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Abstract: A Tera-Z factory, such as FCC-ee or CEPC, will have indirect sensitivity

to heavy new physics up to the tens of TeV scale through higher-order loop contributions

to precision measurements at the Z pole. These indirect quantum effects may provide

complementary, or even better, sensitivity to potential deviations from the Standard Model

that are typically thought to best be constrained at leading order at higher energies above

the Z pole. We show in the SMEFT framework how accuracy complements energy for

operators that modify the Higgs and gauge boson two- and three-point functions, leading to

improved projected sensitivities for models such as the real singlet scalar, weakly interacting

massive particles, and a custodial weak quadruplet. A thorough Tera-Z programme may

thus anticipate aspects of physics runs at higher energies and provide a wider scope of

quantum exploration of the TeV scale than had previously been appreciated.

ar
X

iv
:2

41
2.

14
24

1v
1 

 [
he

p-
ph

] 
 1

8 
D

ec
 2

02
4

mailto:victor.maura_breick@kcl.ac.uk
mailto:bstefan@ific.uv.es
mailto:tevong.you@kcl.ac.uk


Contents

1 Introduction 1

2 Setup and Observables 5

3 Accuracy complements energy: an EFT analysis 6

3.1 Higgs coupling modifications 7

3.1.1 Higgs self-energy and self-coupling 9

3.1.2 Higgs-vector-vector couplings 9

3.1.3 Higgs sector combined fit 10

3.2 Pure gauge operators 10

3.2.1 Oblique parameters Ŝ, T̂ , Ŵ , Ŷ 11
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1 Introduction

Studying the Higgs boson more precisely at a future Higgs factory has been identified as one

of the main priorities for particle physics [1, 2]. A circular e+e− collider is arguably the best

option for refining Higgs measurements to the sub-percent level and probing the Standard

Model (SM) as generally as possible across all its intricately interconnected sectors [3].

With an extensive physics programme consisting of runs at the Z pole, WW , ZH, and

tt̄ thresholds, it would not only guarantee results that would improve tremendously our

picture of the fundamental building blocks of the universe, but also enable a far wider

general exploration of the TeV scale than näıvely expected. In particular, recent studies
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have highlighted how indirect quantum effects at the Z pole, accessible by high precision

measurements, can be a powerful and versatile probe of heavy new physics (NP) [4–9].

At loop level, a Tera-Z factory would have sensitivity to all Beyond the Standard

Model (BSM) particles coupling linearly to the SM up to several tens of TeV in mass

scale [7, 9] 1, even for unit couplings, and could probe new physics coupling dominantly

to the third generation whose scale may still be as low as ∼ 1.5 TeV without incurring

any tension from stringent flavour constraints [4, 5]. Furthermore, scenarios where the NP

sector is custodially symmetric, as commonly assumed in composite Higgs models, will no

longer evade electroweak precision tests due to the sensitivity of Tera-Z to unavoidable

SM custodial violations induced by renormalization group evolution (RGE) [6]. Exploiting

higher-order quantum effects thus extends the BSM physics case for FCC-ee [11, 12] or

CEPC [13] from intensively studied scenarios of light new physics, such as axions, dark

photons, and heavy neutral leptons, to include a cornucopia of particles and theories above

the weak scale that are also expected in many well-motivated BSM extensions.

In this paper we further study the complementarity between high accuracy precision

measurements on the Z pole and measurements at higher energy runs that we collectively

denote as “off-pole”. It is typically thought that the Z pole, while strongly constraining

the oblique Ŝ and T̂ parameters [14], is not particularly sensitive to modifications of Higgs

couplings, pure gauge operators, or four-fermion contact interactions that are best con-

strained at higher energies. The LHC has also demonstrated how energy helps accuracy

when compared to LEP constraints on the Ŵ and Ŷ parameters [15]. However, recent work

has shown that hundreds of fermionic operators in the SM Effective Field Theory (SMEFT)

can be efficiently probed on-pole at FCC-ee at Next-to-Leading-Order (NLO) [5, 16, 17].

Here we extend applications of the “accuracy complements energy” principle by pointing

out that the Higgs-only and gauge-only bosonic operators can also be constrained at the

Z-pole with similar or better accuracy than off-pole measurements in higher energy runs,

even for operators that are energy enhanced.

Despite entering at NLO on the Z pole, the higher statistics of a Tera-Z factory can

compensate for the loop suppression. Since the loop penalty leads to an NLO constraint

that is a factor of ∼ 1/16π2 worse than the one at leading order, say in the ZH run, we

therefore need an increase in the number of events NZ at the Z pole relative to NZH at

ZH such that the statistical improvement
√
NZ/NZH satisfies

∆
NLO/LO
Z/ZH ≡ 1

16π2
ϵZ
ϵZH

√
NZ

NZH
≳ 1 , (1.1)

where ϵZ and ϵZH account for any reduction from the naive statistical expectation due to

experimental and theoretical uncertainties [12, 18], and we defined an improvement factor

∆NLO/LO. Assuming conservatively that ϵZ ∼ 10−1 and ϵZH ∼ 1, we see for NZ ∼ 1012

and NZH ∼ 106 that indeed ∆Z/ZH can be O(1). We may therefore expect competitive

sensitivity at NLO on the Z pole with respect to off-pole constraints at leading order for

any Wilson coefficient that both have access to.

1The few exceptions for single-particle extensions can already be excluded by current experiments and

at HL-LHC up to high scales [10].

– 2 –



This argument also applies to new physics entering at leading order in both Z pole

and off-pole observables but with effects that grow with energy, as for the oblique Ŵ and

Ŷ parameters [19, 20]. An energy enhancement at higher energies, for example in WW

measurements, can be compensated for by higher statistical accuracy on-pole if

∆
LO/LO
Z/WW ≡

m2
Z

E2
WW

ϵZ
ϵWW

√
NZ

NWW
≳ 1 , (1.2)

where we defined the improvement factor ∆LO/LO to include energy-enhanced terms. For

WW energies EWW ∼ 200 GeV, ϵZ ∼ 10−1, ϵWW ∼ 1, NZ ∼ 1012 and NWW ∼ 107, we

obtain ∆
LO/LO
Z/WW = O(1). Thus, unlike at LEP (where NZ ∼ 107 and NWW ∼ 105), a Tera-Z

factory is expected to be just as sensitive to the Ŵ and Ŷ parameters on the Z pole as

in higher-energy WW runs. This was recently shown explicitly by comparing e+e− → f̄f

off-pole processes with Z-pole data in Ref. [21].

Fig. 1 summarises the complementarity between on-pole and off-pole constraints. The

effects of heavy new physics are parametrised by the Wilson coefficients Ci ≡ Ci/Λ
2 of

dimension-6 operators Qi in the Warsaw basis of the SMEFT [22], while the projected

sensitivity at FCC-ee to the effective scale of new physics is represented by the colour-

coded heatmap gradient. The operators shown are grouped by Higgs, gauge, and various

four-fermion operators, and are typically thought to best be constrained at leading order

in the off-pole WW , ZH, and t̄t higher-energy runs. Darker shading indicates a stronger

constraint, and we see in many cases the on-pole constraint dominating or giving a similar

order of magnitude sensitivity to the corresponding off-pole constraint. This is indeed

the case for the Ŵ and Ŷ oblique parameters that map on to the S2W and S2B operator

coefficients in the SILH basis [23, 24]. For other operators the off-pole constraint can win

due to energy enhancement effects, though the benefit of entering at leading order vanishes

when considering four-fermion operators involving second and third generation fermions.

Moreover, including on-pole data eliminates directions of limited sensitivity in a global fit

which can remove degeneracies and improve constraints when fitting to several correlated

operators at a time, as is necessary in most realistic ultraviolet (UV) models.

We find this to be the case in several specific UV models that we study as examples.

In the real scalar singlet and custodial quadruplet [25] models, it is essential to take into

account the correlated contributions to the Higgs self-coupling and Higgs self-energy when

estimating the projected sensitivities in a global fit, even when there is a loop hierarchy

between the two as for the weak quadruplet. Including these correlations weaken the

bounds from off-pole measurements compared to considering only individual constraints;

however, adding on-pole data then strengthens them further. For the real singlet scalar in

particular, the on-pole information is crucial for potentially covering the entire region of

parameter space in which the scalar can be a so-called “loryon” [26], thus closing the last

remaining open window in being able to conclusively answer whether any other particles

outside the SM get most of their mass from the Higgs [27]. We also consider the case of

Weakly Interacting Massive Particles (WIMPs) and show that electroweak precision can

significantly improve on the picture after HL-LHC for this elusive class of BSM extensions.

– 3 –



R
o
ff
-p

ol
e

t

R
o
ff
-p

ol
e

b

R
o
ff
-p

ol
e

c

R
o
ff
-p

ol
e

s

R
o
ff
-p

ol
e

τ

R
o
ff
-p

ol
e

µ

R
o
ff
-p

ol
e

e

σ
(Z
h
)

σ
(W
W

)

Γ
W

m
W

A
b

A
c

A
τ

A
µ

A
e

R
b

R
c

R
τ

R
µ

R
e

σ
h
a
d

Γ
Z

A
F
B

b

A
F
B

c

A
F
B

τ

A
F
B

µ

A
F
B

e

O
ff
-p

ol
e

O
n
-p

o
le

CH
CH
CHW
CHB
S3W

SHW
SHB
S2W

S2B

[C(1)
lq ]1133

[C(1)
lq ]3333

[C(3)
lq ]1133

[C(3)
lq ]3333

[Clu]1133

[Clu]3333

[Ceu]1133

[Ceu]3333

[Cqe]3311

[Cqe]3333

[Cll]1122

[Cll]1133

[Cll]1331

[Cll]3333

[Cee]1133

[Cee]3333

[Cle]1133

[Cle]3333

[C(1)
qq ]3333

[C(3)
qq ]3333

[C(1)
qu ]3333

[C(1)
qd ]3333

[Cuu]3333

[Cdd]3333

[C(1)
ud ]3333

H
ig

gs
G

au
ge

2Q
2L

4L
4Q

←Off-pole On-pole→
0.3

1

2

3

4

5

10

15

20

25

30
Λeff
i  [TeV]

Figure 1: Projected sensitivity at FCC-ee of measurements on the Z pole and off-pole at

higher energy runs for Higgs, gauge, and four-fermion quark/lepton operators. The colour

gradient denotes the bound on the scale Λ in TeV for unit Wilson coefficient.

In Sec. 2, we begin by describing the observables used in our analysis and the construc-

tion of our likelihood. Sec. 3 introduces the SMEFT framework and conventions we adopt

before studying how accuracy complements energy for the Higgs coupling modifications,

pure gauge operators, and four-fermion contact interactions. Sec. 4 applies this to specific

example UV models: the real singlet scalar, WIMPs, and a custodial weak quadruplet

scalar, before concluding with a discussion in Sec. 5.
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2 Setup and Observables

The measurements used in our analysis are classified as on-pole for Z- and W -pole observ-

ables, and as off-pole observables for everything else. For on-pole data, we use the following

Z-pole observables,

OZ-pole =
{
ΓZ , σhad , Rl, A

0,l
FB , Rb , Rc , A

FB
b , AFB

c , Al , Ab , Ac , As

}
,

where l = e, µ, τ , and the observables are defined as

ΓZ ≡
∑
f

Γ
(
Z → ff̄

)
, σhad ≡

12π

m2
Z

Γ(Z → e+e−)Γ(Z → qq̄)

Γ2
Z

,

Rl ≡
∑

q Γ(Z → qq̄)

Γ(Z → l+l−)
, A0,l

FB ≡
3

4
AeAl ,

Rq ≡
Γ(Z → qq̄)∑
qi
Γ(Z → qiq̄i)

, Af ≡
Γ(Z → f+L f

−
L )− Γ(Z → f+R f

−
R )

Γ(Z → f+f−)
,

and we include the following selection of W -pole observables,

OW -pole = {mW ,ΓW } .

For these observables, we use the expressions calculated at NLO in the SMEFT with {GF ,
mZ , α} as input parameters in Ref. [17]. The relative uncertainties and projected error

reductions for the Z- andW -pole observables are given in Table 1. The Z pole uncertainties

are taken from Ref. [28], including the projected theoretical uncertainty only for ΓZ [12, 18].

The W pole uncertainties are from Ref. [12].

On the other hand, the off-pole processes considered here are

Ooff-pole =
{
σ
(
e+e− →W+W−) , σ (e+e− → ZH

)
, σ

(
e+e− → ff̄

)
, µbb̄, µcc̄, µτ τ̄ , µµµ̄

}
.

We use the expressions in [4] for the Higgs signal strengths µff̄ . For the ZH production

cross section, we use the results from Ref. [30], which have been computed at NLO in

the SMEFT. We use our own leading order (LO) calculation for the WW process, given

in Appendix A. For both calculations, the {GF , mW , mZ} input scheme is adopted.2

The expected precision at which FCC-ee can measure σ(ZH) and σ(WW ) is taken from

Ref. [28].

Regarding the e+e− → ff̄ process, we use the results of the recent dedicated flavor-

tagging analysis for FCC-ee [21]. They use the cross-section ratio observables

Rf =
σ(e+e− → ff̄)∑
q σ(e

+e− → qq̄)

where the sum runs over all the light quarks. Our predictions are implemented following

Appendix B of [21].

2While this is an arbitrary choice which should and does not have a significant effect in a global analysis

[31], it could in principle be problematic. However, since neither α nor mW are measured precisely off-pole

(above 160 GeV), we expect that any input scheme dependence is negligible.
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Current Rel. FCC-ee Rel. Proj. Error

Observable Error (10−3) Error (10−3) Reduction

ΓZ 0.92 0.04 23

σ0had 0.78 0.11 7.4

Rb 3.06 0.3 10.2

Rc 17.4 1.5 11.6

A0,b
FB 15.5 1 15.5

A0,c
FB 47.5 3.08 15.4

Ab 21.4 3 7.13

Ac 40.4 8 5.05

Re 2.41 0.3 8.03

Rµ 1.59 0.05 31.8

Rτ 2.17 0.1 21.7

A0,e
FB 154 5 30.8

A0,µ
FB 80.1 3 26.7

A0,τ
FB 104.8 5 21

A∗∗
e 12.5 0.13 95

A∗∗
µ 102 0.15 680

A∗∗
τ 102 0.3 340

ΓW 20.1 0.59 34

mW 0.15 0.004 38

Table 1: Projected FCC-ee improvement for Z-pole observables and W pole observables

from [12, 28]. The A∗∗
ℓ are from lepton polarization and LR asymmetry measurements at

SLC. For A∗∗
e , we use the projection in [29].

Finally, our likelihood is constructed by combining all these observables and predictions

without making any flavour assumptions, with the fit performed via a simple χ2 procedure

as in Ref. [4–6]. The LO Z/W -pole part of this likelihood has previously been applied

and validated in Refs. [4–6, 32], and has also been cross-checked here with an independent

implementation in fitmaker [33].

3 Accuracy complements energy: an EFT analysis

Effective field theory is an appropriate framework for capturing the indirect effects of heavy

new physics in a relatively model-independent way. We assume here a linear realisation

of the SM SU(2) × U(1) gauge symmetry with the Higgs as part of an SU(2) doublet.

Working with the SMEFT at the dimension-6 level in the Warsaw basis, we may write the

relevant dimension-6 Lagrangian terms as

LSMEFT ⊃
∑
i

Ci
Λ2
QWarsaw
i , (3.1)
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(a) Higgs self-energy (b) e+e− → ZH (c) Z-pole oblique params.

Figure 2: New physics affecting the Higgs self-energy in (a), contributing to Higgs observ-

ables at LO in (b), and Z-pole observables at NLO in (c). Red squares indicate SMEFT

contributions to the Higgs propagator.

(a) Higgs self-coupling (b) e+e− → ZH (c) Z-pole oblique params.

Figure 3: New physics affecting the Higgs self-coupling in (a), contributing to Higgs

observables at NLO in (b), and Z-pole observables at NNLO in (c). Red squares indicate

SMEFT contributions to the vertex.

where Qi are dimension-6 operators and Ci are the dimensionless Wilson coefficients gen-

erated by heavy new physics at a scale Λ. We will take Λ = 1 TeV unless otherwise stated.

It will be convenient to use the SILH basis [23, 24] to characterise pure gauge operators,

for which we adopt the following notation for the Wilson coefficients and operators,

LSMEFT ⊃
∑
i

Si
Λ2
OSILH
i . (3.2)

For more concise expressions we will sometimes employ dimensionful Wilson coefficients

defined as Ci ≡ Ci/Λ2 and Si ≡ Si/Λ2.

The SMEFT language provides a systematic way of exploring modifications from heavy

BSM physics that are correlated across different measurements at various energies (for

some recent global fits, see e.g. Refs. [5, 29, 33–40]). Our approach is to focus on off-pole

operators that enter the Z-pole at one higher loop order, as well as energy-enhanced off-

pole operators that also enter at the Z-pole. We begin by illustrating our point with Higgs

sector modifications before considering pure gauge operators and then summarising recent

four-fermion results.

3.1 Higgs coupling modifications

A Higgs factory will be sensitive at leading order to new physics modifying the Higgs self-

energy in the process e+e− → ZH, as illustrated by the propagator correction in Fig. 2;

we also see in Fig. 2 that it necessarily also enters at NLO in the oblique parameters on

the Z pole. Similarly, Fig. 3 shows that a vertex correction to the Higgs self-coupling will

– 7 –



(a) hV V couplings (b) Z-pole oblique params.

Figure 4: New physics affecting the hV V coupling in (a), NLO contribution of hV V

coupling modifications to Z-pole observables. Red squares indicate SMEFT contributions

to the vertex.

enter at NLO in e+e− → ZH and at NNLO on the Z pole, while Fig. 4 shows a LO hV V

vertex correction modifying the Z pole oblique parameter at NLO. As argued previously,

we expect the suppression from an extra loop factor on the Z pole to be compensated by

increased statistics, such that the on-pole vs. off-pole improvement factor on constraints

from all these Higgs coupling modifications could be ∆
NLO/LO
Z/ZH ∼ O(1) for both the ratios

NLO/LO and NNLO/NLO.

The cross-section σ(e+e− → ZH) in the SMEFT is sensitive to 3 (4) dimension-6

operators at LO (NLO) that can modify the Higgs couplings [30],

QH□ = (H†H)□(H†H) , (3.3)

QH = (H†H)6 , (3.4)

QHW = (H†H)W I
µνW

I µν , (3.5)

QHB = (H†H)BµνB
µν . (3.6)

The operators QH□, QHW , and QHB contribute to the cross-section at leading order,

whereas QH first appears at NLO as a finite 1-loop contribution [41].

These operators then enter in Z/W -pole observables at NLO and NNLO, respectively.

As can be seen from the 1-loop RG equations, QH□, QHW , and QHB run into the most

sensitive Z-pole Wilson coefficients [42]

ĊHD ⊃
80

3
g21y

2
hCH□ , (3.7)

[Ċ(3)Hl ]pr ⊃
g22
6
CH□δpr , (3.8)

ĊHWB ⊃ 2g1g2(CHW + CHB) + 3g1g
2
2CW . (3.9)

On the other hand, CH only enters the Z/W pole observables as a finite 2-loop contribution

that can be captured as a modification to the oblique Ŝ and T̂ parameters [43–45],

106Ŝ = −0.71CH − 0.25C2
H ,

106T̂ = 1.2CH + 0.36C2
H . (3.10)

We implement these contributions to Ŝ and T̂ by their equivalent shifts to CHWB and CHD,
respectively.

– 8 –



Off-pole
On-pole
Combined

-0.3 -0.2 -0.1 0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3

-10

-5

0

5

10
Off-pole
On-pole
Combined

-0.06 -0.04 -0.02 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.06
-0.10

-0.05

0.00

0.05

0.10

Figure 5: FCC-ee projected sensitivities at 68% CL to Higgs coupling modifications on and

off the Z/W pole. Left: SMEFT operators that modify the Higgs 2- and 3-point functions.

The dashed region is obtained by linearizing Eq. (3.10). Right: SMEFT operators giving

hV V coupling modifications. The Wilson coefficients are renormalised at Λ = 1 TeV.

3.1.1 Higgs self-energy and self-coupling

The left panel of Fig. 5 shows the on- and off-pole 68% CL projected sensitivities at FCC-ee

in the CH□ vs. CH plane, that modify the Higgs 2-point and 3-point functions respectively.

The blue-shaded ellipse corresponds to the off-pole constraints (at LO for CH□ and NLO

for CH) while the orange-shaded region denotes the on-pole bounds (at NLO for CH□ and

NNLO for CH). We note that an otherwise flat direction for the off-pole observables is

broken by measuring σ(e+e− → ZH) at 240 and 365 GeV. The on-pole observables then

further constrain an almost orthogonal direction, leading to a clear complementarity in the

combination shown by the green ellipse. While in general the region probed by on-pole

observables depends on the inclusion of the quadratic terms in Eq. (3.10), the combination

with off-pole ZH data clearly limits CH to the linear regime represented by the region

between dashed orange lines.

Constraining the Higgs self-coupling indirectly at NLO in ZH was first proposed in

Ref. [41], and a subsequent study found that accounting for deviations in other SM cou-

plings could still lead to a competitive determination at future lepton colliders [46]. As we

have emphasised here, however, it is important to include the full set of SMEFT effects at

NLO in ZH and NNLO on the Z pole to account for any correlations in extracting bounds

from a global fit. We leave such a study to future work.

3.1.2 Higgs-vector-vector couplings

We now turn to the right panel of Fig. 5 which shows the on- and off-pole 68% CL projected

sensitivities at FCC-ee in the CHW vs. CHB plane that modify the 3-point hV V vertex.
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(a) LO Z-pole oblique params. (b) aTGC (c) NLO Z-pole oblique params.

Figure 6: LO new physics modifications of gauge 2- and 3-point functions (a+b) and NLO

contribution of anomalous triple gauge couplings (aTGC) to Z-pole observables (c). Red

squares indicate SMEFT contributions.

The complementarity is again evident between the on-pole constraints in the orange-shaded

region and the off-pole blue-shaded regions. Both on- and off-pole observables have flat

directions that are lifted by the combination to give the combined green elliptical region.

3.1.3 Higgs sector combined fit

We report here a combined on- and off-pole likelihood for CH , CH□, CHW , CHB from a

4-parameter Gaussian fit. The 1-σ intervals for the Wilson coefficients renormalised at 1

TeV are 
CH
CH□

CHW
CHB

 = ±


1.089

0.052

0.020

0.034

 , (3.11)

and the correlation matrix is
1 0.107 0.763 −0.637

0.107 1 −0.137 −0.697
0.763 −0.137 1 −0.592
−0.637 −0.697 −0.592 1

 . (3.12)

We note that the combination of on-pole and off-pole data here enables a sensible closed

fit to be obtained for this 4-parameter subset of Higgs coupling operators.

3.2 Pure gauge operators

We move now to the gauge sector. Fig. 6 shows new physics modifications at leading order

in the 2-point functions for the oblique parameters and in the 3-point vertex for anomalous

Triple-Gauge-Couplings (aTGCs) that are constrained at LO by e+e− → WW at higher

energies. However, we see that the aTGC vertex modification also enters at NLO in the

Z-pole oblique parameters, thus leading us to apply our accuracy complements energy

argument here.

Of the 4 oblique parameters Ŝ, T̂ , Ŵ , and Ŷ that correspond to dimension-6 operators,

it is thought that only Ŝ and T̂ are strongly constrained on the Z pole while Ŵ and Ŷ are

best constrained at higher energies due to their energy enhancement. However, as argued

in the introduction, unlike at LEP this is no longer expected to be the case at FCC-ee,

where the statistical improvement in accuracy at the Z pole can compensate for the energy
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enhancement of off-pole processes despite both being at leading order. For example, in

WW processes this is due to the relative improvement in the number of WW and Z boson

pairs in going from LEP to FCC-ee, (NZ/NWW )FCC ∼ 105 ≫ (NZ/NWW )LEP ∼ 102.

3.2.1 Oblique parameters Ŝ, T̂ , Ŵ , Ŷ

We begin by considering the oblique parameters Ŝ, T̂ , Ŵ , Ŷ that affect electroweak gauge

boson propagation [14, 19, 20]. The gauge self-energy function may be expanded in mo-

mentum as

ΠV V ′(p2) = ΠV V ′(0) + p2Π′
V V ′(0) +

1

2
p4Π′′

V V ′(0) + . . . , (3.13)

with T̂ depending only on combinations of ΠV V ′(0), while Ŝ also involves Π′
V V ′(0). Finally,

the Ŵ and Ŷ parameters are related to the p4 term. In the SILH basis, these parameters

have particularly simple representations in terms of the following dimension-6 operators [20]

OT =
1

2
(H†←→D µH)(H†←→D µH) , (3.14)

OB+W =
1

4

[
g1i(H

†←→D µH)∂νB
µν + g2i(H

†←→D I
µH)DνW

I µν
]
, (3.15)

O2B = −1

2
(∂µBµν)(∂ρB

ρν) , (3.16)

O2W = −1

2
(DµW I

µν)(DρW
Iρν) , (3.17)

where the relation to the oblique parameters is

Ŝ = m2
WSB+W (mZ), T̂ = v2ST (mZ) , (3.18)

Ŵ = m2
WS2W (mZ), Ŷ = m2

WS2B(mZ) . (3.19)

Note that instead of the usual OW and OB SILH operators we have defined the linear

combinations OB+W and OB−W such that SB = (SB+W + SB−W )/2 and SW = (SB+W −
SB−W )/2. This basis is chosen to be orthogonal at mZ such that Ŝ is given entirely

by SB+W , while SB−W does not contribute to the oblique parameters at leading order.

However, the RGE does not preserve this orthogonality, so in general a contribution to

OB+W from OB−W can arise at the loop level, allowing the Z-pole to also constrain heavy

new physics generating OB−W .

As is well known, the Ŝ and T̂ parameters are strongly constrained by the pole ob-

servables. On the other hand, Ŵ and Ŷ receive competitive constraints both on and off

the pole, as shown recently [21]. This is expected from our earlier accuracy complements

energy discussion as being due to a competition between the energy enhancement these

parameters receive off pole versus the high statistics on pole. We have checked that it is

an excellent approximation to neglect the running of these 4 operators between the off-

pole energies down to mZ . We therefore treat the Wilson coefficients entering the map to

Ŝ, T̂ , Ŵ , Ŷ as evaluated at mZ and do the combined on-and-off pole fit. We find that all
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Figure 7: Projected FCC-ee sensitivities at 68% CL to the three SMEFT operators con-

tributing to anomalous triple-gauge couplings on and off the Z/W pole.

the oblique parameters can be constrained at the 10−5 level
Ŝ

T̂

Ŵ

Ŷ

 = ±


2.907

1.264

0.681

2.583

× 10−5 , (3.20)

and their correlation matrix is

ρ =


1. 0.811 0.336 0.919

0.811 1. 0.096 0.578

0.336 0.096 1. 0.238

0.919 0.578 0.238 1.

 . (3.21)

These results are in good agreement with Ref. [21]. Having done the oblique parameter fit

for completeness, in what follows we will drop the operators corresponding to Ŝ and T̂ as

any new physics model generating sizeable contributions to them will be dominated by on-

pole phenomenology. In that case, one can simply use the likelihood given by Eqs. (3.20)

and (3.21). However in general it is important to note that the oblique parameters only

correctly capture on-pole physics for flavour-universal theories, and only at leading order.

For non-universal theories or when the pole observables are computed at NLO, there are

NP contributions that cannot be absorbed into the oblique parameters, and the SMEFT

framework is required.

3.2.2 Triple-gauge couplings

Having examined corrections to gauge 2-point functions, we now move to 3-point functions

similarly to the Higgs sector analysis. In the framework of anomalous couplings, there are 5
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parameters that correct triple-gauge boson vertices. However, electroweak gauge invariance

implies that only three are independent [47, 48]. These anomalous triple-gauge couplings

(aTGC) can receive contributions from three SMEFT operators in the SILH basis [47, 49],

OHW = i(DµH)†τ I(DνH)W I
µν , (3.22)

OHB = i(DµH)†(DνH)Bµν , (3.23)

O3W = εIJKW
Iν
µ W J ρ

ν WK µ
ρ . (3.24)

These operators may be directly probed at leading order in e+e− → W+W− processes at

FCC-ee. In addition, using the SILH to Warsaw basis map in [6], we find

OHB = OB −
1

2
yhg1QHB −

1

4
g2QHWB , (3.25)

OHW = OW −
1

4
g2QHW −

1

2
yhg1QHWB , (3.26)

where OB,W are SILH operators related to the Ŝ parameter. In fact, these mappings

ensure that Ŝ receives an equal and opposite contribution from OB,W and QHWB such

that OHB,HW do not contribute to Z-pole observables at leading order. Note that the

contribution to the Warsaw operators QHW and QHB remains, allowing sensitivity to

OHB,HW in e+e− → ZH processes. The fact that Higgs couplings can be used to break

otherwise flat directions in the aTGC fit was discussed in Refs. [48, 50–55] in the context

of the LHC. Here we point out that the degeneracy can be broken by additional sensitivity

to all three aTGC operators on the Z-pole at NLO, as depicted by the graph in Fig. 6.

Some contributions can be seen from Eq. (3.9), which shows that all aTGC operators mix

under RGE into QHWB (Ŝ in the Warsaw basis). There are also finite contributions to

Z-pole observables from all three operators in the NLO computation of Ref. [17] that we

are using here.

In Fig. 7 we show the projected FCC-ee sensitivities at 68% CL to the three SMEFT

operators affecting aTGC, on and off the pole as well as the combined sensitivity. We

observe good complementarity, with the Z-pole performing slightly better for OHB. On

the other hand, the sensitivity is comparable on and off the pole for OHW and O3W .

Their anti-correlation in Fig. 7 (right) further illustrates the power of combining Z-pole

observables with the higher energy runs. Here it would also be interesting to include

flavour data in the future, as aTGC also contribute to b → sγ and b → sl+l− transitions

at NLO [47].

3.2.3 Gauge sector combined fit

The combined fit to all gauge sector operators in the SILH basis is reported here for

convenience. We exclude OB+W and OT corresponding to the Ŝ and T̂ parameters since

these are completely dominated by the pole constraints. If one has a model that activates

these operators at tree level, they will dominate the phenomenology and one should use

the likelihood in Eq. (3.20). The rest of the gauge operators have comparable constraints

on and off the pole (see Fig. 8) and thus it is justified to do the combined fit to this subset.
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Figure 8: Projected FCC-ee sensitivities at 68% CL to SMEFT operators correcting gauge

2- and 3-point functions on and off the Z/W pole. Left: S2W and S2B corresponding to

the Ŵ and Ŷ parameters. Right: Correlation and constraints on the gauge 2- and 3-point

functions S2W vs S3W .

Taking Λ = 1 TeV as always, we find
S2W
S2B
S3W
SHW
SHB

 = ±


0.10

0.29

1.99

2.78

2.47

× 10−2 , (3.27)

with the following correlation matrix

ρ =


1. 0.08 −0.36 −0.05 −0.10
0.08 1. −0.78 −0.47 0.26

−0.36 −0.78 1. −0.01 0.15

−0.05 −0.47 −0.01 1. −0.70
−0.10 0.26 0.15 −0.70 1.

 . (3.28)

We plot in Fig. 8 the on-pole and off-pole projected 68% CL sensitivities at FCC-ee

in the plane of S2W vs. S2B, corresponding to the W and Y parameters, on the left and

for S2W vs S3W on the right. We see overall comparable constraints in the 2-dimensional

ellipses, with off(on)-pole data giving stronger bounds along the S2W (S2B) direction and

on-pole data being crucial for restricting the overall combination to the green ellipse.

3.3 4-fermion contact interactions

The on- and off-pole sensitivity to four-fermion (4F) operators has already received sig-

nificant attention in the literature. For example, the Z-pole sensitivity to 4F operators,

especially those involving top quarks, has been studied in [4–6, 16, 17, 37, 56–58]. On
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(a) Four-fermion operator (b) Z-vertex correction (c) e+e− → f̄f

Figure 9: Four-fermion contact interaction that may contribute at LO to e+e− → f̄f (a),

its contribution to Z vertex corrections at NLO in (b), and its contribution to e+e− → f̄f

at NLO (c). Red squares indicate SMEFT contributions to the vertex.

the other hand, off-pole sensitivity in the e+e− → f̄f processes at the WW , ZH, and

tt̄ energies was studied recently in Ref. [21] via a dedicated flavor tagging analysis. Here

we review and summarise the main conclusions. The projected sensitivities are shown in

Fig. 1 for the four-quark (4Q), four-lepton (4L), and two-quark-two-lepton (2Q2L) oper-

ators, with darker shading indicating a stronger sensitivity to the effective scale of new

physics Λieff = (Ci)−1/2, while Fig. 9 summarizes the relevant diagrams.

Semi-leptonic (2Q2L) operators

For the semi-leptonic (2Q2L) operators, we see better sensitivity from on-pole data for

operators involving top quarks and no electrons, namely: [C(1)lq ]3333, [C(3)lq ]3333, [Clu]3333,
[Ceu]3333, and [Cqe]3333. These operators run strongly into EW vertex corrections ∝ Ncy

2
t

by closing the top loop and attaching two Higgses. On the other hand, off-pole data

unsurprisingly performs better for operators involving electrons as they enter at LO and

receive an energy enhancement. Still, a competitive bound can be achieved at the Z-pole if

the operator has top quarks such as: [C(1)lq ]1133, [C(3)lq ]1133, [Clu]1133, [Ceu]1133, and [Cqe]3311.
Finally, other semi-leptonic operators without tops or electrons contribute to both on- and

off-pole observables only at the loop level (see Fig. 9), typically with comparable or slightly

better sensitivity on the pole.

Four quark (4Q) operators

Four quark operators enter via the loop diagrams in Fig. 9 for both on-pole and off-pole

measurements, with on-pole data providing better sensitivity for operators involving top

quarks such as [C(1)qq ]3333, [C(1)qu ]3333, and [Cuu]3333.3 In the absence of tops, the dominant

contribution comes from EW gauge running both on and off the pole. In this case, the

constraints are typically comparable which can be understood by considering the energy en-

hancement off-pole vs. statistics on-pole, again demonstrating the principle that accuracy

complements energy.

3In the case of [Cuu]3333, the contribution to Z-pole observables occurs starting at the 2-loop level, but

it is nonetheless phenomenologically relevant [4–6].
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Four lepton (4L) operators

Finally, four-lepton operators contribute at leading order to e+e− → f̄f if they involve

electrons, in which case these observables dominate. A partial exception is [Cll]1122 which

also receives a noteable on-pole constraint due to its running into [Cll]1221. Otherwise, we

are again in the situation of loop contributions via gauge running, leading to comparable

constraints. In particular, this includes the pure third-generation case with operators such

as [Cll]3333, [Cee]3333 and [Cle]3333.

4 Specific UV model examples

Having illustrated the principle that accuracy complements energy in the SMEFT, we

now move to examples in concrete UV-complete models. While we focus here on bosonic

models, example models showing the power of combining on- and off-pole sensitivity to

four fermion operators can be found in Ref. [21].

4.1 Real singlet scalar

We first consider the SM extended by a real singlet scalar ϕ with a Z2 symmetry. The

Lagrangian reads

Lϕ =
1

2
(∂µϕ)

2 − 1

2
m2
ϕ ϕ

2 − 1

2
κ|H|2ϕ2 − 1

4!
λϕϕ

4 . (4.1)

Integrating out ϕ at 1 loop generates finite contributions to only two operators, namely

QH□ and QH . The matching conditions at the scale mϕ are [59, 60]

CH□ = − 1

16π2
κ2

24m2
ϕ

, CH = − 1

16π2
κ3

12m2
ϕ

. (4.2)

After electroweak symmetry breaking, these operators modify the Higgs kinetic term and

self coupling, respectively. Thus, CH□ induces a universal rescaling of all Higgs couplings

after the kinetic term is canonically normalised. In addition, the physical mass of the scalar

becomes M2
ϕ = m2

S +
1
2κv

2, so it is convenient to define f = κv2/2M2
ϕ which measures how

much of the total mass of the scalar comes from the cross quartic with the Higgs. If f > 0.5,

we consider the field a “loryon” as defined in [26]. It is an interesting question whether the

SM particles are the only ones that get most of their mass from the Higgs or if there exist

BSM fields that share this property. Given the non-decoupling nature of these loryons with

a finite parameter space, answering this fundamental question is a natural target for future

colliders, and the singlet scalar is the last remaining open window that is difficult to probe

completely [27].

In Fig. 10, we show the on- and off-pole constraints on the real singlet scalar model

expected at FCC-ee, both of which exclude a first-order electroweak phase transition for

the mass range shown. In particular, virtually all the loryon parameter space can now

be probed by the inclusion of on-pole data that significantly extends the off-pole bounds.

The dashed blue line shows the off-pole constraints assuming only CH□ in the fit (for

comparison to previous analyses), while the solid blue line is the full result also including
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Figure 10: FCC-ee sensitivity at 68% CL on the real singlet scalar model. The dashed

lines show the limits if only CH□ is matched, which neglects the correlated contribution

from CH . For parameters in the red region, the model can give rise to a first-order EW

phase transition (curve taken from [27]).

CH . The weaker constraint from the full result can be understood as follows. First, we have

CH/CH□ = 2κ, so the importance of CH relative to CH□ grows linearly with κ. Next, these

two Wilson coefficients contribute to the ZH cross section with the ratio CH/CH□ ≈ −0.07.
This means that for κ ≈ 7, the NLO contribution of CH becomes of the same size as the LO

contribution of CH□ and there is a partial cancellation that leads to the weakened bound

shown in Fig. 10.

On the other hand, the on-pole constraint given by the orange region in Fig. 10 is

dominated by the sizeable running of QH□ → QHD given in Eq. (3.7), which in this model

amounts to a 2-loop contribution to the Z-pole oblique parameters. We note that it is

consistent to combine 1-loop matching with 1-loop running in this case due to the lack of

any tree-level matching contributions. Performing a fit to all the on-pole data, we find a

single operator 68% CL bound of

CH□(1 TeV) ≲
1

(9.2 TeV)2
, (4.3)

which yields M/κ > 150 GeV, in approximate agreement with Fig. 10.

We conclude this section by noting that the reliability of the dimension-6 SMEFT

should not be trusted whenmϕ ∼ v, as corrections from d > 6 operators become important.

This signals the breakdown of the EFT and a computation in the full theory should be

performed to correctly determine the small mϕ behavior. In particular, capturing the

QH□ → QHD contribution to the oblique parameters will require a 2-loop calculation

in the full theory, which we plan to perform in future work. This will be necessary to

determine if the low mass regime of the loryon parameter space can be fully excluded.
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Figure 11: FCC-ee 95% CL exclusion for scalar WIMPs without hypercharge.

Figure 12: FCC-ee 95% CL exclusion for fermionic WIMPs without hypercharge.

4.2 Weakly interacting massive particles

Electroweak multiplets are motivated in many BSM extensions but are difficult to search

for at hadron colliders, with current indirect exclusions in Drell-Yan being insensitive to

low n multiplets and probing only the higher multiplets in the O(100) GeV range up to

around 2 TeV for a 7-plet Dirac fermion [61]. Heavy Weakly Interacting Massive Particles

(WIMPs) therefore form a current blind spot in BSM searches that could be indirectly

explored at FCC-ee [61–65].

The matching conditions for an SU(2)L n-tuplet WIMP with hypercharge Y to the

SILH basis operators as normalised in Eqs. (3.16), (3.17) and (3.24) are

S2B =
g21

16π2
nY 2

30M2
WIMP

N2, S2W =
g22

16π2
n(n2 − 1)

360M2
WIMP

N2, S3W =
g33

16π2
n(n2 − 1)

2160M2
WIMP

N3 ,

(4.4)

where the counting factors are N2 = 1/2, 1, 4, 8 and N3 = 1/2, 1,−1,−2 for real scalars,

complex scalars, Majorana fermions, and Dirac fermions, respectively. As discussed in the

above EFT analysis, these operators can be constrained by both off-pole and on-pole data

where we expect similar sensitivity and an improved combined bound. This is shown in
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Figure 13: Left: FCC-ee sensitivity at 68% CL to the custodial weak quadruplet model.

For comparison, the dashed blue line shows the off-pole sensitivity considering only the

tree-level matching to |H|6. Right: The black line in the CH□ vs CH plane corresponds to

the CQ model.

Figs. 11 and 12 for real and complex scalar WIMPs and Majorana and Dirac fermion

WIMPs, with zero hypercharge. The blue and orange bars denote the projected 95 % CL

sensitivity of off-pole and on-pole data to the mass of the WIMP in GeV for various n-plets

ranging from n = 2 to 7. The green bar is the combined sensitivity reach, with the black

hatched bars indicating the HL-LHC bounds from the study in [61]. We see that in all

cases FCC-ee can significantly extend the HL-LHC exclusions.

4.3 Custodial weak quadruplet

Finally, as an example of the interplay between the Higgs and gauge sectors, we consider the

custodial quadruplet (CQ) model as defined in [25]. This model is motivated by allowing

for a naturally larger ratio of Higgs self-coupling to Higgs coupling modifications, thus in

principle showing effects first in the former rather than the latter. However, we will see

that both modifications must be included despite one being loop suppressed in order to

obtain accurate projected sensitivities.

Following the notation of [66], this model contains the complex scalars Θ1 ∼ (1,4)1/2
and Θ3 ∼ (1,4)3/2. These states, in addition to being WIMPs, may couple linearly to three

SM Higgses, generating only |H|6 when integrated out at tree level. However, in general

these Higgs couplings violate custodial symmetry and thus the operator QHD = |H†DµH|2

is generated as a finite 1-loop matching contribution, dominating the phenomenology. It

can be forbidden by embedding Θ1,3 into a custodial multiplet, specifically a (4,4) of

SU(2)L×SU(2)R. Custodial symmetry then enforces these states to have the same massM4

and coupling λ4 to the Higgs, canceling the contribution to QHD. The relevant custodially
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symmetric UV Lagrangian is

LCQ ⊃ −M2
4

(
|Θ1|2 + |Θ3|2

)
− λ4

(
H∗H∗(εH)Θ1 +

1√
3
H∗H∗H∗Θ3

)
+ h.c. . (4.5)

With the aid of the Matchete software [60], the full 1-loop matching to the dimension-6

SMEFT at the scale M4 for custodial quadruplet model can be written in two lines

Ld=6
CQ =

2

3

λ24
M2

4

(
1 +

21λSM
16π2

)
|H|6 − λ24

4π2M2
4

∂µ|H|2∂µ|H|2 −
λ24

3π2M2
4

|H|2(H†D2H + h.c.)

+
1

48π2M2
4

[
g32
3!
εIJKW

Iν
µ W J ρ

ν WK µ
ρ − g21

2
(∂µBµν)(∂ρB

ρν)− g22
2
(DµW I

µν)(DρW
Iρν)

]
,

(4.6)

where λSM is the SM Higgs quartic. The operator ∂µ|H|2∂µ|H|2 is equivalent to −QH□

via integration by parts. Furthermore, the terms containing D2H can be reduced using

the Higgs equation of motion to another |H|6 term with coefficient 2λSMλ
2
4/(3π

2M2
4 ) plus

dimension-6 Yukawa corrections of the form
∑

ψ Y
ij
ψ |H|

2ψ̄iLHψ
j
R. These terms correct

Higgs decays, but we drop them in what follows since they are always suppressed by small

SM Yukawa couplings Yψ. Similarly, the total loop correction to |H|6 proportional to

λSM is of size 10−2 relative to the tree contribution and can be safely neglected. Thus for

phenomenological purposes we may work in the limit where we keep matching contributions

only in λ4, g1, and g2. We note that the λ4 terms of our result agree with those of [25],

while the contributions to O2B,2W,3W can be easily derived from Eq. (4.4).

In Fig. 13 (left), we show the sensitivity of FCC-ee to the custodial weak quadruplet

model on and off the Z/W pole. We compare this with the off-pole sensitivity obtained

only by considering the tree-level modification of the Higgs self-coupling (dashed blue line).

We see that full off-pole result shows a significant reduction in sensitivity. This is because

while the contribution to CH□ is loop suppressed and CH is generated at tree level, CH□

enters σ(ZH) at LO while CH enters at NLO, with a relative minus sign. The CQ model

predicts a fixed ratio of CH/CH□ = +8π2/3, so the two contributions partially cancel in the

ZH cross section. This can be seen in Fig. 13 (right), where the CQ model accidentally

approximately aligns with the flattest off-pole direction. On the other hand, the Z-pole

provides a strong bound in this direction, dominantly via the NLO contribution of CH□ to

CHD. Finally, the λ4-independent lower bound of M4 ≳ 800 GeV comes from the Ŵ and

Ŷ parameters, which scale as g2EW/M
2
4 .

A contribution to CHD arises despite the fact that the NP coupling λ4 respects custodial

symmetry, because the same is not true of SM couplings such as g1. At the 2-loop level we

thus expect a contribution to QHD. Since QH does not renormalise any bosonic operators

apart from itself at the 2-loop level [67], it is consistent to combine our 1-loop matching

computation with 1-loop running. We can therefore estimate the 2-loop contribution to

QHD via the first leading-log RG mixing of QH□ → QHD. From [42], we get

CHD(mZ) =
5g21
24π2

CH□(M4) log

(
m2
Z

M2
4

)
=

40

3

g21λ
2
4

(16π2)2M2
4

log

(
m2
Z

M2
4

)
. (4.7)
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For λ4 = 1 and M4 = 1 TeV, this yields a contribution to the T parameter of T̂ =

−v2CHD(mZ)/2 ≈ 10−5, which is at the detectable level according to Eq. (3.20). However,

QHD is not the only operator activated (see e.g. Eq. (3.8)), and using Eq. (4.3) we find

M4/λ4 ≳ 1.5 TeV, in agreement with the on-pole in Fig. 13.

5 Discussion and conclusions

The importance of a Tera-Z factory to a future programme of particle physics cannot be

overstated. Far from being a mere repeat of LEP, the new regime of ultra-high precision

accessible by circular e+e− colliders such as FCC-ee or CEPC enters the threshold to unlock

a wider range of phenomena across all sectors of the SM through higher-order quantum

effects. In a similar way that a hadron collider benefits from multiple initial state partons

for probing different types of physics, multi-loop processes at the Z pole democratically

mixes in all accessible particles via quantum fluctuations. This makes Tera-Z uniquely

suited to a general exploration of fundamental physics at the zepto-scale, with indirect

sensitivity to a wide variety of generic BSM physics up to the tens of TeV in energy range.

We have emphasised in this work how high-precision accuracy at Tera-Z complements

and can even beat high-energy measurements. When they are sensitive to the same new

physics modifications entering at different orders or with energy-growing effects, the in-

creased statistics compensate for higher loop suppression on the Z pole or for energy

enhancements off-pole. It is a simple counting exercise to see that Z-pole sensitivity at

NLO is of the same order of magnitude as off-pole sensitivity at LO. Tera-Z is therefore

expected to provide competitive NLO sensitivity to off-pole measurements at LO for any

Wilson coefficient that they both have access to. This “accuracy complements energy”

principle also applies at NNLO on-pole vs. NLO off-pole, as well as if a Wilson coefficient

enters at LO both on-pole and off-pole but is energy-enhanced in the latter.

We studied new physics contributions to the Higgs 2-point and 3-point functions, which

modify the Higgs self-energy, self-coupling, and Higgs-vector-vector interactions, and to

the gauge boson 2-point and 3-point functions which enter in the oblique parameters and

anomalous triple-gauge boson couplings. The Higgs self-energy and vector-vector interac-

tions contribute at leading order to e+e− → ZH, while the Higgs self-coupling enters this

process at NLO. On the other hand, they all affect the Z pole oblique parameters at NLO

and NNLO respectively, leading as expected to competitive on-pole projected sensitivities

at FCC-ee and complementary bounds when combined with off-pole data. We find a simi-

lar story for the anomalous triple-gauge couplings that enter at leading order in WW and

at NLO at the Z pole. Finally, the Z pole oblique parameters Ŵ and Ŷ can be constrained

at leading order both on- and off-pole, with the former being statistics-enhanced and the

latter energy-enhanced, such that they also lead to an overall similar and complementary

projected bounds.

Since so many Wilson coefficients enter the oblique parameters at higher orders, global

SMEFT fits beyond leading order will find large correlations between seemingly unrelated

off-pole Wilson coefficients, and cancellations between them when marginalising will give

the appearance of weaker bounds. Hence it is crucial to emphasise that with Tera-Z it
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will be especially important to match to explicit UV models to extract useful informa-

tion, as the dynamical information from the model will correlate operators and pick out

specific directions in the SMEFT Wilson coefficient space that typically result in stronger

bounds instead. The fundamental reason is because the volume of the region that can be

constrained in Wilson coefficient space is reduced by combining datasets beyond leading

order. We find that this is indeed the case for the Z2-symmetric real singlet scalar, scalar

and fermion WIMPs, and a custodial weak quadruplet scalar. These explicit UV mod-

els all benefit significantly from the inclusion of on-pole data expanding coverage of their

projected parameter space at FCC-ee.

To conclude, the principle of accuracy complements energy expands the physics case

for circular e+e− machines featuring a Tera-Z run as part of a comprehensive particle

physics programme that not only includes studying the Higgs boson more precisely, but

also involves exploring inclusively the landscape of generic new physics up to the tens of

TeV range. This adds further weight to the conclusion that a far broader scientific scope

than alternative options is possible at FCC-ee [3]. Unlocking a new quantum regime of

ultra-high precision will come with new challenges that must be met by the experimental

and theoretical communities; but if history teaches us anything it is that the value of

extreme refinement in the fundamental sciences goes beyond adding a few decimal places

to measurements.
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ECM [GeV] SM [pb] CW CHWB CHD [CHe]11 [C(1)Hl ]11 [C(3)Hl ]11 [C(3)Hl ]22 [Cll]1221
240 17.1544 -6.18 4.81 -5.00 -17.48 -27.07 142.6 -121.2 121.2

365 10.7387 -10.08 8.68 -3.58 -24.20 -49.54 166.7 -121.2 121.2

Table 2: Contribution bi · 103 of Wilson Coefficients Ci/(1TeV)2 to σ(e+e− → W+W−)

normalised to the Standard Model value given in the second row for ECM = 240GeV and

365GeV, corresponding to the ZH- and tt̄-thresholds.

ECM [GeV] SM [pb] S3W SHB SHW S2B S2W SB+W SB−W ST
240 17.1544 -6.18 2.98 3.03 -1.67 -14.99 1.79 -0.45 9.99

365 10.7387 -10.08 6.08 6.59 -2.91 -17.52 3.73 -1.05 7.15

Table 3: Same as Table 2, but with our chosen subset of SILH basis operators.

A SMEFT theory expression for σ(e+e− → W+W−)

In this appendix, we give the results of our calculation of σ(e+e− →W+W−) at tree level

for the relevant center of mass energies for FCC-ee, ECM = 240GeV and 365GeV. We cal-

culate this cross section using the Feynman Rules implemented in SMEFT-FR [68–70], from

which we generate a FeynArts [71] model, that can then be imported into FeynCalc [72–75]

to calculate the final cross section, using the {MW ,MZ , GF }-scheme. We present our re-

sults first in the non-redundant Warsaw Basis defined in the WCXF-format [76] and make

no flavor assumptions on the coefficients. With these choices, only 8 operators modify the

cross section:

C = {CW , CHWB, CHD, [CHe]11, [C(1)Hl ]11, [C
(3)
Hl ]11, [C

(3)
Hl ]22, [Cll]1221}. (A.1)

and their contribution to the total cross section can be parametrised as follows:

∆σ

σSM
=

∑
i

biCi =
∑
i

bi
Ci
Λ2

(A.2)

The numerical values of bi for both energies assuming Λ = 1TeV, as well as the Standard

Model value are given in Table 2.

As described in Sec. 3.2, it is sometimes more convenient to work in the SILH basis.

Both share a large number of coefficients, but motivated by Higgs and gauge coupling

modifications, as well as the situation described in [6], we focus on the subset of coefficients

introduced in Eqs. 3.14-3.17 and 3.22 -3.24 and App. B.2. With these assumptions, the

only operators affecting the diboson production cross section:

S = {S3W , SHB, SHW , S2B, S2W , SB+W , SB−W , ST }. (A.3)

Their relative contribution assuming Λ = 1TeV is given in Table 3.
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B Single operator sensitivities

We report here the projected sensitivity of FCC-ee to SMEFT Wilson coeffficients (WCs)

renormalised at Λ = 1TeV when activating one WC at a time using the likelihood described

in 2. Since we are setting the projected experimental values to their SM value and our

theory predictions are linear in Ci, our likelihood is Gaussian and centered at Ci = 0. Thus,

we quote the 2σ intervals in terms of Λi
eff =

∣∣∣(√Ci)−1
∣∣∣ using observables measured on the Z

andW pole (on-pole), as well as off-pole observables measured at the ZH and tt̄ thresholds

(off-pole) and, lastly, their combined sensitivity. For the on- and off-pole observables, we

quote also the observables with the largest pull

p(Oi)j =
Oi(Cj)−Oi(0)

σi
(B.1)

with Cj evaluated at the 2σ limit. This can be interpreted as the observable that most

strongly constrains the coefficient. For the combined sensitivity, since on- and off-pole are

not correlated, the strongest bound gives the lagrest pull as well.

B.1 Warsaw Basis

Table 4: Single Operator 2σ confidence intervals in the Warsaw basis exceding 1TeV

from on- and off-pole observables, as well as their combined projected sensitivity. The

Wilson Coefficients are renormalised at Λ = 1TeV. We also report the most constraining

measurement for each coefficient for on- and off-pole Observables.

Ci Λeff
i on-pole Obs. on-pole Λeff

i off-pole Obs. off-pole Λeff
i Combined

CHWB 111.55 AZ
e 5.88 σ240

Zh 111.55

[C(3)Hl ]22 67.88 AZ
e 22.09 σ240

WW 68.06

[C(3)Hl ]11 65.12 AZ
µ 23.76 σ240

WW 65.39

CHD 57.11 mW 3.69 σ240
WW 57.11

[Cll]1221 52.98 AZ
e 31.80 R163

µ 54.66

[CHe]11 54.23 AZ
e 11.38 σ365

Zh 54.25

[CHe]22 53.58 AZ
µ 1.17 R240

µ 53.58

[C(1)Hl ]22 51.18 AZ
µ 0.79 R240

µ 51.18

[C(1)Hl ]11 50.85 AZ
e 12.63 σ365

Zh 50.89

[C(1)lq ]1133 12.54 AZ
e 41.92 R240

b 41.79

[C(1)lq ]1122 2.03 AZ
e 41.00 R240

c 41.09

[C(3)lq ]1111 6.84 AZ
e 40.88 R240

c 40.99

[C(3)lq ]1133 17.14 AZ
µ 40.83 R240

b 40.84

[C(3)lq ]1122 6.81 AZ
e 39.10 R240

c 39.44

[CHe]33 37.27 AZ
τ 1.17 R240

τ 37.27

[C(3)Hl ]33 36.59 AZ
τ 1.82 R163

τ 36.59

[C(1)Hl ]33 35.72 AZ
τ 0.79 R240

τ 35.72

[Ceu]1111 3.26 AZ
e 31.53 R240

c 31.62

Continued on next page
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Table 4: 2σ CL in the Warsaw basis. Coefficients are renormalised at Λ = 1TeV

Ci Λeff
i on-pole Obs on-pole Λeff

i off-pole Obs off-pole Λeff
i Combined

[C(3)Hq]11 31.01 ΓZ 1.68 σ365
Zh 31.01

[C(1)Hq]33 30.81 mW 1.58 σ240
WW 30.81

[Cll]1122 11.94 AZ
e 29.75 R163

µ 30.22

[Cll]1133 2.30 AZ
e 29.75 R163

τ 30.03

[Cll]1331 2.25 AZ
e 29.66 R163

τ 29.89

[CdH ]33 0.00 — 29.82 µbb̄ 29.82

[Cee]1122 2.67 AZ
e 27.92 R240

µ 27.73

[Cee]1133 2.38 AZ
e 27.92 R240

τ 27.73

[Ced]1133 2.29 AZ
e 26.37 R240

b 26.32

[CHu]33 26.04 mW 1.63 σ240
WW 26.04

[C(3)Hq]22 25.60 RZ
µ 1.64 σ365

Zh 25.60

[Ceu]1122 3.26 AZ
e 25.45 R365

e 25.54

[CeH ]33 0.00 — 24.39 µττ̄ 24.39

[C(3)Hq]33 23.70 RZ
µ 1.49 R240

b 23.70

[Cqe]3311 13.22 AZ
e 22.97 R163

b 23.54

[CuW ]33 22.30 AZ
e 1.06 σ365

Zh 22.30

[CuB ]33 22.05 AZ
e 0.88 σ365

Zh 22.06

[CeH ]22 0.00 — 21.77 µµµ̄ 21.77

[Clu]1111 3.04 AZ
e 20.48 R240

c 20.41

[CuH ]22 0.00 — 19.89 µcc̄ 19.89

[Ceu]1133 12.39 AZ
e 18.90 R365

t 19.69

[Clu]1133 11.78 AZ
e 18.07 R365

t 18.80

[Cle]2211 2.65 AZ
e 18.17 R240

µ 18.16

[Cle]3311 2.38 AZ
e 18.17 R240

τ 18.15

[Cle]1122 2.62 AZ
µ 18.15 R240

µ 18.13

[Cle]1133 2.29 AZ
e 18.15 R240

τ 18.13

[Ced]1122 2.28 AZ
e 17.94 R365

e 17.92

[Cqe]1111 2.30 AZ
e 17.89 R365

e 17.88

[Ced]1111 2.29 AZ
e 17.87 R365

e 17.85

[C(3)lq ]2233 17.57 AZ
e 5.69 σ240

WW 17.71

[C(1)Hq]11 17.64 ΓZ 0.60 σ365
Zh 17.64

[Cld]1133 2.16 AZ
e 17.42 R365

b 17.43

[Clu]1122 3.04 AZ
e 16.68 R365

e 16.65

[Cqe]2211 2.29 AZ
e 16.41 R365

e 16.41

[Cll]1111 1.06 ΓZ 16.53 R365
e 16.33

[Cee]1111 4.39 AZ
e 16.37 R365

e 16.22

[C(1)Hq]22 15.06 ΓZ 0.84 R240
c 15.06

[Cle]1111 3.12 AZ
e 13.59 R365

e 13.59

[CHu]11 13.17 RZ
µ 1.00 R240

c 13.17

[CHu]22 13.10 RZ
µ 0.84 σ365

Zh 13.10

[C(1)lq ]1111 2.04 AZ
e 12.58 R365

e 13.09

[Cqe]3322 13.07 AZ
µ 1.71 R240

µ 13.07

Continued on next page
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Table 4: 2σ CL in the Warsaw basis. Coefficients are renormalised at Λ = 1TeV

Ci Λeff
i on-pole Obs on-pole Λeff

i off-pole Obs off-pole Λeff
i Combined

[C(1)lq ]2233 12.61 AZ
µ 1.22 R365

t 12.61

[Ceu]2233 12.26 AZ
µ 2.34 R240

µ 12.27

[Cld]1122 2.16 AZ
e 11.88 R365

e 11.89

[Cld]1111 2.16 AZ
e 11.83 R365

e 11.85

[Clu]2233 11.81 AZ
µ 1.58 R240

µ 11.82

[C(1)quqd]3333 0.00 — 11.79 µbb̄ 11.79

[CHd]11 10.85 ΓZ 0.59 σ365
Zh 10.85

[CdW ]33 1.38 AZ
e 8.93 µbb̄ 10.35

CHW 9.29 AZ
e 7.76 σ365

Zh 10.22

[CHd]33 9.64 RZ
µ 0.83 R240

b 9.65

[CeH ]11 0.00 — 9.63 µµµ̄ 9.63

CHB 9.16 AZ
e 3.95 σ240

Zh 9.23

[Cqe]3333 9.10 AZ
τ 1.71 R240

τ 9.10

[C(1)lq ]3333 8.84 AZ
τ 1.22 R365

t 8.84

[C(1)lequ]3333 0.00 — 8.82 µττ̄ 8.82

CW 8.63 AZ
e 4.61 σ240

WW 8.79

[C(1)qq ]3333 8.71 RZ
µ 1.87 R365

t 8.72

[Ceu]3333 8.53 AZ
τ 2.34 R240

τ 8.57

[CHd]22 8.48 RZ
µ 0.60 σ365

Zh 8.48

[Clu]3333 8.25 AZ
τ 1.58 R240

τ 8.25

[C(3)lq ]3333 7.65 AZ
τ 4.53 R163

τ 8.25

[C(1)lequ]2233 0.00 — 7.87 µµµ̄ 7.87

[C(3)lq ]2211 6.82 AZ
µ 4.65 R240

µ 7.70

[C(3)lq ]2222 6.79 AZ
µ 4.64 R240

µ 7.67

CH□ 6.84 mW 3.30 σ240
Zh 6.92

[C(3)qq ]1111 5.42 ΓZ 4.59 R240
c 6.79

[C(8)qu ]2332 0.00 — 6.78 µcc̄ 6.78

[C(1)qu ]3333 6.73 mW 1.60 R365
t 6.74

[C(3)qq ]1133 5.92 ΓZ 3.92 R240
c 6.58

[C(3)lq ]3311 4.87 AZ
τ 4.62 R240

τ 6.58

[C(3)lq ]3322 4.79 AZ
τ 4.61 R240

τ 6.54

[C(3)qq ]1122 5.18 RZ
µ 4.38 R365

e 6.47

[C(3)qq ]3333 4.79 RZ
µ 4.54 R240

b 6.44

[Cuu]3333 6.34 mW 2.05 R365
t 6.38

[C(3)qq ]2222 4.44 RZ
µ 4.42 R240

c 6.21

[C(1)qu ]2332 0.00 — 5.87 µcc̄ 5.87

[C(3)qq ]2233 4.73 RZ
µ 3.81 R365

e 5.73

[C(1)lequ]2133 0.00 — 5.10 µµµ̄ 5.10

[C(1)lequ]1233 0.00 — 5.10 µµµ̄ 5.10

[Cee]2222 4.33 AZ
µ 3.28 R240

µ 5.07

Continued on next page

– 26 –



Table 4: 2σ CL in the Warsaw basis. Coefficients are renormalised at Λ = 1TeV

Ci Λeff
i on-pole Obs on-pole Λeff

i off-pole Obs off-pole Λeff
i Combined

[CeH ]12 0.00 — 4.94 µµµ̄ 4.94

[CeH ]21 0.00 — 4.94 µµµ̄ 4.94

[C(8)quqd]3333 0.00 — 4.88 µbb̄ 4.88

[CHud]33 4.14 mW 2.64 µbb̄ 4.46

[C(1)qq ]1133 4.45 ΓZ 1.04 R365
t 4.46

[CuH ]21 0.00 — 4.45 µcc̄ 4.45

[Cee]3333 3.01 AZ
τ 3.28 R240

τ 4.45

[C(1)qu ]1133 4.08 ΓZ 1.16 R365
t 4.09

[CeW ]33 2.07 AZ
e 3.44 µττ̄ 4.02

[Cuu]1111 1.17 RZ
µ 3.11 R240

c 3.98

[CdH ]32 0.00 — 3.91 µbb̄ 3.91

[CdH ]23 0.00 — 3.86 µbb̄ 3.86

[CdH ]13 0.00 — 3.74 µbb̄ 3.74

[C(1)qq ]2233 3.70 ΓZ 1.26 R240
c 3.73

[Ceu]2211 3.21 AZ
µ 2.30 R240

µ 3.67

[Ceu]2222 3.21 AZ
µ 2.25 R240

µ 3.64

[C(1)qu ]2233 3.46 ΓZ 1.66 R240
c 3.58

[C(1)qu ]3311 3.47 RZ
µ 1.60 R365

t 3.58

[C(1)qu ]3322 3.45 RZ
µ 1.47 R365

t 3.53

[CdB ]33 3.34 AZ
e 1.99 µbb̄ 3.52

[CeW ]22 0.67 AZ
e 3.07 µµµ̄ 3.52

[Cuu]1133 3.09 RZ
µ 1.97 R240

c 3.40

[CuW ]22 1.41 AZ
e 2.91 µcc̄ 3.38

[Cle]2222 3.01 AZ
µ 1.98 R240

µ 3.33

[Cuu]2233 3.08 RZ
µ 1.64 R365

t 3.24

[Cuu]2222 1.16 RZ
µ 2.52 R365

e 3.23

[Clu]2211 3.07 AZ
µ 1.62 R240

µ 3.23

[Clu]2222 3.07 AZ
µ 1.49 R240

µ 3.18

[CuG]33 3.18 AZ
e 0.00 — 3.18

[Ceu]3311 2.23 AZ
τ 2.30 R240

τ 3.17

[Ceu]3322 2.23 AZ
τ 2.25 R240

τ 3.12

[C(1)qq ]2222 1.46 RZ
µ 2.43 R240

c 3.09

[C(3)qq ]1331 2.87 ΓZ 1.59 R240
b 3.03

[C(1)qq ]1111 2.00 ΓZ 2.22 R365
e 2.92

[Cee]2233 2.36 AZ
µ 1.95 R240

µ 2.89

[Cll]2332 2.28 AZ
µ 1.94 R163

µ 2.87

[C(1)qd ]3311 2.81 ΓZ 1.04 R365
t 2.85

[Cle]3333 2.07 AZ
τ 1.98 R240

τ 2.79

[C(1)qu ]2211 0.88 ΓZ 2.14 R240
c 2.77

[C(1)lequ]3233 0.00 — 2.74 µττ̄ 2.74

[C(1)lequ]2333 0.00 — 2.74 µττ̄ 2.74

Continued on next page
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Table 4: 2σ CL in the Warsaw basis. Coefficients are renormalised at Λ = 1TeV

Ci Λeff
i on-pole Obs on-pole Λeff

i off-pole Obs off-pole Λeff
i Combined

[C(1)lequ]3133 0.00 — 2.74 µττ̄ 2.74

[C(1)lequ]1333 0.00 — 2.74 µττ̄ 2.74

[Cle]3322 2.38 AZ
µ 1.72 R240

µ 2.73

[C(3)lequ]3333 0.52 AZ
e 2.01 µττ̄ 2.72

[Cle]2233 2.32 AZ
µ 1.72 R240

τ 2.70

[Cuu]1122 1.06 RZ
µ 2.05 R365

e 2.66

[Cqe]2222 2.25 AZ
µ 1.67 R240

µ 2.62

[Ced]2233 2.25 AZ
µ 1.67 R240

µ 2.61

[C(1)ud ]3311 2.54 ΓZ 1.16 R365
t 2.61

[C(1)ud ]3333 2.26 RZ
µ 1.65 R240

b 2.61

[CeH ]23 0.00 — 2.61 µττ̄ 2.61

[CeH ]32 0.00 — 2.61 µττ̄ 2.61

[CeH ]13 0.00 — 2.60 µττ̄ 2.60

[CeH ]31 0.00 — 2.60 µττ̄ 2.60

[C(1)qd ]3333 2.54 RZ
µ 1.02 R365

t 2.59

[Cqe]1122 2.26 AZ
µ 1.59 R240

µ 2.57

[Ced]2211 2.25 AZ
µ 1.59 R240

µ 2.56

[Ced]2222 2.25 AZ
µ 1.59 R240

µ 2.56

[Clu]3311 2.13 AZ
τ 1.62 R240

τ 2.51

[Cll]2233 2.31 AZ
µ 1.32 R240

µ 2.47

[C(3)qq ]2332 2.16 ΓZ 1.52 R240
b 2.44

[C(3)lequ]2233 0.00 — 2.42 µµµ̄ 2.42

[Clu]3322 2.13 AZ
τ 1.49 R240

τ 2.42

[C(3)qq ]1221 1.82 RZ
µ 1.67 R365

e 2.38

[Cdd]3333 0.62 RZ
µ 1.85 R240

b 2.37

[Cld]2233 2.18 AZ
µ 1.27 R240

b 2.34

[Cll]2222 1.05 ΓZ 1.75 R163
µ 2.30

[C(1)qd ]3322 2.23 RZ
µ 1.04 R365

t 2.30

[Cqe]2233 1.57 AZ
τ 1.67 R240

τ 2.29

[C(1)ud ]1133 0.76 RZ
µ 1.77 R240

b 2.29

[C(1)qq ]1221 1.63 RZ
µ 1.73 R365

e 2.29

[Ced]3333 1.57 AZ
τ 1.67 R240

τ 2.28

[Cld]2211 2.18 AZ
µ 1.05 R240

µ 2.26

[Cld]2222 2.18 AZ
µ 1.05 R240

µ 2.26

[C(1)lq ]2222 2.06 AZ
µ 1.26 R240

c 2.23

[Cll]3333 1.03 ΓZ 1.68 R163
τ 2.22

[Cqe]1133 1.59 AZ
τ 1.59 R240

τ 2.21

[Ced]3311 1.57 AZ
τ 1.59 R240

τ 2.20

[Ced]3322 1.57 AZ
τ 1.59 R240

τ 2.19

[C(1)ud ]2233 0.76 RZ
µ 1.66 R240

b 2.15

[C(1)ud ]3322 1.99 RZ
µ 1.16 R365

t 2.14

Continued on next page
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Table 4: 2σ CL in the Warsaw basis. Coefficients are renormalised at Λ = 1TeV

Ci Λeff
i on-pole Obs on-pole Λeff

i off-pole Obs off-pole Λeff
i Combined

[C(1)lq ]2211 2.06 AZ
µ 1.01 R240

µ 2.13

[C(1)qu ]2222 0.88 ΓZ 1.62 R240
c 2.11

[C(1)qu ]1122 1.15 ΓZ 1.57 R365
e 2.08

[C(1)ud ]2211 0.82 ΓZ 1.56 R365
e 2.03

[C(1)ud ]2222 0.70 RZ
µ 1.56 R365

e 2.03

[C(1)quqd]3331 0.00 — 2.03 µbb̄ 2.03

[C(1)quqd]3332 0.00 — 2.03 µbb̄ 2.03

[C(8)qu ]2331 0.00 — 2.02 µcc̄ 2.02

[C(1)qq ]2332 1.46 ΓZ 1.49 R365
e 1.99

[C(1)qq ]1331 1.26 RZ
µ 1.51 R240

c 1.94

[C(1)qu ]1111 1.15 ΓZ 1.45 R365
e 1.94

[CdW ]23 0.63 AZ
e 1.68 µbb̄ 1.91

[C(1)ud ]1111 0.82 ΓZ 1.45 R365
e 1.89

[CdG]33 0.00 — 1.89 µbb̄ 1.89

[C(1)ud ]1122 0.70 RZ
µ 1.45 R365

e 1.89

[Cld]3333 1.52 AZ
τ 1.27 R240

b 1.88

[C(1)quqd]3313 0.00 — 1.86 µbb̄ 1.86

[C(1)lq ]3322 1.43 AZ
τ 1.26 R240

c 1.82

[C(1)qd ]2233 0.62 ΓZ 1.36 R240
b 1.76

[C(1)qu ]2331 0.00 — 1.75 µcc̄ 1.75

[Cld]3311 1.52 AZ
τ 1.05 R240

τ 1.72

[Cld]3322 1.51 AZ
τ 1.05 R240

τ 1.72

[Cuu]1331 1.47 RZ
µ 1.08 R240

c 1.67

[CuB ]22 1.57 AZ
e 0.95 µcc̄ 1.65

[C(1)lq ]3311 1.46 AZ
τ 1.01 R240

τ 1.64

[CdH ]12 0.00 — 1.63 µbb̄ 1.63

[Cdd]1111 0.70 ΓZ 1.26 R365
e 1.62

[Cdd]2222 0.54 RZ
µ 1.26 R365

e 1.62

[Cuu]2332 1.46 RZ
µ 0.89 R365

t 1.57

[CeW ]11 0.75 AZ
e 1.46 µµµ̄ 1.55

[C(1)qd ]1133 0.81 ΓZ 1.17 R240
b 1.55

[Cdd]1133 0.58 ΓZ 1.17 R240
b 1.52

[Cdd]2233 0.50 RZ
µ 1.17 R240

b 1.52

[C(1)qd ]2222 0.68 ΓZ 1.15 R240
c 1.50

[C(1)qd ]2211 0.58 ΓZ 1.15 R240
c 1.49

[C(1)qd ]1111 0.86 ΓZ 1.11 R365
e 1.48

[C(1)qd ]1122 0.77 ΓZ 1.11 R365
e 1.46

[CdH ]11 0.00 — 1.44 µbb̄ 1.44

[Cdd]1122 0.53 RZ
µ 1.10 R365

e 1.43

[C(1)qq ]1122 0.37 RZ
c 1.12 R240

c 1.42

Continued on next page
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Table 4: 2σ CL in the Warsaw basis. Coefficients are renormalised at Λ = 1TeV

Ci Λeff
i on-pole Obs on-pole Λeff

i off-pole Obs off-pole Λeff
i Combined

[C(3)lequ]2133 0.00 — 1.39 µµµ̄ 1.39

[C(3)lequ]1233 0.00 — 1.39 µµµ̄ 1.39

[Cuu]1221 0.47 RZ
µ 1.12 R365

e 1.38

[CdW ]32 0.87 AZ
e 1.56 µbb̄ 1.22

CH 0.39 mW 0.83 σ240
Zh 0.82

B.2 SILH Basis

We report here the projected sensitivity to universal operators in the SILH basis as well

as a select number of non-universal operators which are defined differently to the Warsaw

basis. Concretely, in addition to the operators introduced in Eqs. 3.14-3.17 and 3.22 -3.24,

we focus on

OγW = QHW , OγB = QHB, O3G = Q3G, OH = −1
2QH□, O6 = QH , (B.2)

which are just slightly modified and renamed with respect to their Warsaw Basis counter-

parts Qi, as well as

O2G = −1

2
(DµGAµν)(DρG

A,ρν). (B.3)

In addition to those universal contributions, we also define the following operators modi-

fying the electroweak vertices to third family quarks:

O(1)
qD = (q̄3Lγ

µq3L)∂
νBµν (B.4)

O(3)
qD = (q̄3Lγ

µτ Iq3L)D
νW I

µν (B.5)

OtD = (t̄Rγ
µtR)∂

νBµν . (B.6)

Table 5: Single Operator 2σ confidence intervals in the SILH basis exceding 1TeV from

on- and off-Pole observables, as well as their combined projected sensitivity. The Wil-

son Coefficients are renormalized at Λ = 1TeV. We also report the most constraining

measurement for each coefficient for on- and off-Pole Observables.

Si Λeff
i on-pole Obs. on-pole Λeff

i off-pole Obs. off-pole Λeff
i Combined

ST 80.62 mW 5.30 σ240
WW 80.62

SB+W 26.57 AZ
e 3.59 σ365

Zh 26.57

S(3)qD 21.50 RZ
µ 22.96 R240

b 26.24

S2W 21.88 AZ
e 21.12 R240

τ 25.37

S2B 23.25 AZ
e 11.22 R365

e 23.55

S(1)qD 16.19 AZ
e 14.48 R365

t 18.28

StD 14.49 AZ
e 13.54 R365

t 16.64

Continued on next page
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Table 5: 2σ CL in the SILH basis. Coefficients are renormalized at Λ = 1TeV

Si Λeff
i on-pole Obs. on-pole Λeff

i off-pole Obs. off-pole Λeff
i Combined

SγW 9.29 AZ
e 7.76 σ365

Zh 10.22

SγB 9.16 AZ
e 3.95 σ240

Zh 9.23

S3W 8.63 AZ
e 4.61 σ240

WW 8.79

SHW 5.27 mW 4.46 σ365
Zh 5.81

SHB 5.28 mW 3.45 σ240
WW 5.49

SH 4.84 mW 2.33 σ240
Zh 4.89

S2G 3.87 mW 3.02 R365
e 4.57

SB−W 3.38 AZ
e 2.75 σ365

Zh 3.68

Sg 0.47 mW 2.19 µbb̄ 2.19

S6 0.39 mW 0.83 σ240
Zh 0.82

S3G 0.53 mW 0.00 — 0.53
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