
TIFR/TH/24-26

Towards the HEFT-hedron: the complete set of

positivity constraints at NLO

Debsubhra Chakraborty ID a Susobhan Chattopadhyay ID a Rick S. Gupta ID a

aTata Institute of Fundamental Research, Homi Bhabha Road, Colaba, Mumbai 400005, India

E-mail: debsubhra.chakraborty@tifr.res.in ,

susobhan.chattopadhyay@tifr.res.in, rsgupta@theory.tifr.res.in

Abstract: We present the complete set of positivity bounds on the Higgs Effective Field

Theory (HEFT) at next-to-leading order (NLO). We identify the 15 operators that can

be constrained by positivity, as they contribute to s2-growth in the amplitude for longi-

tudinal gauge-Higgs scattering, that is to all possible 2-to-2 scattering processes involving

longitudinal gauge bosons, VL = W±
L , ZL, and the Higgs boson, h. We find two sets of

constraints: (i) specific linear combinations of CP-even Wilson coefficients (WCs) must

be positive, and (ii) the magnitudes of some WCs—including all CP-odd ones—must be

smaller than products of other CP-even WCs. We present our final constraints on the 15

dimensional HEFT space and show how known positivity bounds on the 3 dimensional

space of dimension 8 SMEFT can be recovered from them. We find that only about 5% of

the parameter space for WCs of HEFT operators at NLO complies with these positivity

constraints. Additionally, we obtain double-sided bounds on these WCs by fully exploiting

the implications of unitarity and st-crossing symmetry. For WCs contributing to the vector

boson scattering process our final constraints are in most cases significantly stronger than

the experimental ones. For the VLVL, hh → hh and VLVL, hh → VLh process, there are no

reported experimental limits and our theoretical constraints provide the first bounds.
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1 Introduction

The discovery of the Higgs boson [1, 2] was a landmark event in the history of particle

physics. A detailed characterisation of the Higgs and electroweak sector is arguably the

most concrete goal of particle physics research today. In the absence of any direct signs

of new physics at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC), effective field theories (EFT) provide

a natural framework to parameterise deviations in Higgs and electroweak physics from

Standard Model (SM) predictions.

The Standard Model Effective Field Theory (SMEFT)—that extends the Standard

Model (SM) lagrangian by a series of higher dimensional operators—has thus become the

standard way to parameterise deviations in indirect searches for both experimentalists and

theorists. This has led to a sophisticated program of devising experimental strategies to

optimally and maximally probe the space of the Wilson coefficients (WCs) of SMEFT op-

erators. An important development, complementing this experimental program, has been
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the use of theoretical principles like causality/analyticity, locality, unitarity and crossing

symmetry to provide rigorous bounds on this space of EFT coefficients. It was shown in

Ref. [3]1 that the above theoretical principles enforce the positivity of the WCs that give

s2n growth in the forward amplitude for 2→2 scattering of goldstones and photons, n ≥ 1

being an integer. A lot of recent work has focused on further extending these arguments to

maximally constrain the space of WCs. This has culminated in the derivation of the full

set of constraints from 2→2 scattering on the space of EFT WCs for causal and unitary

theories [7–11]— thus giving rise to the so-called ‘EFT-hedron’ [10], the volume within

which the WCs must lie.

In the SMEFT this approach has led to positivity bounds on the coefficient of the s2

term in the forward amplitude which in turn can be translated to bounds on the WCs

of operators at the dimension-8 (D8) level—the lowest order at which an s2 growth in

amplitudes becomes possible [12–17].2 It has been recently shown that the more optimal

application of unitarity and crossing symmetry developed in Ref. [8, 9], can complement

these constraints by providing double sided bounds on WCs [18]. The phenomenological

relevance of the SMEFT positivity bounds is, however, somewhat limited because the

leading deviations from the SM are parameterised by dimension-6 operators that are not

subject to positivity bounds.

As is increasingly being recognised, however, the SMEFT is the not the most general

framework to characterise indirect effects. The space of SMEFT WCs at a given order, is

in fact a subspace of the more general Higgs EFT (HEFT). This is because of the implicit

assumptions made while writing the SMEFT lagrangian. First, unlike the SMEFT, in

the HEFT it is not assumed that the observed Higgs boson, h, is part of the electroweak

doublet that breaks electroweak symmetry. Furthermore, even in theories where h is part

of a electroweak symmetry breaking doublet, if the states being integrated out obtain a

large fraction of their mass from the electroweak VEV, the resulting low energy theory is

the HEFT and not the SMEFT [19–21].

In this work we obtain the complete set of positivity bounds on HEFT lagrangian at

the next to leading order (NLO). The bounds apply to WCs of 15 operators in the NLO

lagrangian with 4 derivatives that contribute to scattering of Higgs and longitudinal gauge

bosons, i.e. to the VLVL → VLVL, hh, hh → VLh, hh and VLh → VLh processes processes,

where VL = W±
L , ZL are the longitudinal components of the electroweak bosons and h is

the observed Higgs boson. No other process has a forward amplitude growing as s2 or faster

in the HEFT NLO lagrangian. First, we consider elastic scattering between superpositions

of gauge and Higgs bosons to obtain analytical positivity constraints. These result in an

allowed region that forms a convex cone [22] occupying about 5% of the HEFT parameter

space. We then use the methods developed in Refs. [8, 9, 18] to numerically derive double-

sided bounds to cap this conical region. While ours is the first work to derive positivity

constraints for the HEFT, there have been previous works that considered vector boson

1An earlier application of similar ideas to the chiral lagrangian was made in Ref. [4–6].
2In fact, the positivity bounds, in general, constrain a sum of dimension-8 WCs and a quadratic func-

tion of dimension-6 WCs. Nevertheless, it has been possible to individually constrain the dimension-8

contribution [13–15] as we discuss briefly in Sec. 2.3.
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scattering to derive some of the positivity constraints on the higgsless electroweak chiral

lagrangian [23, 24]. Even for this case, we go beyond the work of Refs. [23, 24]—first, by

deriving the complete set of analytical positivity constraints on the WCs involved, and

then by imposing double sided bounds on them.

The positivity bounds for HEFT are phenomenologically more relevant compared to

the SMEFT case, because they appear already at the next leading order. It is also worth

emphasizing that being the most general lagrangian at the weak scale, it is the HEFT, and

not the SMEFT, that provides the most general parametrization of the coefficient of the

s2 term in the forward amplitude for longitudinal gauge-Higgs scattering. We show this

explicitly in the next section. Existing positivity bounds on SMEFT constrain a set of 3

dimension-8 operators. We will show how these known SMEFT results can be recovered

by obtaining the intersection of the three-dimensional SMEFT hyperplane with the NLO

HEFT-hedron, the 15-dimensional region allowed by our positivity bounds.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2, we parameterize longitudinal gauge-Higgs

scattering in the SMEFT, HEFT and by imposing only U(1)em. In Sec. 3 we analytically

derive positivity constraints that result in the aforementioned conical allowed region in

the space of HEFT WCs. We then use the methods of Ref. [8, 9, 18] to numerically

obtain double-sided bounds to cap this positivity cone in Sec. 4. In Sec. 5 we show our

final results and compare them with existing experimental bounds. Finally, we provide

concluding remarks in Sec. 6.

Note added: The main results of this work were already presented in the general meeting

of the LHC EFT working group on December 2, 2024 [25]. As we were in the final stages

of preparing this manuscript, a preprint [26] appeared on the arxiv that has some overlap

with our results. Working on the set of 5 custodial invariant HEFT operators at NLO

that receive positivity bounds, Ref. [26] derives the analytical positivity bounds mentioned

above. Our results in Table 4 are in complete agreement with those of Ref. [26]. Ref. [26]

also shows that if the HEFT region allowed by positivity is projected onto the SMEFT

plane it contains regions outside the region allowed by positivity in SMEFT. They argue

that observation of new physics outside the SMEFT allowed region but within the HEFT

allowed region, would indicate that HEFT and not the SMEFT provides the correct low

energy description. In Sec. 5.2 we obtain similar results and provide our perspective on

how and when positivity can indicate that the low energy theory is not SMEFT but the

more general HEFT.

2 Parametrizing longitudinal gauge-Higgs scattering

In this section we present the amplitude for longitudinal gauge-Higgs scattering, i.e. for the

VLVL → VLVL, VLh, hh, hh → VLh, hh and VLh → VLh processes. We are interested in

obtaining the part of the forward amplitude that grows as s2 and is thus subject to positiv-

ity bounds. We will write the amplitude at tree-level using four different parametrizations.

For first three parametrizations we will use the following lagrangians: (1) the HEFT NLO

lagrangain, (2) a U(1)em parametrization using anomalous couplings and (3) the SMEFT
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lagrangian up to the dimension-8 level. Finally, assuming only U(1)em and crossing sym-

metry, we will provide a general parametrization of the amplitude in terms of Mandelstam

invariants and show that there is a one-to-one mapping between the free parameters in

this approach and the lagrangian couplings of the first two lagrangian frameworks. In

particular we will provide the explicit mapping between these three parametrizations that

will make the interpretation of our final bounds on HEFT WCs in terms of anomalous

couplings straightforward. The number of parameters in the SMEFT parametrization,

however, is smaller than that in the other cases. This implies constraints on the space of

HEFT WCs/anomalous couplings if they arise from SMEFT at dimension 8.

2.1 HEFT parametrization

We begin with the HEFT where it is especially straightforward to identify pieces of the

gauge Higgs-scattering forward amplitudes that grow as s2. In the HEFT lagrangian the

observed Higgs boson, h, transforms as a singlet under electroweak symmetry whereas the

three goldstone modes associated to the breaking of electroweak symmetry transform non-

linearly under it. Here we will follow the formalism in Ref. [27–36] where the spontaneous

symmetry breaking pattern is assumed to be,3

SU(2)L × SU(2)R → SU(2)C , (2.1)

SU(2)R and SU(2)C being approximate symmetries. The resulting goldstones, ϕI , reside

in the matrix, U = exp
{[

i
vϕIσ

I
]}

, where, I ∈ 1, 2, 3 and v = 246 GeV is the electroweak

VEV. The transformation of U under the group SU(2)L ⊗ SU(2)R is given by,

U(x) → LU(x)R†. (2.2)

and the covariant derivative of U is defined as, DµU = ∂µ + iŴµU − iUB̂µ where,

Ŵµ = g
σ⃗

2
W⃗µ; B̂µ = g′

σ3
2
Bµ. (2.3)

The building blocks of the HEFT lagrangian are,

Vµ = iUDµU
† T = U

σ3
2
U † (2.4)

and the observed Higgs h, which transform as follows,

Vµ → LVµL
† T → LTL† h → h. (2.5)

The presence of a σ3 in the definition of Vµ and T explicitly breaks SU(2)R → UY (1) in

the HEFT lagrangian (see for eg. the discussion in Ref. [38]).

The list of NLO operators in the HEFT, presented in different works (see Ref. [32–36])

differ from each other based on the criteria used by the authors in organising the HEFT

expansion. In all these lists, however, the only operators, that can result in an s2 growth in

3See Ref. [37, 38] for an alternative formulation with the spontaneous symmetry breaking pattern,

SU(2)L × U(1)Y → U(1)em.
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a 2 → 2 scattering process are those with 4 derivatives and no field strengths, i.e. operators

of the form of the UhD4. Note that 2 → 2 scattering amplitudes involving fermions and

photons do not receive NLO HEFT contributions that grow faster than s2. Thus in order

to obtain the complete set of positivity bounds on the HEFT at NLO, it is suffices to

consider only longitudinal gauge-Higgs scattering.

In Table 1, we reproduce the list all the 15 operators of type UhD4 presented in

Ref. [36]. These operators contribute to the amplitude for Higgs and goldstone scattering,

ϕiϕj → ϕkϕl with the indices taking values from 1–4 and ϕ4 ≡ h; this amplitude is

identical to longitudinal gauge-Higgs scattering in the high energy limit by the goldstone

boson equivalence theorem [39]. The functions, FUhD4

i (h), in Table (1) are given by,

FUhD4

i (h) = 1 +
∑
r=1

cUhD4

ir

(
h

v

)r

for i = 1, · · · 15. These operators appear in the NLO HEFT lagarangain at NLO as follows,

LNLO
HEFT ⊃

15∑
n=1

ciOUD4

i + · · · (2.6)

where ci is the WC of the operator, OUhD4

i . As far as the power-counting for these WCs

is concerned, we assume,

ci ∼ v2Λ2

(
D

Λ

)nD
(
h

v

)nh

. (2.7)

where v/Λ ≥ 1/4π. As we will soon discuss, if these HEFT operators arise from SMEFT,

the fact that SU(2)L × U(1)Y is then linearly realised, will imply further suppression in

some linear combinations of the WCs.

Note that while presenting the longitudinal gauge-Higgs scattering amplitudes, we

will consider only a single insertion of a HEFT NLO WC. If we consider more insertions,

operators from other categories in Ref. [36], for eg. UhD2X, might also result in s2

growth in the amplitude. These contributions will, however, be suppressed given the power

counting scheme in eq. (2.7) and can therefore be safely ignored.

2.2 U(1)em parametrization using anomalous couplings

We now present a U(1)em invariant lagrangian containing all possible vertices to parame-

terize longitudinal gauge-higgs scattering. The couplings accompanying individual U(1)em
invariant lagrangian terms are called anomalous couplings. These anomalous couplings pro-

vide an especially convenient parametrization of deviations beyond the SM in experimental

and phenomenological studies.

To obtain an amplitude that grows as s2, the anomalous vertices can be of the fol-

lowing forms: ∂V V 2, V 4, ∂hV 3, (∂h)2V 2, (∂h)3V and (∂h)4. While the the ∂V V 2 terms

contribute via tree-level exchange diagrams, the rest of the vertices are contact terms.

That these terms can lead to an s2 growth can be understood by recalling that longitu-

dinally polarised vector bosons, V µ
L = W±,µ

L , Zµ
L, contribute a longitudinal polarization
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Process i OUhD4

i CP SU(2)C

VLVL → VLVL

1 ⟨VµV
µ⟩2FUhD4

1 (h) + P

2 ⟨VµVν⟩⟨VµVν⟩FUhD4

2 (h) + P

3 ⟨TVµ⟩⟨TVν⟩⟨VµVν⟩FUhD4

3 (h) + V

4 ⟨TVµ⟩⟨TVµ⟩⟨VνVν⟩FUhD4

4 (h) + V

5 (⟨TVµ⟩⟨TVµ⟩)2FUhD4

5 (h) + V

VLVL → VLh

6 ⟨VµV
µ⟩⟨TVν⟩D

νh
v FUhD4

6 (h) − V

7 ⟨VµVν⟩⟨TVµ⟩Dνh
v FUhD4

7 (h) − V

8 i⟨TVµVν⟩⟨TVµ⟩Dνh
v FUhD4

8 (h) + V

9 ⟨TVµ⟩⟨TVµ⟩⟨TVν⟩D
νh
v FUhD4

9 (h) − V

VLVL → hh

10 ⟨VµVν⟩hD
µDνh
v2

FUhD4

10 (h) + P

11 ⟨VµV
µ⟩DνhDνh

v2
FUhD4

11 (h) + P

12 ⟨TVµ⟩⟨TVν⟩hD
µDνh
v2

FUhD4

12 (h) + V

13 ⟨TVµ⟩⟨TVµ⟩DνhDνh
v2

FUhD4

13 (h) + V

VLh → hh 14 ⟨TVµ⟩hD
νhDνDµh

v3
FUhD4

14 (h) − V

hh → hh 15 1
v4
h2(DµDνh)(D

µDνh)FUhD4

15 (h) + P

Table 1: The list of 15 operators of type UhD4 in the HEFT lagrangian at NLO in the

basis of Ref. [36]. These are the complete set of operators at NLO that contribute to the

s2 piece in the forward amplitude for 2→2 scattering involving goldstones and the Higgs

boson—and thus to the the s2 piece in the forward amplitude of longitudinal gauge-Higgs

scattering. We also provide the CP properties of the operators in the fourth column,

while the fifth column indicates whether each operator preserves (P) or violates (V) the

custodial symmetry, SU(2)C . The contractions of SU(2) group indices between T and Vµ

are represented by the symbol ⟨· · · ⟩.

vector, ϵVL,µ ≈ pµ/mV , to the amplitude. We modify the SM lagrangian by adding terms

of each of the above categories,

LBSM ⊃ LSM +∆L∂V V 2 +∆LV 4 + L(∂h)2V 2 + L∂hV 3 + L(∂h)3V + L(∂h)4 . (2.8)

As already mentioned in the previous section we ignore contributions to the amplitude

involving two insertions of BSM couplings.

Let us begin with vertices of the form ∂V V 2 formed out of 3 gauge bosons and a

single derivative, the so-called Triple Gauge couplings (TGC), that were first presented in
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Ref. [40],

∆L∂V V 2 = igcθW
[
δgZ1 Zµ

(
W−

ν W+µν −W+
ν W−µν

)
+ δκZW−

µ W+
ν Zµν

]
+ie δκγW−

µ W+
ν Aµν − g4W

−
µ W+

ν (∂µV ν + ∂νV µ) + g5ϵ
µνρσW+

µ

↔
DρW

−
ν Zσ

+igcθW δκ̃ZW−
µ W+

ν Z̃µν + ie δκ̃γW−
µ W+

ν Ãµν . (2.9)

where,

W+µν = De
µW

+,ν −De
νW

+,µ, (2.10)

De
µ = ∂µ + ieAµ being the covariant derivative. In the above lagrangian the first three

terms are even under both charge conjugation (C) and parity (P), while all other terms are

either C-odd or P-odd or both. As far as longitudinal vector boson scattering is concerned,

single insertions of only P and CP-even vertices can lead to an s2 growth in the amplitude.

The HEFT contributions to the three C and P-even TGCs do not arise from the

operators in Table 1, but from the following three other operators from the NLO basis of

Ref. [36],

β0
v2

2
⟨TVµ⟩⟨TVµ⟩+ α33g

2⟨TWµν⟩⟨TWµν⟩+ αWB
gg′

2
⟨TWµν⟩Bµν (2.11)

where Wµν = W a
µνσ

a/2. Working in the input parameter scheme, {mW ,mZ , αem}, we
evaluate the contributions from the operators in eq. (2.11) to the above anomalous couplings

in the unitary gauge, carefully taking into account input parameter redefinitions. This

gives,

δg1Z =
1

2s2θW

δm2
Z

m2
Z

, δκγ = −g2

2
αWB − g2α33

δκZ =
1

2s2θW

δm2
Z

m2
Z

+
g2

2
t2θWαWB − g2α33, (2.12)

where,

δm2
Z

m2
Z

= β0 − g2t2θWαWB + g2α33 (2.13)

We will show in Appendix A that once the V 4 vertices arising from the operators in

eq. (2.11) are also taken into account, their contribution to the s2 piece in the VLVL → VLVL

amplitude exactly cancels the TGC contributions in eq. (2.12). Thus, the operators in

eq. (2.11) ultimately do not give s2 growth in vector boson scattering a fact that can also

be understood directly using the goldstone boson equivalence principle. This is, of course,

why we do not include these three operators in our list in Table 1.

Vertices of the form V 4 formed of 4 gauge bosons and no derivatives, are called anoma-

lous quartic gauge couplings (aQGC). The following list of all possible U(1)em terms of
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this form was presented in Ref. [41],

∆LQGC = g2c2θW

[
δgQZZ1Z

µZνW−
µ W+

ν − δgQZZ2Z
µZµW

−νW+
ν

]
+

g2

2

[
δgQWW1W

−µW+νW−
µ W+

ν − δgQWW2

(
W−µW+

µ

)2]
+

g2

4c4θW
hQZZ(Z

µZµ)
2

(2.14)

We get the following contributions to these from HEFT operators:

δgQZZ1 =
1

s2θW

δm2
Z

m2
Z

+
g2

4c4θw
(4c2 + c3) , δgQZZ2 =

1

s2θW

δm2
Z

m2
Z

− g2

4c4θw
(4c1 + c4) ,

δgQWW1 =
c2θW
s2θW

δm2
Z

m2
Z

+ g2c2 − 2g2α33, δgQWW2 =
c2θW
s2θW

δm2
Z

m2
Z

− g2 (2c1 + c2)− 2g2α33

hQZZ = g2(4c1 + 4c2 + 2c3 + 2c4 + c5) /4. (2.15)

It might seem confusing at first that while there are only 5 operators contributing to the

s2 piece in the VLVL → VLVL forward amplitudes in the HEFT parametrization, there are 8

anomalous couplings that can give such an effect in the U(1)em invariant parametrization.

This, however, does not imply an inconsistency between the two parametrization because

only five linear combinations of the 8 anomalous couplings give rise to s2 growth in the

forward amplitude. These five linear combinations can be obtained by inverting eq. (2.12)

and eq. (2.15) to write the HEFTWCs, c1−c5, in terms of the above TGCs and aQGCs; this

is shown in Table 2. This inversion also gives us, β0, αWB and α33 as a linear combination

of anomalous couplings,

β0 = −c2θW δg1Z +
(
1 + s2θW

)
δκZ − s2θW δκγ

αWB = −
2c2θW
g2

(
δg1Z − δκZ + δκγ

)
α33 =

1

g2
(
c2θW δg1Z − c2θW δκZ − s2θW δκγ

)
. (2.16)

The right hand sides in eq. (2.16) above are precisely the linear combinations of anomalous

couplings that do not give an s2 growth in the forward amplitude.

Next we present the the most general non-redundant list of vertices of the form,

(∂h)2V 2 ,

∆L(∂h)2V 2 = κhhWW

h2

2v2
W+µνW−

µν + κhhZZ

h2

4v2
ZµνZµν

+ κ̃hhWW

h2

2v2
W+µνW̃−

µν + κ̃hhZZ

h2

4v2
ZµνZ̃µν

+ ghhZ1

g2

c2θw

(∂νh)
2ZµZ

µ

v2
+ ghhZ2

g2

c2θw

∂µh∂νh

2v2
ZµZν + ghhW1g

2 (∂νh)
2

v2
W+µW−

µ

+ ghhW2g
2∂µh∂νh

2v2
(W+µW−ν + h.c.) (2.17)
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All other anomalous couplings can be reduced to the above non-redundant set using field-

redefinitions and integration by parts. The anomalous couplings for the contact terms

involving field strengths, i.e. κhhWW and κhhZZ , do not contribute to s2 piece of the forward

amplitude.4 The other couplings get contributions only from the HEFT operators of Table 1

in the unitary gauge,

ghhZ1 =
1

4
(c10 + 2c11 + c12/2 + c13) , ghhZ2 = −1

2
(2c10 + c12) ,

ghhW1 =
(
c11 +

c10
2

)
, ghhW2 = −c10, (2.18)

which clearly establishes a one to one mapping between these anomalous couplings and the

HEFT WCs.

As far as couplings of the category (∂h)3V are concerned, the most general lagrangian

is,

∆LhV 3
= igcθW

h

v

[
ghV

3

Z1 Zµ

(
W+

ν W−µν −W−
ν W+µν

)
+ κhV

3

Z W+
µ W−

ν Zµν
]

+ igcθW
h

v

[
κ̃hV

3

Z W+
µ W−

ν Z̃µν + g̃hV
3

Z1 ZµW
+
ν W̃−µν

]

+
h

v

[
ghV

3

4′ Zµ(W+νW−
µν + h.c.) + ghV

3

5 ϵµνρσW+
µ

↔
DρW

−
ν Zσ

]
+ ig∂hV

3

W1

g3

2cθW

∂µh

v
Zν

(
W+

µ W−ν − h.c.
)
+ g∂hV

3

W2

g3

2cθW

∂µh

v
Zν(W

+
µ W−ν + h.c.)

+ g∂hV
3

W3

g3

2cθW

∂µh

v
ZµW

+
µ W−µ + g∂hV

3

Z

g3

2c3θW

∂µh

v
ZµZνZ

ν (2.19)

where we have again removed all possible redundancies. Only the anomalous couplings

g∂hV
3

W1 , g∂hV
3

W2 , g∂hV
3

W3 and g∂hV
3

Z contribute to the s2 piece of the forward amplitude. Once

again we obtain a one to one mapping between these anomalous couplings and four of the

HEFT operators of Table 1,

g∂hV
3

W1 =
c8
4
, g∂hV

3

W2 =
c7
2
, g∂hV

3

W3 = c6, g∂hV
3

Z =
2c6 + 2c7 + c9

4
. (2.20)

Finally there is one U(1)em invariant operator each in the ∂h3V and ∂h4 categories,

Lh3V = g∂h
3V g

2cθW v3
∂νh∂

νh∂µhZ
µ, L(∂h)4 =

g(∂h)
4

v4
∂µh∂

µh∂νh∂
νh (2.21)

which respectively get contributions from c14 and c15 in Table 1,

g∂h
3V = −c14

2
, g(∂h)

4
= c15. (2.22)

In Table 2 we invert eq. (2.12)-eq. (2.22) to express the HEFT WCs as linear combi-

nations of anomalous couplings presented in this subsection. Our final bounds on c1–c15
can be translated to bounds on the anomalous couplings using this table.

4This can be seen from the fact that the amplitude due to any contact term containing field strength

tensors, vanishes if we approximate the longitudinal polarization vector to be ϵVL,µ = pµ/mV . Thus the true

amplitude must be suppressed by powers of (ϵVL,µ − pµ/mV ) ∼ mV /
√
s and therefore cannot grow as s2.
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HEFT Wilson
Anomalous Couplings

coefficients

c1 − 1
2g2

(
δgQWW1 + δgQWW2 − 4c2θW δκZ − 4s2θW δκγ

)
c2

1
g2

(
δgQWW1 − 2c2θW δκZ − 2s2θW δκγ

)
c3

4
g2

(
c4θW δgQZZ1 − δgQWW1 − 2c4θW δg1Z + 2c2θW δκZ + 2s2θW δκγ

)
c4

2
g2

(
δgQWW1 + δgQWW2 + c4θW

(
4δg1Z − 2δgQZZ2

)
− 4c2θW δκZ − 4s2θW δκγ

)
c5

2
g2

(
δgQWW1 − δgQWW2 + 4c4θW

(
δgQZZ2 − δgQZZ1

)
+ 2hQZZ

)
c6 g∂hV

3

W3

c7 2g∂hV
3

W2

c8 4g∂hV
3

W1

c9 −2
(
2g∂hV

3

W2 + g∂hV
3

W3 − 2g∂hV
3

Z

)
c10 −ghhW2

c11
1
2

(
2ghhW1 + ghhW2

)
c12 2

(
ghhW2 − ghhZ2

)
c13

(
4ghhZ1 + ghhZ2 − 2ghhW1 − ghhW2

)
c14 −2g∂h

3V

c15 g(∂h)
4

Table 2: Mapping between the HEFTWCs for the operators in Table 1 and the anomalous

couplings presented in Sec. 2.2.

2.3 SMEFT parametrization

A straightforward way to identify the SMEFT operators contributing to the gauge-Higgs

scattering amplitudes is by listing the operators that generate the anomalous terms pre-

sented in the previous subsection. In the dimension-8 basis presented in Ref. [42, 43], the

list of operators thus obtained can be subdivided into two groups. First the three dimension
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8 operators,

Os1 =
[
(DµH)†(DνH)

] [
(DµH)†(DνH)

]
, (2.23)

Os2 =
[
(DµH)†DµH

]2
, (2.24)

Os3 =
[
(DµH)†(DνH)

] [
(DνH)†(DµH)

]
. (2.25)

directly generate vertices with four derivatives and four h/Goldstones, thus giving an am-

plitude that grows as s2 in the forward limit. Here we have defined, DµH = ∂µ+ig
σaWa

µ

2 H+

ig′YHBµH where YH = 1/2 is the hypercharge of the Higgs doublet. In addition, the fol-

lowing five operators generating corrections to vector boson scattering via input parameter

shifts, contributions to the gauge kinetic terms or by directly generating aQGCs,

OT =
1

2
(H†↔DµH)2, (2.26)

OWB = gg′(H†σaH)W a
µνB

µν , (2.27)

OU = g2(H†σaH)(H†σdH)W a
µνW

b,µν , (2.28)

OH2T =
1

2
(H†H)(H†↔DµH)2, (2.29)

OH2WB = gg′(H†H)(H†σaH)W a
µνB

µν . (2.30)

As expected from the goldstone boson equivalence theorem, these operators do not give

rise to s2 growth in the forward amplitude once we include all the vertices they generate

in the unitary gauge. We will show this explicitly in Appendix A.

We now obtain the contributions to the anomalous couplings in Sec. 2.2 from the

SMEFT operators listed above. First the TGCs receive the contributions,

δg1Z =
1

2s2θW

δm2
Z

m2
Z

, δκγ = g2
(
CWB +

CH2WB

4

v2

Λ2

)
v2

Λ2
− g2CU

v4

Λ4
,

δκZ =
1

2s2θW

δm2
Z

m2
Z

− g2t2θW

(
CWB +

CH2WB

4

v2

Λ2

)
v2

Λ2
− g2CU

v4

Λ4
(2.31)

where Ci is the WC of the SMEFT operator, Oi, and,

δm2
Z

m2
Z

= −
(
CT +

CH2T

2

v2

Λ2

)
v2

Λ2
+ 2g2t2θW

(
CWB +

CH2WB

2

v2

Λ2

)
v2

Λ2
+ g2CU

v4

Λ4

Next the aQGCs get the following contribution from the SMEFT operators,

δgQZZ1 =
1

s2θW

δm2
Z

m2
Z

+
g2

16c4θW

v4

Λ4
(Cs1 + Cs3), δgQZZ2 =

1

s2θW

δm2
Z

m2
Z

− g2

16c4θW

v4

Λ4
Cs2,

δgQWW1 =
c2θW
s2θW

δm2
Z

m2
Z

+
g2

8

v4

Λ4
Cs1 − 2g2CU

v4

Λ4
, δgQWW2 =

c2θW
s2θW

δm2
Z

m2
Z

− g2

8

v4

Λ4
(Cs2 + Cs3)− 2g2CU

v4

Λ4
,

hQZZ =
g2

16

v4

Λ4
(Cs1 + Cs2 + Cs3). (2.32)
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Finally, for the anomalous couplings of the forms, (∂h)2V 2, (∂h)V 3, (∂h)3V and (∂h)4,

we respectively obtain,

δghhZ1 = −1

8
(Cs1 − Cs2 − Cs3)

v4

Λ4
, δghhZ2 =

Cs1
2

v4

Λ4
,

δghhW1 =
Cs2
4

v4

Λ4
, δghhW2 =

Cs1 + Cs3
4

v4

Λ4
, (2.33)

g∂hV
3

W1 =
1

4
(Cs3 − Cs1)

v4

Λ4
, g∂hV

3

W2 = 0, g∂hV
3

W3 = 0, g∂hV
3

Z = 0, (2.34)

and,

g∂h
3V = 0, g(∂h)

4
=

1

4
(Cs1 + Cs2 + Cs3)

v4

Λ4
. (2.35)

In eq. (2.32)-eq. (2.35), the total number of anomalous coupling on the left hand side (18)

is larger than the number of independent SMEFT contributions (6) on the right hand side.5

This implies that the anomalous couplings must satisfy 12 constraints in the dimension-8

SMEFT that can be obtained in a straightforward way by eliminating the SMEFT WCs

from eq. (2.32)-eq. (2.35). These constraints, expressed in terms of HEFT WCs, have been

shown in Table 3.

These constraints imply that in the space of the 15 HEFT WCs of Table 1, the SMEFT

is a three dimensional hyperplane. We will see that the SMEFT positivity bounds obtained

in past literature can be recovered by obtaining a projection of our 15 dimensional bounds

derived in Sec. on the 3 dimensional SMEFT plane using Table 3.

Finally we mention a few subtleties before proceeding further. First of all the con-

straints obtained in Table 3 will be broken by higher dimension operators suppressed by

additional powers of the cutoff. We assume the following power-counting for the SMEFT

WCs,

SMEFT :
Λ4

g2H

(
D

Λ

)nD
(
gHH

Λ

)nH

(2.36)

where, gH < Λ/v, is the coupling of the Higgs to heavy BSM states. The contribution

of higher dimensional WCs to the scattering amplitudes relative to that of dimensional-8

ones is therefore suppressed by powers of g2Hv2/Λ2. We see that in the limit gH → Λ/v this

suppression vanishes and indeed the SMEFT power counting in eq. (2.36) approaches the

HEFT power counting in eq. (2.7). This is, however, exactly the limit in which the SMEFT

expansion breaks down and the correct effective description is given by HEFT. A second

subtlety is that if we assume the power counting scheme in eq. (2.36), the contribution

of diagrams with two insertions of dimension-6 operators cannot be ignored for a gH that

is O(1). Fortunately, however, the dimension-6 contributions have been found to give a

negative definite contribution [13, 14] to the s2 piece of the forward amplitude so that

individual bounds can still be placed on the dimension-8 contribution. Thus in our list

above we have only included SMEFT operators that contribute to gauge-Higgs scattering

with a single insertion.

5Note that the WCs CT , CH2T (CWB , CH2WB) always appear in these equations in the same linear com-

bination, CT +
C
H2T
2

v2

Λ2 (CWB +
C
H2WB

2
v2

Λ2 ).
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SMEFT Constraints

c3 + c4 = 0

c5 = 0

16c1 − 2c10 − 4c11 − c12 − 2c13 = 0

c10 + c12/2 + 4c2 = 0

4c1 − c10/2− c11 + c4 = 0

c10 + 4c2 + c3 = 0

4c3 − c8 = 0

c6, c7, c9 = 0

c14 = 0

4(c1 + c2)− c15 = 0

Table 3: Linear constraints on the WCs of NLO HEFT operators implied by the SMEFT

truncated at dimension-8 level.

2.4 Longitudinal gauge-Higgs scattering amplitude

We now present the amplitude for longitudinal gauge-Higgs scattering, bibj → bkbl with

the indices taking values from 1–4 and b = {W1L,W2L, ZL, h}. We will show using only

U(1)em invariance that the coefficient of s2 in the forward amplitude can be parametrized

by 15 independent parameters. We will then provide an explicit mapping between these pa-

rameters and the 15 HEFT WCs—or equivalently the 15 linear combinations of anomalous

couplings in Table 2.

We separate the full gauge-Higgs scattering amplitude into two parts,

MV
ijkl(s, t) = MV,sing

ijkl (s, t) + M̃V
ijkl(s, t) (2.37)

where the first term contains all the IR singularities from from tree-level exchange of light

particles in the s, t or u channel as well as loop contributions. For the goldstone scattering

amplitude, ϕiϕj → ϕkϕl, we can similarly subtract out the IR singularities to obtain M̃ϕ
ijkl.

The goldstone boson equivalence theorem implies, M̃V
ijkl = M̃ϕ

ijkl for s ≫ m2
h,W,Z which

allows us to drop the superscripts and simply use M̃ijkl to denote the amplitude. In the

UV, s > Λ2, M̃ijkl gives the exact amplitude. For m2
h,W,Z ≪ s, t ≪ Λ2 we can expand the

second term in powers of s and t as follows,

M̃ijkl(s, t) =
∑
m,n

cm,n
ijkl s

mtn (2.38)

where we have assumed that the tree-level HEFT contribution is a good approximation for

the low-energy amplitude.6 For the purpose of deriving the positivity bounds in this work

6See Ref. [19, 44, 45] for a discussion about the effect of EFT-loops on positivity bounds.
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we require only, c2,0ijkl.

Before producing a mapping between the, c2,0ijkl, and the HEFT WCs let us first count

the number of independent, c2,0ijkl, imposing only U(1)em invariance. As the U(1)em acts like

an SO(2) on the indices, i = 1, 2, we write the amplitude, Mijkl, using invariant tensors

of the SO(2) symmetry group,

M̃ijkl = δijδkl f(s, u) + δikδjl f(t, u) + δilδkj f(u, s) for i, j, k, l ∈ [1, 2], (2.39)

where, the function f(s, u) is symmetric under exchange of s and u. The form of the

amplitude in eq. (2.39) implies the following constraints,

M̃1111(s) = M̃2222(s) (2.40)

M̃1111(s) = M̃1212(s) + M̃1221 + M̃1122(s). (2.41)

For 2-to-2 scattering amplitudes involving ZL and h (or ϕ3 and h for the corresponding

goldstone amplitude), U(1)em invariance implies M̃V
12ii = M̃V

1ii2 = M̃V
1i2i = 0, M̃V

1i1i =

M̃V
2i2i, M̃V

11ii = M̃V
22ii and M̃V

1ii1 = M̃V
2ii2 where i = 3, 4.

These constraints can be directly translated to the, c2,0ijkl, given by,

c2,0ijkl =
1

2

∂2M̃ijkl

∂s2

∣∣∣∣∣
s,t=0

. (2.42)

They would imply that many of the c2,0ijkl are equal to each other and many others vanish.

In matrix form we can write,

v4c2,0ijkl =



a1 0 0 0 a2 0 0 0 a3 0 0 a9 0 0 a9 a12
0 a4 0 a2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 −a16 0 0 a16 0

0 0 a6 0 0 0 a3 0 0 a10 0 0 a9 a16 0 0

0 a2 0 a4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 a16 0 0 −a16 0

a2 0 0 0 a1 0 0 0 a3 0 0 a9 0 0 a9 a12
0 0 0 0 0 a6 0 a3 0 0 a10 0 −a16 a9 0 0

0 0 a3 0 0 0 a6 0 0 a9 a16 0 a10 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 a3 0 a6 0 −a16 a9 0 0 a10 0 0

a3 0 0 0 a3 0 0 0 a5 0 0 a7 0 0 a7 a8
0 0 a10 0 0 0 a9 −a16 0 a14 0 0 a12 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 a10 a16 a9 0 0 a14 0 0 a12 0 0

a9 −a16 0 a16 a9 0 0 0 a7 0 0 a13 0 0 a15 a11
0 0 a9 0 0 −a16 a10 0 0 a12 0 0 a14 0 0 0

0 0 a16 0 0 a9 0 a10 0 0 a12 0 0 a14 0 0

a9 a16 0 −a16 a9 0 0 0 a7 0 0 a15 0 0 a13 a11
a12 0 0 0 a12 0 0 0 a8 0 0 a11 0 0 a11 a15


whre the rows and columns are ordered as follows,

{11, 12, 13, 21, 22, 23, 31, 32, 33, 14, 24, 34, 41, 42, 43, 44} (2.43)
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and respectively denote different possible initial and final states for gauge-Higgs scattering.

For instance, the top left entry a1 corresponds to either the W1LW1L → W1LW1L. Our

parametrization in terms of the a1 − a16 already incorporates all the constraints arising

from U(1)em apart from eq. (2.41) which implies the relation,

a1 = 2a2 + a4. (2.44)

There are thus 15 independent parameters required to completely parametrize the s2 piece

of the forward amplitude.7

We now proceed to calculate the amplitude, M̃ijkl, using the lagrangians presented in

the previous subsections. We can either use the unitary gauge parametrization of Sec. 2.2

or the HEFT parametrization in Sec. 2.1 to obtain the matrix in eq. (2.43). We carry out

both these computations and explicitly verify that they yield the same answer. We find,

a1 = 16 (c1 + c2) , a2 = 4 (2c1 + c2) , a3 = 8c1 + 4c2 + c3 + 2c4

a4 = 8c2, a5 = 16 (c1 + c2) + 8 (c3 + c4) + 4c5, a6 = 2 (4c2 + c3)

a7 = 2c6 + 2c7 + c9, a8 = 2c11 + c13, a9 = c6 +
c7
2
, a10 = c7

a11 = −c14
2
, a12 = 2c11, a13 = −2c10 − c12, a14 = −2c10,

a15 = 4c15, a16 =
c8
4
. (2.45)

We see that eq. (2.45) clearly satisfies eq. (2.44) and thus provides a one-to-one mapping

between the 15 independent parameters of the amplitude and the 15 HEFT WCs—and

hence the 15 linear combination of the anomalous couplings in Table 2

Finally note that from eq. (2.45) it is clear that the c2,0ijkl get no contribution from the

HEFT WCs in eq. (2.11) (and thus no contribution from the SMEFT WCs in eq. (2.26)).

While this fact is trivial for goldstone scattering, ϕiϕj → ϕkϕl it is, far from obvious in

the unitary gauge calculation involving anomalous couplings. We, therefore, carry out the

latter calculation explicitly in Appendix A.

3 The positivity cone: analytical positivity constraints

In this section we derive analytical positivity bounds on the operators in Table 1. Our

starting point would be the twice-subtracted dispersion relation for longitudinal gauge-

Higgs scattering at a fixed t. In order to derive this we assume that for a given t, M̃ij(s, t)

defined in eq. (2.37) is an analytic function in the complex s-plane apart from s and u-

channel singularities on the real line due to new states at s ≥ Λ2 and u ≥ Λ2. We also make

use of the Froissart-Martin bound [46, 47] which not only restricts the high energy behavior

of the full amplitude but can also be applied directly to M̃ij(s, t). This is because of the

fact that in the HEFT at NLO, the residue of t-channel poles below the cutoff has at most a

7Note that the coefficients of st and t2 in M̃ijkl are related to the c2,0ijkl by crossing-symmetry and are

thus not independent. Thus we need only 15 parameters to parametrize all the cm,n
ijkl with m+ n = 2.
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linear dependence on s.8 Finally, we use M̃ijkl(s+ iϵ, t) = M̃∗
ijkl(m

2
ijkl−s− iϵ− t, t) which

follows from su-crossing symmetry and real-analiticity where m2
ijkl = m2

i +m2
j +m2

k +m2
l .

We can then use the standard procedure to obtain the dispersion relation (see for eg.

Ref. [48]),

M̃ijkl = a
(0)
ijkl(t) + a

(1)
ijkl(t)s

+
(s− s⋆)

2

2πi

∞∫
Λ2

ds′
1

(s′ − s⋆)2

(
Disc M̃ijkl(s

′, t)

(s′ − s)
+

Disc M̃ilkj(s
′, t)

(s′ − u)

)
(3.1)

where Disc Mijkl = lim
ϵ→0+

Mijkl(s+ iϵ, t)−Mijkl(s− iϵ, t) and s∗ is an arbitrary subtraction

point that we will choose to be s∗ = t/2−m2
ijkl.

To derive positivity constraints of the kind derived in Ref. [3], it is enough to consider

the ij → ij process in the forward limit, t → 0. We can then use the optical theorem,

Disc Mijij = 2i ImMijij =
√
(s′ − (m+

ij)
2)(s′ − (m−

ij)
2)σij(s

′) and eq. (3.1) to obtain for

the forward amplitude M̃ij(s) = M̃ijij(s, t → 0),

1

2

∂2

∂s2
M̃ij(s) =

1

π

∞∫
Λ2

ds′
√

(s′ − (m+
ij)

2)(s′ − (m−
ij)

2)σij(s
′)

[
1

(s′ − s)3
(3.2)

+
1

(s′ − (m+
ij)

2 + s)3

]
(3.3)

where the right hand side is clearly positive. Here, we have defined m±
ij = mi ±mj . We

can immediately use the above equation to obtain our first set of positivity bounds by

demanding that the diagonal elements of the matrix in eq. (2.43) are positive.

More optimal bounds can be obtained, by considering the scattering of the quantum

superposed states, |α⟩ = αi|i⟩, |β⟩ = βj |j⟩,

|α; k1⟩+ |β; k2⟩ → |α; k3⟩+ |β; k4⟩. (3.4)

which has the following amplitude,

M̃αβ→αβ(s, t) =

3∑
i,j,k,l=1

αiβjα
∗
kβ

∗
l M̃ijkl(s, t) (3.5)

Using the arguments that led to eq. (3.3) we now infer,

∂2

∂s2
M̃αβ→αβ(s, t → 0)|s=0 =

3∑
i,j,k,l=1

αiβjα
∗
kβ

∗
l

∂2

∂s2
M̃ijkl(s, t → 0)|s=0 > 0 (3.6)

8The photon exchange diagrams may still seem problematic as they blow up in the t → 0 limit. One

can, however, circumvent this issue because positivity arguments also hold away from the forward limit for

a small but finite t.
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This implies that the matrix,

(γβ)ik = βjβ
∗
l

∂2

∂s2
M̃ijkl(s, t → 0)|s=0 (3.7)

is a positive definite hermitian matrix which in turn requires that all its principal minors

must be positive. In particular, we can demand the positivity of all the diagonal entries

of (γβ)ik as well as the determinant of all principal 2× 2 sub-matrices. This yields the 10

conditions presented in Appendix B that depend on the βi in eq. (3.7). In Appendix B we

show how the βi can be optimally chosen to obtain the 16 positivity constraints presented

in Table 4.

In the upper block of Table 4 we present the first set of positivity constraints obtained

from requiring the positivity of the diagonal elements of γβ. These constraints involve

only the CP even WCs, c1−5, c10, c12, and c15, that contribute to the elastic scattering

processes, VLh → VLh, ZLZL → ZLZL,WLWL → WLWL,WLZL → WLZL and hh →
hh. Positivity bounds on the CP-odd WCs or even the CP-even ones contributing to the

inelastic processes, VLVL, hh → VLh, arise from the second set of constraints obtained by

requiring the positivity of the determinants of the 2×2 principal sub-matrices; these have

been presented in the lower block of Table 4. The second set of constraints has the form,

A2 < BC, where B and C are linear combinations of CP-even WCs contributing to elastic

processes—that are already required to be positive by the first set of positivity constraints—

and A is a linear combination that includes CP -odd couplings and WCs contributing to

VLVL, hh → VLh. The second set of conditions thus imply that all CP -odd couplings and

all the WCs contributing to VLVL, hh → VLh must vanish if the other WCs vanish. This

also implies that theoretical or experimental bounds on the CP even couplings contributing

to the elastic processes imply upper bounds on the magnitude of the CP -odd couplings

and the WCs contributing to the inelastic processes, VLVL, hh → VLh—a fact that we will

use to compute our final positivity constraints in Sec. 5.

Let us now compare bounds obtained in Table 4 with existing literature. Some positiv-

ity constraints on the electroweak chiral Lagrangian were earlier explored in Ref. [23, 24].

The first two inequalities presented in Table 4 are consistent with the results of these stud-

ies. Furthermore, positivity constraints on the SMEFT lagrangian have been derived in

Ref. [13–15]. We can recover the SMEFT positivity constraints by expressing the HEFT

WCs in terms of the SMEFT ones as follows,

c1 =
1

16
(Cs3 + Cs2 − Cs1)

v4

Λ4
, c2 =

Cs1
8

v4

Λ4
, c3 =

Cs3 − Cs1
4

v4

Λ4
= −c4, c5 = 0,

where Λ denotes the cutoff scale. Using the above equation and Table 4, we can derive the

following constraints on the SMEFT parameter space:

Cs1 > 0, Cs1 + Cs3 > 0, Cs1 + Cs2 + Cs3 > 0. (3.8)

This reproduces the bounds reported in [14]. As shown in Ref. [14], contributions to the

scattering amplitudes from two dimension-6 insertions do not invalidate the above bounds

as they turn out to be negative definite.
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Set 1

c2 > 0

c1 + c2 > 0

4(c1 + c2) + 2(c3 + c4) + c5 > 0

4c2 + c3 > 0

c10 < 0

2c10 + c12 < 0

c15 > 0

Set 2

4a23 < (a6 +
√
a1a5)

2

a29 < a6a11

a212 < a5a13

a215 < a13a16

4a27 <
(√

a11a6 +
√
a13a1

)2
4a210 <

(√
a6a11 +

√
a4a13

)2
4a28 <

(
a11 +

√
a1a16

)2
(a12 + a15 + 2a14)

2 < (a5 + a13 + 2a12)(a13 + a16 + 2a15)

Table 4: Positivity constraints on the HEFT WCs in Table 1. These constraints can be

translated to constraints on the anomalous couplings contributing to longitudinal gauge-

Higgs scattering using the mapping presented in Table 2. Here a1 = 16(c1 + c2), a2 =

4(2c1 + c2), a3 = 8c1 + 2c2 + c3 + 4c4, a4 = 8c2, a5 = 16(c1 + c2) + 8(c3 + c4) + 4c5, a6 =

2(4c2 + c3), a7 = c6 +
c7
2 , a8 = 2c11, a9 = c7, a10 = − c8

4 , a11 = −2c10, a12 = 2(c6 + c7 +

c9/2), a13 = −(2c10 + c12), a14 = (2c11 + c13), a15 = −c14/2, a16 = 4c15.

Together, the constraints in Table 4 give an allowed region that forms a convex cone [22]

in the space of WCs. Note that the positive definiteness of γβ implies further constraints

in addition to those in Table 4 as we can further demand,

det (γ3β) > 0

det (γβ) > 0 (3.9)

where γ3β is the submatrix of γβ obtained by removing the fourth row and column. These

conditions must hold for an arbitrary choice of the βi. It is, however, not straightforward to

optimally choose the βi to get analytical bounds. We will not explore these two conditions

further as the numerical methods discussed in the next section provide an alternative way

to derive the positivity cone that includes the implications of both Table 4 and eq. (3.9).

Furthermore, they also provide double-sided bounds on the WCs that close this conical

allowed region. In the coming sections we will refer to the region in the HEFT space
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consistent with Table 4 as the ‘HEFT positivity cone’ and the region defined by eq. (3.8)

as the ‘SMEFT positivity cone’.

4 Capping the positivity cone: double sided bounds from s-t crossing

and unitarity.

In the previous section we derived the positivity bounds summarized in Table 4 and

eq. (3.9). In order to derive these constraints, we used su crossing symmetry but did not

impose st crossing symmetry. As we will discuss shortly, the full implications of unitarity

were also not applied in Sec. 3.3. These additional conditions can be imposed using the

numerical methods developed in [8, 9, 18, 49], that result in double-sided bounds on EFT

WCs. We will now show how these methods can be used to close the conical allowed region

obtained in the previous section. To use the terminology introduced in Ref. [18, 49] these

numerical methods alow us to ‘cap the positivity cone’(from here on we will sometimes

refer to these numerical bounds as ‘capping bounds’. We will carry out this procedure for

the WCs contributing to the VLVL → VLVL, hh and hh → hh processes. Below, we briefly

outline the procedure; for further details, please see [18] and references therein.

IR-UV relations First, let us recast eq. (3.1) in terms of the new variable, v = s+ t/2+

m2
ijkl/2 = −u− t/2−m2

ijkl/2,

M̃ijkl = ã
(0)
ijkl(t) + ã

(1)
ijkl(t)v +

(s− s⋆)
2

2πi

∞∫
Λ2

ds′
1

(s′ − s⋆)2

(
DiscM̃ijkl(s

′, t)

(s′ − s)
+

DiscM̃ilkj(s
′, t)

(s′ − u)

)
(4.1)

and also rewrite the low-energy expansion for the EFT amplitude in terms of t and the

new variable v,

M̃ijkl(s, t) =
∑
m,n

c̃m,n
ijklv

mtn. (4.2)

Taking m ≥ 2 derivatives with respect to v and n derivatives with respect to t, we obtain,

c̃m,n
ijkl =

〈[
ρijkll (s′) + (−1)mρilkjl (s′)

] n∑
p=0

Lp
lH

n−p
m+1

s′m+n+1

〉
(4.3)

where ρijkll are the ‘spectral densities’ obtained from the partial wave expansion of the

absorptive part of the high energy amplitude,

1

2i
DiscM̃ijkl(µ, t) = 16π

∞∑
l=0

(2l + 1)Pl

(
1 +

2t

µ

)
ρijkll (µ) . (4.4)

Pl are the Legendre polynomials and we have used the notation of Ref. [18], where,〈
...
〉
=
∑
l

16(2l + 1)

∫ ∞

Λ2

ds′
(
...
)

(4.5)
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and,

Ln
l =

Γ(l + n+ 1)

n!Γ(l − n+ 1)Γ(n+ 1)
, Hq

m+1 =
Γ(m+ q + 1)

(−2)qΓ(q + 1)Γ(m+ 1)
. (4.6)

Eq. (4.3) relates the the low-energy EFT amplitude to the spectral densities, ρijkll ,

which encode UV dynamics. Note that with our assumption that EFT loops can be ne-

glected, the HEFT WCs can be written as linear combinations of the c̃mn
ijkl. We can thus

find their allowed range by varying the spectral densities in the range allowed by unitarity.

Apart from unitarity constraints, the spectral densities must also satisfy the so-called null-

constraints that arise from st-crossing, and symmetry constraints implied by the unbroken

U(1)em. Note that the positivity constraints derived in the last section arise from the fact

that for certain linear combinations of the c̃m,n
ijkl in eq. (4.3), the right hand side can be

related to a cross-section by the optical theorem. Therefore, the analytical positivity con-

straints of Table 4 would be automatically satisfied by the allowed region obtained using

the numerical procedure described in this section.

Null constraints We now derive the consequences of imposing st crossing symmetry on

the space of WCs and thus on the spectral densities. For the EFT amplitude in eq. (2.38),

st crossing would imply,

cmn
ijkl = cnmikjl. (4.7)

By relating the expansions in eq. (2.38) and eq. (4.2) we can rewrite the above condition

in terms of the c̃m,n
ijkl to obtain,

Nm,n
ijkl =

m+n∑
a=m

Γ(a+ 1)c̃a,m+n−a
ijkl

2a−mΓ(m+ 1)Γ(a−m+ 1)
−

m+n∑
a=n

Γ(a+ 1)c̃a,m+n−a
ikjl

2a−nΓ(n+ 1)Γ(a− n+ 1)
= 0 (4.8)

Now one can substitute c̃m,n
ijkl s in eq. (4.8) in terms of ρijkll s using eq. (4.3). to obtain the

first set of null constraints on the spectral densities [8, 9]. A second set of null constraints

can be derived by noting that su-crossing symmetry implies

c̃1,nijkl + c̃1,nilkj = 0. (4.9)

Although c̃1,n cannot be directly connected to the spectral densities via eq. (4.1), the first

set of null constraints allows us to write them in terms of c̃m≥2,n′
s and thus can be expressed

in terms of spectral densities.

Unitarity constraints In addition to the null-constraints, the spectral densities must

obey unitarity constraints. The set of unitarity constraints that have been utilized in this

work are the following,

0 ≤ ρiiiil (s) ≤ 2 (4.10)

0 ≤ ρijijl (s) ≤ 1

2
(4.11)

−1 ≤ ρiijjl (s) ≤ 1 (4.12)

|ρiijji (s)| ≤ 1−

∣∣∣∣∣1− ρiiiil (s) + ρjjjjl (s)

2

∣∣∣∣∣ . (4.13)
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The above inequalities were derived and discussed in great detail in Ref. [18].

Symmetry constraints Apart from crossing symmetry and unitarity, we can impose

additional symmetry constraints due to the unbroken U(1)em group. Using Eq. (4.4), it is

straightforward to translate the constraints on the amplitude in eq. (2.40) and eq. (2.41)

to the spectral densities,

ρ1111l (s) = ρ2222l (s) (4.14)

ρ1111l (s) = ρ1212l (s) + ρ1221l (s) + ρ1122l (s). (4.15)

Now, from tu-crossing symmetry, we have ρijkll (s) = (−1)lρijlkl . This implies that ρ1111l and

ρ1122l vanish for odd l and eq. (2.41) is trivially satisfied. For even l, on the other hand, we

get the non trivial constraint,

ρ1111l − 2ρ1212l − ρ1122l = 0. (4.16)

As far as scattering involving ZL/ϕ3 and h is concerned, we can again translate the results

of Sec. 2.4 to constraints on the spectral densities: ρ12iil = ρ1ii2l = ρ1i2il = 0, ρ1i1il = ρ2i2il ,

ρ11iil = ρ22iil and ρ1ii1l = ρ2ii2l where i = ϕ3, h.

Linear programming We now want to numerically compute the allowed range for

c̃m,n
ijkl—and thus the allowed range for HEFT WCs—by varying the UV spectral densi-

ties ρijkll on the right hand side of eq. (4.3). We will also ensure that the constraints from

unitarity, st crossing and U(1)em symmetry are respected in this process. We will treat

this as an optimization problem that can be solved using linear programming methods.

Specifically, we utilize the scipy.optimize.linprog [50] function to perform the required

computations efficiently.

To facilitate this process, we discretize the UV scale s′ in eq. (4.3), reducing the problem

to a finite set of UV spectral densities ρijkll (s′), which serve as the decision variables in

the optimization problem. For convenience, we transform the integration variable from s′

to x = Λ2/s′ and approximate the integral over x as a finite sum where the variable x is

discretized as n/N with n = 1, 2, · · · , N . Additionally, we impose a cut-off lM on the sum

over UV partial waves. With this, we are left with only a finite number of partial wave

amplitude ρijkll (s)s. The values of lM and N are chosen to be sufficiently large to ensure

numerical convergence in the optimization process. With these adjustments the sum-rules

in eq. (4.3) take the following form,

c̃m,n
ijkl =

∞∑
l=0

(2l + 1)

∫ ∞

Λ2

ds′

s′m+n+1

[
ρijkll (s′) + (−1)mρilkjl (s′)

] n∑
p=0

Lp
lH

n−p
m+1

≈ 1

Λ2(m+1)

lM∑
l=0

(2l + 1)

N∑
n=1

1

N

( n

N

)m+n−1 (
ρijkll,n + (−1)mρilkjl,n

) n∑
p=0

Lp
lH

n−p
m+1,

(4.17)

where we have defined, ρijkll,n = ρijkll (Λ2N/n).
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Decision Variables

ρ1111l,n , ρ3333l,n , ρ1212l,n , ρ1122l,n ρ1133l,n for l = 0, · · · , lM , n = 1, · · · , N

Objective Function

c̃2,01111, c̃
2,0
1212, c̃

2,0
1122, c̃

2,0
1111, c̃

2,0
1313 and c̃2,01133, defined in eq. (4.17)

Constraints

Null Constraints∑
l=0,··· ,lM (2l + 1)

∑N
n=1

1
N

(
n
N

)r+2
Ciiii
r,ir

(l)ρiiiil,n = 0 for i = 1, 3∑
l=0,··· ,lM (2l + 1)

∑N
n=1

1
N

(
n
N

)r+2
(
C1i1i
r,ir

(l)ρ1i1il,n + C11ii
r,ir

(l)ρ11iil,n

)
= 0 for i = 2, 3

Unitarity Constraints

0 ≤ ρiiiil,n ≤ 2 for i = 1, 3

0 ≤ ρ1i1il,n ≤ 1/2 for i = 2, 3

−1 ≤ ρ11iil,n ≤ 1 for i = 2, 3∣∣∣ρ1122i,n

∣∣∣ ≤ 1−
∣∣∣1− ρ1111l,n

∣∣∣∣∣∣ρ1133i,n

∣∣∣ ≤ 1−
∣∣∣∣1− ρ1111l,n +ρ3333l,n

2

∣∣∣∣
Symmetry Constraints

ρ1111l,n − 2ρ1212l,n − ρ1122l,n = 0

Table 5: Description of decision variables, objective function, and constraints for the

optimization problem in the VLVL → VLVL case. Here the Cijkl
r,ir

(l) s are polynomials in l,

see [18]

We also discretize the null-constraints in a similar fashion. Thus we finally obtain

expressions for the coefficients, c̃m,n
ijkl , written as linear combinations of discretized spectral

densities ρijkll,n which are subjected to null-constraints, unitarity constraints and constraints

arising from U(1)em symmetry. Optimizing linear combinations of c̃m,n
ijkl over all possible

variables ρijkll,n that respects a set of linear constraints, is a well-defined linear programming

problem. For this work, we are only interested in the terms that are most important phe-

nomenologically, namely, the c̃2,0ijkl. With our assumption that EFT loops can be neglected,

these can be expressed as some linear combinations of WCs of HEFT operators in Table 1.

In Table 5 we explicitly summarize the linear programming model that constrains c̃2,0ijkls

related to the VLVL → VLVL scattering amplitude.
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Figure 1: We show the region allowed by positivity constraints in the 5-dimensional space

of the WCs, c1 − c5, contributing to the longitudinal vector boson scattering, VLVL →
VLVL. These constraints can be directly translated to the space of TGCs and aQGCs

using the mapping provided in Table 2. In pink we show the conical region allowed by

the analytical constraints in Table 4. The solid red line shows the boundary of the region

allowed after the double-sided bounds are imposed using the numerical procedure detailed

in Sec. 4 is followed taking, Λ = 1.8 TeV, whereas in dark red we show the region obtained

by the same procedure taking, Λ = 2.4 TeV. The bounds on a particular 2-dimensional

plane are obtained after marginalizing all other directions. The blue shaded region is the

experimentally allowed region derived in Ref. [51].

5 Visualizing the HEFT-hedron: final positivity constraints

In this section we first present our final constraints on the HEFT WCs of Table 1 in

Sec. 5.1. We then discuss the implications of applying the SMEFT constraints from Table 3

in Sec. 5.2.
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Figure 2: We show the region allowed by positivity constraints in the 5-dimensional space

of the WCs, c10 − c13, contributing to the scattering, VLVL → hh. Again, the constraints

can be directly translated to the space of anomalous couplings using the mapping provided

in Table 2. The pink region shows the allowed conical region derived from the analytical

constraints in Table 4. The solid red line shows the boundary of the allowed region derived

using the numerical procedure detailed in Sec. 4 with Λ = 1.8 TeV. In dark red we show

the region obtained by the same procedure but with Λ = 2.4 TeV. Once again, the bounds

on a particular 2-dimensional plane are obtained after marginalizing all other directions.

5.1 Positivity constraints on HEFT WCs

In Fig. 1, 2 and 3 we, respectively, show the bounds on the WCs contributing to VLVL →
VLVL , VLVL → hh and VLVL → VLh processes. For each of the three subsets of WCs we

present the projection of our bounds on all possible two dimensional planes. In Table 6 we

present the our final constraint on each individual WC after marginalizing over all others.

Table 6 also includes bounds on c14, the only operator contributing to the VLh → hh

amplitude, and c15, the only operator contributing to the hh → hh process. Our bounds

can be directly translated to the space of anomalous couplings using the mapping provided

in Table 2.
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Figure 3: Bounds on the WCs c6 − c8 using the second set of positivity constraints on

Table relations. For the upper bound on the right hand side of these inequalities we use

the numerical capping bounds in Figs. 1 and 2 and eq. (5.2) for Λ = 1.8 TeV and 2.4 TeV.

The allowed region in light and dark red, respectively, correspond to the former and latter

choice of Λ.

Constraints on WCs contributing to VLVL → VLVL

First, we present the bounds on the WCs contributing to longitudinal vector boson scat-

tering, VLVL → VLVL process, i.e the set of 5 WCs, {c1, c2 · · · c5}, in Fig. 1. We show the

positivity constraints obtained in this work in different shades of red whereas the experi-

mental bounds have been shown in blue. The pink region shows the region allowed after

applying the analytical constraints in Table 4—in particular the first 4 constraints from Set

1 and the first inequality from Set 2. After application of these constraints from Table 4,

we find a convex conical allowed region that occupies less than 26 % of 5-dimensional region

allowed by the experimental bounds shown in blue. The red boundary shows the allowed

region obtained after carrying out the numerical capping procedure described in Sec. 4;

the lighter (deeper) shade of red within this boundary corresponds to the choice Λ = 1.8

TeV (Λ = 2.4 TeV). The shaded regions on a particular 2-dimensional plane show the
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projections of the 15-dimensional HEFT-hedron on it–i.e., we marginalize over all other 13

directions while providing the bounds. It can be seen that our final bounds are significantly

stronger than the experimental bounds.

As far as the blue region in Fig. 1 is concerned, it shows the allowed region after

imposing the 1-dimensional experimental bounds (see Table 6) obtained after marginalizing

over all other WCs. These experimental bounds have been derived in [51] using the results

from vector boson scattering searches at CMS and ATLAS [52–54]. Using our power-

counting scheme in eq. (2.7), the numerical values of the experimental bounds from Table 6

can be converted to lower bounds on the new physics scale that range from Λ > 0.9 TeV

to 2.6 TeV (see Table 6). The values of Λ (1.8, 2.4 TeV) used to obtain the numerical

capping bounds inside the red solid line have been chosen to be in the same ballpark as

these experimental lower bounds.

.

Constraints on WCs contributing to VLVL → hh

We now present the bounds on the WCs contributing to the, VLVL → hh process, i.e the

set of 4 WCs, {c10, c11 · · · c13}, in Fig. 2. Once again in pink we show the region allowed

after applying the analytical constraints in Table 4 (specifically the 5th and 6th relations

from the first set). The red boundary has been obtained numerically using the methods

of Sec. 4 taking Λ = 1.8 TeV; the deeper shade of red within region corresponds to taking

Λ = 2.4 TeV. Once again the bounds on a particular 2-dimensional plane are obtained

after marginalising all other directions.

Constraints on WCs contributing to VLVL → VLh

In Fig. 3 we show bounds on the WCs contributing to the VLVL → VLh process, namely on

the set, {c6, c7 · · · c9}. Unlike the previous figures, the red boundary has not been obtained

by directly applying the numerical procedure of Sec. 4 on c6 − c9. Instead we have the

second set of inequalities in Table 4 (specifically the second, third, fifth, sixth and eighth

relations of Set 2) to put an upper bound on c6− c9 using upper bounds on the other WCs

which appear on the right hand side of these inequalities and contribute to the processes,

VLVL → VLVL, hh and hh → hh processes. For the upper bounds on the latter set of WCs,

we do use the numerical bounds for Λ = 1.8 TeV and 2.4 TeV (shown in Fig. 1 and Fig. 2)

that respectively result in the allowed region shown in light (dark) red in Fig. 3. In the

future if experimental bounds on the WCs contributing to the VLVL → VLVL, hh processes

become stronger than the capping ones, we can use them instead to bound the right hand

side of the inequalities in Table 4.

Constraints on WCs contributing to hh → VLh, hh

Finally, let us provide constraints on c14, which is the only WC contributing to the V V →
V h process, and c15, the only WC contributing to the hh → hh process. We obtain,

|c14|
(

Λ
1.8 TeV

)4
< 0.112 (5.1)

0 < c15
(

Λ
1.8 TeV

)4
< 0.021 (5.2)
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Process Coefficients
Exp Bounds Capping bounds×102

ci × 102 Λ (TeV) Λ = 1.8 TeV Λ = 2.4 TeV

VLVL → VLVL

c1 [−1.8, 1.8] 1.8 [−0.18, 0.22] [−0.06, 0.07]

c2 [−0.9, 0.9] 2.6 [0, 0.44] [0, 0.14]

c3 [−4.4, 4.4] 1.2 [−1.76, 1.95] [−0.56, 0.62]

c4 [−6.8, 6.8] 0.9 [−1.94, 1.75] [−0.61, 0.55]

c5 [−3.0, 3.2] 1.4 [−4.31, 4.78]] [−1.36, 1.51]

VLVL → VLh

c6 − − [−6.20, 6.20] [−1.96, 1.96]

c7 − − [−3.78, 3.78] [−1.20, 1.20]

c8 − − [−14.60, 14.60] [−4.62, 4.62]

c9 − − [−17.78, 17.78] [−5.62, 5.62]

VLVL → hh

c10 − − [−1.91, 0] [−0.60, 0]

c11 − − [−0.68, 1.56] [−0.21, 0.49]

c12 − − [−3.81, 3.81] [−1.20, 1.20]

c13 − − [−4.40, 4.40] [−1.39, 1.39]

VLh → hh c14 − − [−11.24, 11.24] [−3.55, 3.55]

hh → hh c15 − − [0, 2.07] [0, 0.66]

Table 6: Experimental and positivity bounds on the WCs of HEFT operators in Table 1.

The third column presents experimental bounds on the WCs as reported in [51]. The fourth

and fifth columns provide the positivity bounds which incorporate both the analytical

constraints of Table 4 and the numerical capping bounds for two choices of the new physics

scale (Λ): 1.8 TeV and 2.4 TeV. For both the experimental and positivity bounds, the final

constraint on each individual WC has been obtained after marginalizing over all others.

where the positivity of c15 follows from the analytical method described in Sec. 3.3 and the

upper bounds on the magnitude of c14 and c15 have been obtained following the procedure

of Sec. 4.

5.2 Positivity constraints in the SMEFT

In this section we will obtain the regions in the HEFT parameter space that are consistent

with both positivity constraints as well as the SMEFT at dimension-8 level, i.e. they obey

the constraints of Table 6. We will consider the case of WCs contributing to VLVL → VLVL

in this section and discuss similar analyses for the VLVL → hh, VLh processes later in

Appendix C. In Fig. 4 we show, in blue, the regions that are consistent with the SMEFT
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Figure 4: This figure compares the regions allowed by positivity constraints for NLO

HEFT operators contributing to longitudinal vector boson scattering, VLVL → VLVL, be-

fore and after imposing the requirements of the dimension-8 SMEFT (see Table 3). The

pink region represents the bounds for HEFT, derived using the constraints listed in Ta-

ble 4, while the darker red region shows the capping bounds for HEFT, obtained through

the numerical procedure described in Sec. 4. The light blue region (the blue hatched re-

gion) represents the regions consistent with the analytical positivity (numerical capping)

bounds as well as the SMEFT requirements of Table 3. The point, P , represents a mea-

surement that lies outside the light blue allowed region in SMEFT but within the pink

region consistent with the HEFT positivity cone. Here, we have taken, Λ0 = 1.8 TeV.

constraints in Table 3 as well as the analytical positivity constraints of Table 4. The blue

hatched region in Fig. 4 represents the region consistent with both the SMEFT constraints

and the numerical capping bounds.9 Geometrically these regions represent the projection

of—the intersection of the the 15 dimensional region allowed by positivity constraints with

the 3 dimensional SMEFT hyperplane—on the different 2-dimensional HEFT planes in

9Note that as far as the numerical capping bounds are concerned, we expect them to be less stringent than

the bounds obtained in Ref. [18, 49]. This is because Ref. [18, 49] used the full SU(2)L ×U(1)Y symmetry

to constrain the spectral densities to obtain the double-sided bounds (see Sec. 4). Our assumption, that

the spectral densities satisfy U(1)em invariance, is thus less restrictive than that of Ref. [18, 49].
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Figure 5: A schematic diagram showing HEFT positivity cone (pink) and its intersection

with SMEFT plane (green) and the projection of these two regions on the space of the 2

HEFT WCs ci and cj .

Fig. 4. For the case of the analytical positivity constraints, we show this schematically in

Fig. 5. Recall that the SMEFT positivity cone, i.e the intersection of the SMEFT plane

and the HEFT positivity cone, was derived in eq. (3.8).

The regions in Fig. 4 in pink (red) represent the region allowed in the HEFT by

analytical (numerical) positivity bounds. They represent the projection of the full 15-

dimensional allowed region—and not just the intersection with the SMEFT plane—on the

various 2-dimensional planes of Fig. 4. As shown in Fog. 5, we expect them to be generally

larger than the corresponding blue (hatched blue) region consistent with SMEFT. This

fact has important implications that were recently pointed out in Ref. [26]. Consider, for

instance, the scenario where HEFT is the correct EFT to describe nature and a non-zero

measurement, P , is made in the c2 − c4 plane such that is outside the region consistent

with the SMEFT positivity cone, but within the region consistent with the HEFT positivity

cone (see Fig. 4). If one wrongly assumes that SMEFT is the correct EFT at low-energies,

such a measurement would not necessarily be indicative of the breakdown of unitarity or

causality but might only mean that the correct low energy EFT is not the SMEFT, but a

more general HEFT. 10

As shown in Fig. 5, this possibility can arise only if the correct theory of nature

corresponds to a point, P0, in the 15-dimensional HEFT space that lies outside the SMEFT

10Note that if P was only outside the region allowed by capping but not outside the region consistent

with the positivity cone, it would be more difficult to draw any of these inferences. This is because with

the choice of a smaller, Λ, the region allowed by the capping bounds would become larger and might start

including the point, P . Strong conclusions can be drawn in this case only if experiments definitively exclude

any possibility of new physics below the chosen cutoff scale, Λ.
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plane. Its projection, P , on the c2 − c4 plane would then lie outside the blue region. This

would still not be very surprising if all the HEFT WCs, c1 − c15 can be independently

measured—recall that there is a one-to-one mapping between these HEFT WCs and the

the forward amplitude for different channels of longitudinal gauge-Higgs scattering (see

eq. (2.43)). This is because one could then directly check that the SMEFT constraints in

Table 3 are violated—that is the theory lies outside the SMEFT plane. For such a scenario,

the positivity conditions of Table 4 would add no new information over what is already

contained in Table 3.

In practice, however, not all of the HEFT WCs, c1 − c15, would be measurable. The

observation made in Ref. [26] can then become truly powerful. Consider, for instance, the

hypothetical scenario where future experiments are sensitive only to the HEFT WCs c2 and

c4. As all values of c2 and c4 are consistent with requirements of Table 3, there would be no

way to use these requirements to infer that SMEFT is the wrong low-energy description.

Measurements converging at the point P outside the SMEFT positivity region might then

provide the first indication that SMEFT is not the correct EFT description.

Finally, let us discuss another subtlety that may arise if one wishes to utilize the

proposal of Ref. [26]. Ref. [26] demonstrated that taking only the 5 custodial invariant

operators of Table 1, the projection of the HEFT positivity cone on the SMEFT plane is

larger than than their intersection region. When one projects to a certain set of observables,

however, this feature may be lost. For instance, let us consider the possibility of utilizing

the proposal of Ref. [26] in vector boson scattering measurements. We must then project to

the plane of the only custodial invariant operators contributing to this process, namely the

c1 − c2 plane. We see in Fig. 4 that the regions allowed by SMEFT and HEFT positivity

constraints in this plane are, unfortunately, identical. One can, in fact, explicitly check

that if the value of SMEFT WCs is fixed by a measurement of only c1 and c2, and if these

two WCs satisfy the HEFT positivity constraints in Table 4, the inferred SMEFT WCs

will always be in the SMEFT positivity cone defined by eq. (3.8). Thus in the custodial

limit, there is no way to distinguish SMEFT from HEFT using aQGC measurements alone.

If we consider the VLVL → hh process, however, the relevant plane of custodial invariant

operators is the c10 − c11 plane and the region allowed in HEFT is then clearly larger than

that in SMEFT, see Fig. 6.

We discuss in the implications of the SMEFT constraints of Table 3 on the VLVL →
VLVL, VLh process in Appendix C.

6 Conclusions

We derive the consequences of causality/analyticity and unitarity on the classic problem of

scattering among longitudinal electroweak and Higgs bosons. In particular, we derive the

constraints from these theoretical requirements on the the coefficient of s2 in the forward

amplitude for these processes. Using only U(1)em invariance, we show that the s2 piece of

the forward amplitudes of longitudinal gauge-Higgs scattering processes can be parameter-

ized by 15 independent parameters (see Sec. 2.4). We also provide a one-to one mapping

of these 15 parameters with 15 WCs of the NLO HEFT lagrangian (see eq. (2.43)) and

– 30 –



15 independent linear combinations of anomalous couplings of a U(1)em lagrangian (see

Table 2). As far as the HEFT is concerned, no other scattering process grows as s2 or

faster at NLO, so that considering only these 15 operators allows us to obtain the complete

set of bounds at NLO. In the SMEFT only three operators contribute to the s2 piece of the

forward amplitudes up to dimension-8 level. Thus the SMEFT truncated at dimension-8

level implies 12 constraints on the space of HEFT WCs, that we present in Table 3.

We then derive analytical positivity constraints on the space of these 15 HEFT WCs.

These have been presented in Table 4 in two sets. The first set of constraints requires

the positivity of some linear combinations of CP-even WCs contributing to the elastic

processes, VLh → VLh, ZLZL → ZLZL,WLWL → WLWL,WLZL → WLZL and hh → hh.

The second set of constraints, imply that the magnitude of certain WCs—including all

CP-odd ones—that contribute to the inelastic processes, VLVL → hVL, hh → VLh, must

be smaller than products of the WCs constrained by the first set. A non-vanishing WC

contributing to the VLVL → hVL, hh → VLh processes, would thus imply that some of

the other WCs contributing to the elastic processes must be non-zero. Together these

analytical constraints define a positivity cone within which the HEFT WCs must lie. They

rule out about 95 % of the full 15-dimensional HEFT space and about about 74 % of

the 5 dimensional space still allowed by experimental bounds from vector boson scattering

processes.

We then go on to derive numerical double-sided bounds on the HEFT WCs, that cap

this positivity cone. Our final results, shown in Fig. 1-3 and Table 6, provide the first

reported bound on the WCs contributing to the VLVL → VLh, hh and hh → VLh, hh pro-

cesses. For the case of vector boson scattering, they significantly improve over existing

experimental bounds. Finally, we obtain the region in HEFT space allowed by positivity

as well as the requirements of the dimension-8 SMEFT. We then comment on the possibil-

ity [26] of using positivity bounds to infer that the HEFT—and not the SMEFT—is the

correct low energy EFT.

The LHC has only begun to probe the scattering of gauge and Higgs bosons—a set of

processes of great conceptual importance. With the large increase in integrated luminosity

expected in the coming decades, it will be able to probe the 15-dimensional space of EFT

WCs discussed here with greater and greater precision. Our results provide theoretical

priors on this space to complement this important experimental program.
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A Vector boson scattering in the unitary gauge

In this section, we explicitly show that the operators in eq. (2.11) (eq. (2.26)) in the HEFT

(SMEFT) do not give rise to s2 growth in the vector boson scattering amplitude. The

s2 piece in the scattering amplitudes of longitudinal gauge bosons W±
L , ZL, contains not

only contributions from the aQGCs but also from the TGCs as noted in the main text (see

Section 2.2). When we take into account all the TGCs and aQGCs generated by eq. (2.11)

and eq. (2.26), however, their contributions to the s2 term cancels out.

First of all, for the process ZLZL → ZLZL, the only anomalous coupling that con-

tributes is the aQGC, hQZZ ; this aQGC receives no contribution from the operators in

eq. (2.11) (eq. (2.26)) in the HEFT (SMEFT). For the other processes the amplitude is

given by,

MW+W−→W+W−(s, t) = −

(
g2c2θW
2M4

W

δκZ +
g2s2θW
2M4

W

δκγ

)
(s2 + 4st+ t2)

+
g2

4M4
W

(
2δgQWW1(s+ t)2 − δgQWW2(s

2 + t2)
)

MW+Z→W+Z(s, t) = −
g2c2θW

4m2
Wm2

Z

(
2δgZ1 (2s

2 + 2st− t2)− δgQZZ1(2s
2 + 2st+ t2)

+ 2δgQZZ2t
2

)
. (A.1)

Here we have retained only the terms which grow quadratically with energy. All other

amplitudes involving four longitudinal gauge bosons can be derived from the above two

amplitudes via crossing symmetry relations. We can explicitly check from eq. (2.12-2.15)

in the HEFT, and eq. (2.31-2.32) in the SMEFT that the amplitude in eq. (A.1) has no

dependence on the WCs of the operators in question.

B Derivation of Positivity Constraints on HEFT Operators at NLO

In this section, we provide a detailed discussion of how we derived the positivity constraints

presented in Table 4. As outlined in eq. (3.7), we exploit the fact that the matrix γβ, defined

as

(γβ)ik = βjβ
∗
l

∂2

∂s2
M̃ijkl(s, t → 0)|s=0, (B.1)

is positive-definite for any arbitrary choice of β, provided that the norm
∑4

i=1 |βi|
2 = 1. In

this expression, the indices i, j, k, and l in M̃ijkl take values from 1 to 4, where 1, 2, and

3 correspond to the three Goldstone bosons arising from electroweak symmetry breaking,

while 4 denotes the physical Higgs field h. We can express each element of the 4×4 matrix

γβ as some linear combination of WCs of HEFT NLO operators listed in Table 1 and β
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which we provide below,

(γβ)11 = a1 |β1|2 + a4 |β2|2 + a6 |β3|2 + a11 |β4|2 + 2a9Re
{
β3β4

}
(B.2)

(γβ)22 = a4 |β1|2 + a1 |β2|2 + a6 |β3|2 + a11 |β4|2 + 2a9Re
{
β3β4

}
(B.3)

(γβ)33 = a6

(
|β1|2 + |β2|2

)
+ a5 |β3|2 + a13 |β4|2 + 2a12Re

{
β3β4

}
(B.4)

(γβ)44 = a11

(
|β1|2 + |β2|2

)
+ a13 |β3|2 + a16 |β4|2 + 2a15Re

{
β3β4

}
(B.5)

(γβ)12 = 2a2Re
{
β1β2

}
(B.6)

(γβ)13 = 2a3Re
{
β1β3

}
+ 2a7Re

{
β1β4

}
+ 2a10Re

{
β2β4

}
(B.7)

(γβ)14 = 2a7Re
{
β1β3

}
+ 2a8Re

{
β1β4

}
− 2a10Re

{
β2β3

}
(B.8)

(γβ)23 = −2a10Re
{
β1β4

}
+ 2a3Re

{
β2β3

}
+ 2a7Re

{
β2β4

}
(B.9)

(γβ)24 = 2a10Re
{
β1β3

}
+ 2a7Re

{
β2β3

}
+ 2a8Re

{
β2β4

}
(B.10)

(γβ)34 = a9

(
|β1|2 + |β2|2

)
+ a12|β3|2 + a15|β4|2 + 2a14Re

{
β3β4

}
(B.11)

Given that, the matrix γβ is hermitian, we can express the remaining elements in terms

of those already provided above. Coefficients ai’s in Eq.(B.2-B.11) are related to the WCs

ci’s in Eq. (2.6) in the following manner,

a1 = 16(c1 + c2), a2 = 4(2c1 + c2), a3 = 8c1 + 2c2 + c3 + 4c4,

a4 = 8c2, a5 = 16(c1 + c2) + 8(c3 + c4) + 4c5, a6 = 2(4c2 + c3),

a7 = c6 +
c7
2
, a8 = 2c11, a9 = c7, a10 = −c8

4
, a11 = −2c10, (B.12)

a12 = 2(c6 + c7 + c9/2), a13 = −(2c10 + c12), a14 = (2c11 + c13),

a15 = −c14/2, a16 = 4c15.

We intend to derive conditions on ai s so that matrix γβ satisfies positive definiteness

condition for an arbitrary choice of β. To this end, we utilize the property that any principle

sub-matrix of a positive definite matrix is also positive definite. First, we demand all 1× 1

principle sub-matrices, i.e. the diagonal elements of γβ, are positive. For example, for

different choices for β, (γβ)11 > 0 implies,

a1 > 0 β1 ̸= 0 and βi = 0 for i = 2, 3, 4 (B.13)

a4 > 0 β2 ̸= 0 and βi = 0 for i = 1, 3, 4 (B.14)

a6 > 0 β3 ̸= 0 and βi = 0 for i = 1, 2, 4 (B.15)

a11 > 0 β4 ̸= 0 and βi = 0 for i = 1, 2, 3 (B.16)

a29 < a6a11 arg β3 = π + arg β4, |β3|/|β4| =
√
a11/a6 and β1,2 = 0. (B.17)

Following similar steps for rest of the diagonal elements of γβ, we get the following set of

constraints,

a1, a4, a6, a11, a5, a13, a16 > 0, (B.18)

a29 < a6a11, a212 < a5a13, a215 < a13a16. (B.19)
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Figure 6: This figure compares the regions allowed by positivity constraints for NLO

HEFT operators contributing to longitudinal vector boson scattering, VLVL → hh, before

and after imposing the requirements of the dimension-8 SMEFT (see Table 3). The pink

region represents the bounds for HEFT, derived using the constraints listed in Table 4,

while the darker red region shows the capping bounds for HEFT, obtained through the

numerical procedure described in Sec. 4. The light blue region (the blue hatched region)

represents the regions consistent with the analytical positivity (numerical capping) bounds

as well as the SMEFT requirements of Table 3. Here, we have taken, Λ0 = 1.8 TeV.

Next we consider all possible 2 × 2 principle sub-matrices of γβ and derive the con-

ditions on ai s so that these sub-matrices remain positive definite irrespective of β. We

show explicitly the process for one of the sub-matrices. Consider the following sub-matrix

obtained from γβ by deleting the second and fourth columns and rows,[
(γβ)11 (γβ)13
(γβ)31 (γβ)33

]
≻ 0 (B.20)

We get following constraints from positive-definiteness of this matrix by marginalizing over
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Figure 7: This figure compares the capping bounds on the WC c8 with and without

application of the SMEFT constraints. After imposing the SMEFT constraints listed in

Table 3, c8 remains the only non-vanishing WC contributing to the VLVL → VLh process.

The blue line represents the capping bound on c8 with SMEFT constraints, while the red

line shows the bound without them. The reference scale is set to Λ0 = 1.8TeV.

β,

4a23 < (a6 +
√
a1a5)

2 β1/β3 = (a5/a1)
1/4 and β2,4 = 0

4a27 < (
√
a6a11 +

√
a1a13)

2 β1/β4 = (
√
a11a13/

√
a1a6)

1/2 and β2,3 = 0 (B.21)

4a210 < (
√
a6a11 +

√
a4a13)

2 β2/β4 = (
√
a11a13/

√
a4a6)

1/2 and β1,3 = 0.

C Implications of SMEFT constraints on the VLVL → VLVL, hh process

In this appendix we present in Fig. 6 (Fig. 7) the regions in Fig. 2 (Fig. 3) consistent with

the requirements of the dimension-8 SMEFT in Table 4. In Fig. 6 we again see that the

region allowed by positivity is larger in the HEFT than in the SMEFT for many of the

cases. This includes the c10 − c11 plane of the two custodial invariant operators.

As far as the WCs contributing to, VLVL → VLh, are concerned only one of them, c8,

is allowed to be non-zero in the dimension-8 SMEFT (see Table 4). We show in Fig. 7 that

its allowed range shrinks significantly once we impose the SMEFT restrictions of Table 4.
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