and NLO appearing in the numerator and
denominator of (3.13) for the spin polarization observables B; + B;, and the spin correlation
observables C;; and C;; + Cj;, for all operators we considered. The first quoted uncertainty,
in brackets, is Monte Carlo, in units of the least significant digit of the central value. The

second one, f;, is scale variation?.

SM Osa
Observable  Order a© [ph] oM [ph] @ [pb]
. LO 29.12(2) "9 19 9.32(n T30 1.63(1) 1052
NLO | 362327579 | 11.506)"05r  2.01) 159
—0.04(6) T 01 0.0024) "¢’00 0.01(5) Tpy.00
03 Tgoa | —0.01@n Tger  —0.005) Tygo
04(4) Ty 0o 0.03(16) “y'01 0.00(3) Ty.00
o, LO 9.63(3) 729 | 6.6831) THE3 0.40(5) tg;};,f
NLO | 11.27(6) 05 | 8.30en 04 0.56(5) 00
0., LO 0.19(s) fgig 43761 10y 0.65(5) 702
NLO 1.66(6) 105 | 5.75026) 105 0.81) Th e
- LO 9.42(7) fig 4.60(30) ig‘g 0.97(5) EE%
NLO 11.83(6) "7 o3 5.66(24) Ta7 1.176) Ty
—— LO —6.81(9)%?;;’l —0.65(36)Jfg’;ig1 —0.03(6)£§;§(})
NLO | —7.36(11) T3 | —1.07(46) Ty1g —0.04(9) Tgg9
—0.03(10) Tgigz | —0.03(41) Tyrgp —0.01(8) g9
— LO | 0.1100) 7003 | —0.040a0) 605 —0.01(n)
NLO | 0.1600)700% | 0.01a9) 503 0.00(9) 7999

Table 5: Numerical results for the Standard Model and for the operator O,q.

2The scale variation we quote on (3.13) is not obtained by propagating the scale variation from each
term, but it is extracted by evaluating the full ratio at each scale choice.

— 95



0, Oy,
Observable  Order o [pb] @ [pb] oM [ph] @ [pb]
LO 0.0732) T000%  0.0750) 3903 | 0.006(4)TI0F  0.33401) 015
7 NLO 0.0593) F000  0.072() 007 | —0.0023) F000  0.476(1) 5035
. LO 0.002(7 70000 —0.0032) T0:001 | —0.002012) THH0T  —0.006(3) 0001
TTEMONLO | —0.00900) T 00 0.0002) T000 | 0.02203) 10008 0.0033) 0001
op . MO | 00O 0L 0,011 T99% | —0.00205) T99%  —0.050(5) 0003
TEETNLO | —0.011a1) 0008 —0.005(2) T000; | —0.005(14) 0008 —0.059(3) 0008
_— LO | —0.07900)*00%  —0.133(3) 70015 | 0.036(23) T0E  —0.584(s) tg;ggg
NLO | —0.083(n 0001 —0.118(2) T:962 | —0.004(16) T057  —0.761(4) T 051
LO 0.019010) 73952 0.002(3) 9% | 0.011a4) T35 —0.006(3) T3 953
7o NLO | —0.00210)T0:0%  —0.004¢2) T0:955 | 0.006(13) T9992  0.006(3) 7001
LO | —0.031an)f0 508  —0.003(3)T0007 | —0.001(14) TH501  —0.029(3) T0-003
Crr NLO | —0.027(10) 7399  —0.004(2) T390 | —0.01013) T3993  —0.040(3) T3:95%
- LO | —0.036(12) 70002 —0.055(3) 0008 | 0.085(34) 70008  —0.246(s) TO013
NLO | —0.080(10) 7312 —0.041(2) 7992 | —0.002(22) T3053  —0.294(5) 7958
S LO 0.001(15) 73997 —0.006(4) 73992 | 0.052(23) T35 —0.059(5) T993
" " NLO | —0.005018) 70520 0.001(4) T005 | —0.015(25) T5:0%  —0.076(6) T5- 008
— LO 0.00613) T00:  0.005(3) T990% | —0.009(18) T3905  0.003(4) 70001
' NLO | —0.01316) 395 0.001(4)TJ9% | 0.013¢22) 3099 0.004(5) T0953
— LO | —0.008(14) 0502 —0.002() T-900 | —0.011(20) 5505 —0.003(5) T5-000
" " NLO | —0.009018) T00%  —0.002(4) TH001 | 0.026(23) TO0ks  —0.004(5) T9008

. 8,3 1,3 .
Table 6: Numerical results for the operators Oé?q ) (left) and Oégq ) (right).
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05, ;"
Observable  Order o [pb] o [pb] o) [pb] @ [pb]
LO 0.3852) 70030 0.0750) 7001 | —0.0022)T00%  0.335(1) 0015
’ NLO 0.345(3) 10003 0.078m 00T | —0.0193) 000 0.478(1) T00as
. LO | —0.013 10005  0.001 0000 | —0.00600)T080  0.001 5000
TTEMONLO | 0.00510 70007 0.0012) TO001 | —0.005(12) T3003  —0.002(3) T3 003
S LO | —0.0629)7000s —0.012270:001 | 0.009an)¥0885  —0.054(3) 75003
TEETONLO | —0.07401) 70008 —0.006(3) 0007 | 0.03113) 0008 —0.055(3) T 901
OB+ By LO | 04411070008 —0.123(3) tg;gg? —0.004(28) 0000 —0.557(7) tg;g;g
NLO | —0.469(1) 0003 —0.129¢2) 75508 | —0.044(14) T551  —0.767(4) T5-532
LO 0.089010) T35 0.002(3) T35 | 0.004013) T005  —0.002(3) TH-0s
*Crn NLO 0.073(9) T0-007  —0.003(2) 70002 | —0.030013) T00%  0.004(3) T 00s
oo LO | —0.201(10) tg;g;g —0.003(3) T000% |  0.0194) 10005 —0.026(4) T500s
" NLO | —0.20601) 70058 —0.0043) 7000 | 0.01713) 7560 —0.0323) 75905
o, LO | —0.202010) 70020 —0.047(3) 70008 | 0.004(40) 75001 —0.219¢10) T9-012
NLO | —0.286011) 70052 —0.047(3) 70008 | —0.026(18) 70010 —0.305(5) 79019
S LO | —0.194014) 73022 —0.011(4) fg;gg; 0.007(20) 75008 —0.046(5) 75503
" " NLO | —0.167(19) 5002 —0.002() T0-005 | 0.04023) 70039 —0.065(6) 0002
o v LO 0.024(14) T3097 —0.002(2) T3951 | —0.025019) T0004  0.003(5) T5-000
NLO | —0.012015) 70992 —0.001() T30 | 0.012(20) T0002  —0.005(5) T9-501
— LO 0.002013) 73992 0.001(3) T35 | —0.010016) T0%2  0.009(4) T5- 002
" " NLO | 0.005(20) TH:052  —0.001(5) T0-005 | —0.001(21) TH-0%% 0.003(6) 000

: 8,1 L1) .
Table 7: Numerical results for the operators Oé?q ) (left) and Oégq ) (right).
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0%, Ob,,
Observable  Order o [pb] @ [pb] oM [ph] @ [pb]
. LO 0.230(2) 70037 0.046(0) 73003 | 0.0013)T00%  0.207(1) 013
NLO 0193 700%  0.034m) T000s | —0.0200) 70006 0.2961) T0.015
. LO | —0.003®70003  0.00320:001 | 0.00600) T80T  —0.001(3) 70000
TTEMONLO | 0.00310)T0008  —0.002(3) T000 | —0.004(10) T300% —0.003(3) 0001
S LO | —0.033(10) tg;ggg —0.008(2) 0001 | —0.00001) FF:001  —0.030(3) 10001
TEETONLO | 0.00201) 008 —0.0033) 0001 | 0.011a1n) 0% —0.027(3) 0001
OB+ B LO | —0.272s) fﬁiﬁi —0.080(2) igggf 0.019(16) igg‘i}% —0.357(1) fﬁg%g
NLO —0.203(7) Zgio09 —0.055(2) T003 0.062(10) Ty g19 —0.462(2) T g2
o LO 0.056(13) T5:907  0.0003) T390 | —0.006(15) tg;gg§ —0.002(2) T9-501
" NLO | 0.05512)7000%  0.001(3)T0905% | 0.014(10) T9%5  —0.001(2) 70901
LO | —0.12300) 10013 —0.006(2) T0000 | —0.004(14) T0-505  —0.016(a) T0-001
Cor NLO | —0.11110) 70081 —0.000(3) T9-050 | 0.001(10) T9001  —0.021(3) 700
- LO | —0.140015) 70015 —0.0333) 70003 | 0.048(20) T000%  —0.147(5) 75008
NLO | —0.13810) 3997  —0.015(2)T03%2 | 0.044(14) T3088  —0.179(2) 73953
— LO | —0.11607) 70512 —0.007) T390 | 0.002(23) 79502 —0.034(6) 75002
NLO | —0.09020) 3952 0.002(5) 70003 | 0.044(20) T30 —0.037(5) T3092
o e LO 0.014012) 73957 0.001(3) T30 | 0.02923) tg;ggg 0.001(6) 70901
NLO | 0.012a6) 7099 0.002(4) 0900 | —0.001(16) 73053 —0.003(4) 79901
. LO 0.006(16) T 00s  —0.002(4) T3901 | 0.017(22) )00 0.004(6) 0007
NLO | —0.01020) 3952 0.001(5) T099% | —0.003(19) T302  —0.006(5) T090%

Table 8: Numerical results for the operators 09, (left) and Oclgu (right).
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Oly Olq
Observable  Order o [pb] o [pb] o) [pb] @ [pb]
. LO 0.380() 70032 0.074(0) 003 | —0.0013)T00%  0.335(1) 0015
NLO 0.3403) T0002  0.056(1) 0003 | —0.0303)T0 008 0.475(1) 0 0s
. LO | —0.0020) 70007 —0.007 0005 | —0.013an¥4008  0.0002) TH01
TTETONLO | 0.011anThees  0.0013) 0000 | 0.009013) T390 0.002(3) 0001
S LO 0.0499) 70005 0.008(2) T:000 | —0.006(12) tg;ggi 0.050(3) 70005
TEETONLO | 0.01402) 70018 —0.0013) T000a | 0.032a3) 7000 0.043(3) 0003
o5+ B, LO 0.446(10) iggi 0.123(2) fggi 0.012(28) iggﬁf 0.562(6) iggﬁ
NLO 0.332(7) T 043 0.089(2) 006 | —0.062(15) Tg1g 0.747(3) T 029
o LO 0.0992) T30 0.001(3) T390 | 0.007() T80 —0.006(3) TH0s
" NLO | 0.06511)T0000 —0.0053) 13902 | 0.009(10) 0005 0.004(3) 75001
oo LO | —0.191(10) tg;g}g —0.000(2) 79995 | 0.00314) T0005  —0.022(3) T500s
" NLO | —0.206(10) 7000 —0.005(2) 75505 | —0.008(13) 75506 —0.042(3) 7552
- LO | —0.23513) 70027 —0.045(3) 70008 | —0.030(43) 7500 —0.217(10) T9-012
NLO | —0.232(9) 70012 —0.027(2) 7399 | 0.026(21) 70018 —0.295(5) 75519
— LO | —0.167(15) T0515  —0.013() 3991 | —0.011018) T390%  —0.051(4) T5-503
NLO | —0.166(20) T0:0%  —0.009(5) T3005 | —0.013(23) T:00¢  —0.070(5) 75008
o v LO 0.016(17) T3994  0.010(4) %93 | 0.011(16) 055 —0.006(3) T9-501
NLO | 0.00207) %995  0.000(4) T35 | —0.011(19) T390 0.001(4) T5-502
. LO | —0.016(18) igggi 0.000(4) T35 | 0.028(18) T300r  —0.004(4) T 001
NLO | 0.00320)t000  0.001(5) 3001 | —0.002(24) T0-608  —0.003(5) 7500

Table 9: Numerical results for the operators (’)fq (left) and (’)th (right).
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O%a Ot
Observable  Order oM [pb] o [pb] oM [pb] o [pb]
. LO 0.158(1) T0.015  0.0280) 3903 | 0.001(3) T390 0.128(1) 0007
NLO 0.148(3) 7901 0.02301) 000 0.002(3) 0901 0.182(1) 0%
. LO | —0.0079) 0502 —0.0032) TO901 | —0.00009) 5501 —0.001(2) T5-500
TTEMONLO | 0.00510) 70008 —0.0012) TO000 | —0.003(10) T3901  0.003(3) 0001
S LO | —0.02009) 70508  —0.0052) T390 | 0.011¢9) TH508  —0.020¢2) TO-901
TEETONLO | 0.0030a1) 0008 —0.0013) 0001 | —0.00810) T00  —0.022(3) 0001
o5+ B, LO —0.195(6) iﬁﬁ% —0.049(2) igggé 0.003(11) igggg —0.217(3) fggf
NLO —0.150(7) Zgigos . —0.033(2) Z¢002 0.036(8) Zg.go7  —0-282(2) 012
o LO 0.050a1) T3952  0.008(3)T0 903 | 0.011q1) tg;ggg —0.0003) T35
" NLO | 0.022a0)709%  0.0002)T0000 | 0.006(10) 70005 0.005(2) F3901
oo LO | —0.083(10) T00%  —0.006(3) 70001 | —0.00211) 5008 —0.011¢3) T9-9%1
" NLO | —0.103a1)F09%  —0.000(3) T0 001 | —0.006(10) 0005 —0.016(3) T0-903
- LO | —0.106(10) 7913 —0.022(3) 70002 | 0.007(12) 0003 —0.078(3) T9-052
NLO | —0.095() 73952  —0.008(2)T0%%2 | 0.029(9) T30%%  —0.106(2) T3994
e LO | —0.060015) 70002 —0.004(4) 0000 | —0.016(15) 70008 —0.015(3) T0-052
NLO | —0.078@1)T39%5  —0.004(5)T0002 | 0.009a7) 399  —0.022(4) 79901
— LO 0.005(12) 73952 0.002(3) 7399 | 0.006(16) TO-502  —0.008(a) TO-901
NLO | 0.001a5 0007  —0.000(4) T0-06;1 | —0.010(16) T0003  —0.002(4) T3 003
. LO 0.01220) 70005 0.003(3) T390 | —0.002(16) 70003 0.007(4) 0008
NLO | 0.002a9) 7395  0.005(5) 70007 | —0.00207) 0%  0.005(4) T 957

Table 10: Numerical results for the operators O%d (left) and (’)bd (right).
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0% O,
Observable  Order o [pb] @ [pb] oM [ph] @ [pb]
. LO 0.2202) 70033 0.0450) 73005 | 0.0022)T00%  0.206(0) 0017
NLO 0.2053) 10008 0.047( 001 | —0.0003) F00T  0.296(1) 0015
. LO 0.007() 007 —0.0022) T0007 | —0.005(9)TH00  —0.002¢2) T0:000
TTEmNLO | 0.00000) T 008 —0.0023) T0001 | 0.01200) T095  —0.0042) 10003
_— LO | 0031007500 0.0092)Fgg0; | —0.006(9) *005  0.032(2) 4001
TEETONLO | 0.02901) 70008 0.006(3) 1007 | —0.00412) 0001 0.032(3) 000!
OB+ B LO 0.262(9) fggég 0.081(2) igggi 0.026(17) igg‘i}% 0.360(4) fggig
NLO 0.268(7) Tggos  0.078(2) T oot 0.024011) Tgg07  0.4713) Tp20
o LO 0.036(10) 79951 0.0002) 3% | 0.012a1) 0% —0.004(3) T 955
" NLO | 0.042an709%  —0.002(3) 70001 | —0.0200100 0005 0.001(2) F9-9%3
LO | —0.132an 10018 —0.001(3)T001 | —0.007(13) T0505  —0.019(3) T0-001
Cor NLO | —0.125012) 70008 —0.001(3) T0:062 | 0.017a1) T995  —0.021(3) 70008
- LO | —0.12702) )12 —0.032(3) 0008 | —0.03224) 70008 —0.151(6) TO-008
NLO | —0.15510) 70019 —0.027(3) 70005 | 0.001(16) T0008  —0.177(a) T390
— LO | —0.10514) 73915 —0.008(3) 70000 | 0.018a7) T000n  —0.034(4) fg;gg;
NLO | —0.112a8) T39%  —0.009(5) 70995 | —0.011(20) T35 —0.043(5) T05%
o e LO | —0.017(15) tg;ggzg. —0.006(4) 73992 | —0.008(14) T39%2  0.001(3) T35
NLO | 0.011a6) 7395  —0.002(4)T39% | 0.009a7) 0%  0.005(4) 73953
. LO | —0.006(14) 70005 0.0043) 0001 | —0.02008) T0008  0.012¢4) T0-053
NLO | —0.00120) 3052 0.008(5)T0005 | 0.013¢21) T304 0.004(5) T390

Table 11: Numerical results for the operators O, (left) and O}, (right).
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o5 ol
Observable  Order o) [pb] @ [pb] o [pb] @ |pb]
. LO 0.1612) 70020 0.030(0) 73903 | 0.001(3) 7905 0.129(1) 0007
NLO 0.1393) T000s  0.030() T3007 | —0.0183)T0 00 0.183(1) 0050
. LO | —0.0058) 70001 —0.002(2) 0000 | 0.005(8) 75005  —0.002¢2) T9001
TEEMONLO | 0.006(10) 0000 —0.0012) T0000 | —0.01110) 0005 —0.002¢2) 000
S LO 0.026(3) 70005 0.0052)T00% | 0.006(9) 7000 0.0213) Th001
TEETONLO | 0.011a2) 70002 0.0023) 0001 | 0.020a1) 000 0.020(3) 0000
o5+ B, LO 0.188(9) iggég 0.050(2) igggf —0.005(10) igggé 0.215(3) fggf
NLO 0.191n 507 0.0442) T5a00 0.02009) Ty 001 0-288(2) Tyons
o LO 0.02312) T399%  0.001(3) 9% | —0.009012) T9%5  0.001(3) T 90
" NLO | 0.02900)7000%  0.0012) T9:001 | —0.016(10) T-9057  —0.002(3) 70008
. LO | —0.0730)f00e —0.0112) 10005 | 0.008(14) Th 008  —0.007(4) T5t03
" NLO | —0.08210) 73993 —0.001(2) 79939 | —0.000011) T3993  —0.013(3) 73952
- LO | —0.095(11) tg;ggg —0.022(3) 0001 | —0.02814) T9002  —0.0804) T 008
NLO | —0.12200) 70018 —0.017¢2) T5-007 | —0.040(10) T0-015  —0.106(3) 7003
e LO | —0.099015) 7012 —0.002(3) 0001 | 0.014am) T5008  —0.025() T0001
NLO | —0.06319) 0% 0.013(4) 73993 | 0.00320) 7309  —0.026(5) 73955
o e LO 0.006(14) TH00:  0.006(3)T3902 | 0.002017) T90)  —0.006(5) T0-00a
NLO | —0.019a5) 3902 —0.004(3) 9% | —0.027a7) T35 —0.001(4) T395%
. LO 0.01115) 70005 0.000(4) T39% | 0.020016) 70007 —0.009(5) 0005
NLO | 0.01509) 73058 —0.002(4) 0993 | —0.017a8) T30 0.002(4) T3 953

Table 12: Numerical results for the operators OF, (left) and O}, (right).

- 32 -



B Additional differential plots

This Appendix completes Section 5.2, showing results differential in #¢ phase space for

all other dimension-6 operators considered in this work.

Difference from SM

Figure 7: Results for the operators Ogj’) (top) and O
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Figure 8: Results for the operators O%u (top) and Obu (bottom), similar to Figure 5.
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Figure 9: Results for the operators Otsq (top) and (’)th (bottom), similar to Figure 5.
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Figure 10: Results for the operators O%d (top) and (’)b 4 (bottom), similar to Figure 5.
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Figure 11: Results for the operators O, (top) and O}, (bottom), similar to Figure 5.
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Figure 12: Results for the operators O%, (top) and O}, (bottom), similar to Figure 5.
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