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Abstract

Precision phenomenology
of the PDF-BSM interplay

Manuel Morales Alvarado

The Standard Model (SM) stands as one of the most successful theories ever conceived,
representing a triumph of human intellect and collaboration. The SM provides a very good
description of visible matter, with the proton being a central part of this understanding.
The structure of the proton, in terms of its elementary constituents, can be parametrised in
terms of parton distribution functions (PDFs). PDFs, essential ingredients in theoretical
predictions, cannot be calculated from first principles and must be extracted from fits to
experimental data.

Despite the immense success of the SM, we know that it cannot be the most complete
theory of nature as it leaves important questions unanswered. In this context, the high
energy physics community looks for physics beyond the SM (BSM). One way to conduct
these searches is by studying subtle deviations of our theoretical predictions from the
observed experimental values. In this context, as it reaches unprecedented levels of
precision, the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) is carrying out one of the most rigorous tests
of the SM. However, despite the large amounts of data collected so far, no direct evidence
of BSM physics has been found.

PDFs are crucial inputs in LHC physics. However, they are typically fitted under the
assumption of the SM, which can introduce potential inconsistencies when they are used to
generate predictions in BSM searches. In this way, a simultaneous determination of PDFs
and BSM parameters is crucial to avoid biases in the interpretation of LHC data and to
maximise the potential of the LHC to discover new physics. Additionally, BSM physics
can be absorbed by the PDFs, rendering the interpretation of the data very challenging.
The interplay between PDFs and BMS physics is an issue that is often overlooked in the
literature and, in this thesis, we aim to explore it further.

In Chapter 1, we begin by providing a review of the SM and, in particular, quantum
chromodynamics and PDFs. Additionally, we introduce aspects of BSM physics and
effective field theories (EFTs). We also formulate the problem of the PDF-BSM interplay



and discuss the potential implications of this interplay in the context of LHC physics.
After that, in Chapter 2, we discuss aspects of modern machine learning (ML) techniques
that are useful for the analyses carried out in this thesis and we introduce SIMUNET:
an open-source deep learning methodology to perform simultaneous fits of PDFs and
BSM parameters, and to assess the potential absorption of new physics effects in PDF
fits. In Chapter 3 we apply the SIMUNET methodology to perform fits of PDFs and
EFT coefficients in the top sector and in global datasets. We compare the results of
these fits with those obtained from standard SM PDF-only and EFT-only fits, and we
discuss the implications of these results in terms of a simultaneous determination. Then,
in Chapter 4, we apply the SIMUNET methodology to address the possible contamination
of BSM physics in PDF fits. We show how this absorption can lead to apparent but
spurious tensions between theoretical predictions and experimental measurements, and
how to disentangle the effects of this contamination in the observables. Afterwards, in
Chapter 5, we discuss whether BSM physics, formulated in terms of EFTs, can modify the
renormalisation group evolution of the PDFs in the DGLAP equations, which describes
how PDF's evolve with the energy scale. In Chapter 6, we shift our focus from PDFs to
ways in which novel ML techniques can be used for precision calculations in LHC physics
in general. To pave the way for the use of interpretable ML methodologies in collider
physics, we explore how symbolic regression can be used for precision calculations in
collider observables. In Chapter 7 we summarise the main results of this thesis and discuss
potential future directions.

Quotes are used to introduce each chapter. If the original quote is not in English, the
original and the translated version are provided. If an official or well-known translation is
available, it is used. Otherwise, a translation by the author, indicated by ‘trad. M. M. A.’,

is provided.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

When you find yourself in the thick of it

Help yourself to a bit of what is all around you

from Martha My Dear,
by The Beatles.

In this chapter we provide a brief introduction to the main topics that will be discussed
in the thesis. We start by discussing the Standard Model (SM) of particle physics. We
introduce the concepts of deep inelastic scattering, and the parton model as a way of
understanding hadrons in terms of elementary constituents. We then introduce the concept
of parton distribution functions (PDFs) and their evolution. We finish this chapter by
presenting some aspects of physics beyond the SM, effective field theories, and their
interplay with the PDFs; which will be the main focus of the thesis.

1.1 The Standard Model

"Nothing exists except atoms and empty space; everything else is merely thought to exist’,
said Democritus in the writings of Diogenes Laertius [1]. Human curiosity moves us to
understand and describe the world around us at the most fundamental level. This curiosity
was the driving force behind the ideas of ancient philosophers like Democritus himself,
who famously proposed the existence of atoms. Over time, our understanding of the
fundamental constituents of matter has evolved, leading to the development of modern
frameworks.

Up to the early 1800s, we had theories that accounted for two interactions: gravity and
electromagnetism. After that, the 20th century saw rapid progress in the field of physics
ranging from the first experiments in radioactivity, to the discovery of the electron, the

first fundamental particle to be discovered, and to the development of quantum mechanics
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and relativity. These developments culminated in the creation of the Standard Model
(SM), one of the most successful theories ever devised. It accounts for three of the four
fundamental forces of nature: electromagnetism, the weak nuclear force, and the strong
nuclear force. The SM does not describe gravity. The SM is a theory that describes
particles and their interactions in terms of relativistic quantum field theories.

To Democritus of Abdera’s contentment, we will first briefly formulate some aspects of
the SM in terms of its spacetime and matter content, and then we will delve deeper into
its proper formulation in terms of quantum fields and symmetries.

To talk about the SM we first need a notion of spacetime. Throughout this thesis we
will work in the framework of special relativity, which describes the geometry of spacetime
in the absence of gravity. In this context, we work in a flat (3 + 1)-dimensional Minkowski

spacetime, with a metric g given by

1 0 0 0
0 -1 0 0
_ 1.1
g 0 0 1 (1.1)
00 0 -1

Its elements are denoted by g,,, with p,v = 0,1,2,3, going over the time and space
components of the metric!

We also need the notion of fields, which represent particles. In the SM, we have gauge
fields, which are associated with the fundamental forces, and matter fields, which are
associated with the matter particles. Gauge fields mediate the interactions between the
matter fields, so they can be though of as the 'messenger’ particles of the forces.

The matter fields can be split into two categories: leptons and quarks. In the SM there

are three generations of leptons

() () ()

where e is the electron, y is the muon, and 7 is the tau lepton. Each one of these charged
leptons has an associated neutrino respectively denoted as v., v, and v;. Neutrinos are
neutral particles, and they are much lighter than the charged leptons?.

In the SM there are also quarks. Unlike leptons, quarks have colour charge, and

Note that Eq. (1.1) describes the metric of a flat spacetime. In the presence of gravity, the metric is
no longer flat and it becomes a dynamical field, which is described by Einstein’s field equations in general
relativity.

2The SM predicts massless neutrinos.
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therefore they interact through the strong nuclear force. There are 3 generations of quarks

() ()6

where u, ¢, and t are the up, charm, and top quarks, and d, s, and b are the down, strange,
and bottom quarks. Leptons and quarks interact with each other through gauge bosons,
the carriers of the fundamental interactions.

The electromagnetic interaction, which describes light, heat, chemical bonds, and many

other things, is mediated by the photon, usually denoted by

.

The weak interaction, which is responsible for the radioactive decay of atoms, is mediated
by the
W+, W~, and Z

bosons. The W and W~ bosons are charged, and the Z boson is neutral. Finally, the

strong interaction is mediated by the gluons

The last ingredient of the SM is the Higgs boson: a scalar particle that is responsible
for the generation of mass of the fundamental particles, and it is usually denoted in the
literature by

H.

After this lightning review of the 'atoms’ and ’empty space’ of Democritus, we will
now delve deeper into the formulation of the SM in terms of relativistic quantum fields
and symmetries. The SM is a gauge theory, which means that the Lagrangian is invariant

under local gauge transformations. The gauge group of the SM is
GSM = SU(S)C X SU(2)L X U(l)y, (1.2)

where SU(3)¢ is the gauge group of the strong interaction, and SU(2)7, x U(1)y is the gauge
group of the electroweak interaction. In a gauge theory, associated to every generator of a
group there is a gauge boson that acts as a mediator of the interaction. In this way, there
are 8 gluons associated with the SU(3)s group, and 4 gauge bosons associated with the
SU(2)1, x U(1)y group which, after a rotation via the weak mixing angle, become the W7,
W=, and Z bosons, and the photon 7.

In addition to the matter particles and the gauge bosons, the SM Lagrangian contains
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the Higgs boson, which is a scalar field that is responsible for the generation of mass for
the fundamental particles. The Higgs boson is a spin-0 particle, and it is the only scalar
particle in the SM. The Higgs boson is a key ingredient of the SM, and its discovery in 2012
by the ATLAS and CMS collaborations at the LHC was a major milestone in the history
of particle physics. The gauge group of Eq. (1.2) is broken by the Higgs field acquiring a
non-zero vacuum expectation value, which gives mass to the W+, W~ and Z bosons, and
the fermions. The photon remains massless, as it is the gauge boson associated with an
unbroken U(1)gy subgroup.

The SM Lagrangian, before spontaneous symmetry breaking, can be written as
Lsy = 1GA GArv 1WI Wi 1B B
M = GO G = W = G B
+ ) Wiy + (D, H) (D' H)
(4

1 2
.Y (HTH — 5&)

— [quHd + Y, gHu+ Y, He + H.c.] .

Let us summarise the terms in Eq. (1.3). To do so, it will first be useful to define the

covariant derivative
D, =0, +ig'Y B, +igS'W, +ig, TG, (1.4)

where ¢, g, and g5 are the gauge couplings of the U(1)y, SU(2)., and SU(3)¢ groups,
respectively, Y is the hypercharge, S’ are generators of SU(2)z, and T4 are generators of
SU(3)¢. The generators of SU(2),, can be chosen to be
A
St = Ok I1=1,23, (1.5)
with the Pauli matrices defined in Eq. (A.1) of App. A. The generators of SU(3)¢ can be
chosen to be
)\A
T4 =
2 )
where M are the Gell-Mann matrices defined in Eq. (A.2) of App. A.
Now, let us go back to the SM Lagrangian in Eq. (1.3). The first line contains the

A=1,...,8, (1.6)

kinetic terms for the gauge bosons, with G;‘l,, Wlfy,

for the gluons, W bosons, and the hypercharge boson, respectively, and it also contains

and By, being the field strength tensors
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the self-interactions among the bosons. The field strengths are defined as

Gh, = 0,G) — 0,G) — g, f*PCGRGE,
W,{V =0,W! — aVW,{ — ge”KW,{ Wk, (1.7)
B, =0,B, —0,B,.

fABC’ I1JK

where and €'’ are the structure constants of SU(3)x and SU(2)y, respectively, and
characterise the algebra of the groups as in Eq. (A.3) of App. A. The second line in Eq.
(1.3) contains the kinetic terms for the fermions, and the interaction of the fermions with
the gauge bosons via the covariant derivative. The sum over 1 runs over all the fermions in
the SM. The second line also contains the kinetic term of the Higgs H and its interaction
with the gauge fields. The third line encodes the Higgs potential which, after spontaneous
symmetry breaking, gives the Higgs a mass my = 2Av?. The last line is the Yukawa sector,
and it contains the interactions between the Higgs and the fermions. d, u, and e are the
right-handed down, up, and electron singlets, and ¢ and [ are the left-handed quark and
lepton doublets. We also define H; = €i;H*. In Eq. (1.3) we have neglected generation
indices, but the Yukawa couplings Y,,, Y;, and Y, are actually 3 X 3 matrices that encode
the interactions between the Higgs and the generations of fermions. The Yukawa sector,
after spontaneous symmetry breaking, generates the masses of the fermions.

The SM Lagrangian in Eq. (1.3) can be used to calculate hard scattering reactions
involving elementary particles, but we will see that this is not the whole story when dealing
with quarks and gluons. To do this, we will take a closer look to the QCD part of the SM
Lagrangian. Eq. (1.3) provides an almost complete description of perturbative QCD, but
it has to be supplemented in two aspects. First, to properly define the gluon propagator
we have to add a gauge-fixing term to the Lagrangian, and second, in non-Abelian gauge
theories like QCD, ghosts have to be introduced to cancel the unphysical degrees of freedom
that arise in the theory [2, 3].

In nature, quarks and gluons are never found in isolation. This is a consequence of
confinement, which can be understood in terms of the running of the strong coupling. Let

us consider a physical observable R that depends on the strong coupling
as = ==, (1.8)

When we calculate R in perturbation theory including loop contributions, we find UV
divergences that have to be removed by means of a renormalisation procedure at a scale
. Naturally, R cannot depend on the arbitrary scale pu that we have introduced in the

calculation so IR
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where ¢t = log(u?). It can be shown from Eq. (1.9) that the scale dependence on R enters
through the running of the strong coupling a,(p?), which is described by its 8 function

dovg

% _ Blow, (1.10)
with
Blas) = —baz(1+Vag +b'a% + O(a?)), (1.11)
and the coefficients above are given by
bh— 33 — an
12 7
, 153 —19ny
"~ 27(33 — 2ny)’ (1.12)
W 77139 — 150991 + 32571?

28872(33 — 2ny)

where ny is the number of active quark flavours at the energy scale i, and the first, second,
and third terms on the right-hand side of Eq. (1.11) represent respectively the 1-loop,
2-loop, and 3-loop corrections to the running. In the SM the running is currently known
up to 5-loop corrections [4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9]. Neglecting 2-loop and higher order corrections,

the § function can be integrated analytically to obtain the running of the strong coupling

_ o, (15)
14 ag(pg) b log(p?/pg)’

as (1) (1.13)
where fi is a reference scale (where the coupling remains in the perturbative regime).
From Eq. (1.13) we see that at very high energies, where the logarithm becomes very large,
the strong coupling approaches zero, and the quarks and gluons become asymptotically
free. On the other hand, at low energies, the strong coupling becomes very large, and
the quarks and gluons are confined into hadrons. This is the phenomenon of confinement,
which is one of the most important features of QCD. In this energy regime, the strong
coupling is not small any more and, therefore, perturbation theory no longer converges.
Notice that Eq. (1.13) does not describe absolute values of a; but just its evolution.
In practice, we extract the value of the strong coupling at a given scale from experimental
data, using for example iy = myz, and then use Eq. (1.13) to predict the value of ay
at other scales. Another possibility is to introduce a dimensionful parameter Aqcp to
describe the evolution. Aqcp represents the energy scale at which the strong coupling
becomes non-perturbative. This value is usually take to be of around 200 MeV, although

its exact value depends on the order of the calculation and the renormalisation scheme

20



used. In this way, the 1-loop running of Eq. (1.13) can be written as

au(42) = !
’ b log(:u2/A(2QCD) ’

and the dependence on the reference scale py has been removed in favour of Aqep.
Asymptotic freedom and confinement are key features that will allows us to describe
the dynamics of the strong interaction, and how factorisation of short distance and long

distance effects can be used to understand that we observe at hadron colliders.

1.2 Deep inelastic scattering

Deep inelastic scattering (DIS) is a process that has been instrumental in the development
of our understanding of the structure of the proton (and hadrons in general). In DIS, an

electron is scattered off a proton
e (k) + P(p) —» e (K) + X,

where X is a hadronic final state. The process is characterised by the exchange of a virtual

photon, as shown in Fig. 1.1.

€ &

X
P

Figure 1.1: Deep inelastic scattering of an electron off a proton.

We define
s=((p+k)? q=k-F, (1.14)

where s is the square of the center-of-mass energy, and adopt the standard notation for
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the kinematic variables

2
2 2 Q p-q
= — = = 1.1
At leading order in QED the differential cross section is given by
et dm 3K
do = ——L,.,(k,K"NW"(p, ) —=—, 1.16
o 2s Q4 H ( ) (p Q) (27T)32EI ( )

where we have made explicit the phase space integration over the final state electron,
and the integration over the final state hadronic system is implicit in the hadronic tensor
W (p,q). Using the kinematics in Eq. (1.15), Eq. (1.16) can be written as

4

dU = ?Luy(k% k/)WW/(pv Q)

v

207 d@Q*dzx, (1.17)

where we have defined a = €?/(47) and used the leptonic tensor defined as

Ly = 5 S Ky (k)a(k) (k')
spins (1.18)

= 2 (kuk!, + kK, — g (k- k) .

By imposing conservation ¢, W = ¢, W = 0, it can be shown that the hadronic tensor

WH(p,q) in Eq. (1.17) can be written in terms of Lorentz structures and scalars as

QuQy 1 P-q P-q
Wu(p, q) = Fi(z, Q?) (—g,w + 5 > + Fy(z, Q%) — (pu - —Qqu> (py - —2qu) ,
q p-q q q
(1.19)
where Fy(z, Q%) and Fy(z,Q?) are structure functions. Having expressions for both the

leptonic and hadronic tensors in Eq. (1.17), we can write

20)? 1— 2
L,UVWMV = TQQ (yzFl(xv QQ) + T yFQ(xv QQ)) = Q%I(l’, Y, Q2)7 (120)
and obtain the simplified differential cross section
4
do = o F(x,y,Q*)dQ*dx. (1.21)

The structure functions Fj(x, Q%) and Fy(x,Q?) can be related to the structure of the

proton in terms of its elementary constituents, as we shall see in the following section.
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1.3 The parton model

The parton model [10, 11] assumes that hadrons are QCD bound states of elementary
particles called partons, and that interactions involving hadrons are interactions of point-
like partons convoluted with functions that parametrise the structure of the hadron: parton

distribution functions (PDFs). In this way, any DIS differential cross section do can be

-3 / 0z fi(2)d6:(=p), (1.22)

where, for a parton of type i, ; is the partonic cross section, which is calculated in

written as

perturbation theory, and f;(z) is its PDF, which is associated to the probability of finding
a parton of type ¢ with a fraction z of the total momentum of the hadron p. The integral
accounts for the process to happen with any momentum fraction weighted by the PDF,
and the sum runs over all parton types .

In the parton model, certain sum rules must be met by the PDFs. For example, the
momentum sum rule states that the total momentum of the partons in the hadron must

be equal to the total momentum of the hadron

Z/O dea filz) = 1. (1.23)

where the sum runs over all partons 7. Additionally there are also number sum rules which

are determined by the number of valence quarks in the hadron

/O(fq() faw) = No, (1.24)

where N, is the number of valence quarks of type ¢ in the hadron: N, =2, Ny =1, and
N, = 0 for other ¢ flavours in the proton.
Using the parton model in Eq. (1.22), it can be shown that the hadronic tensor can be

written in terms of the PDFs as

2 : 2 qudv x pb-q pb-q

' 9 e 1 l/—"_ —"__ - T 5 l/__ 1% .

Wi 20 fi@ [ ( I q2) p-Q(p“ ¢ q“) (p qQQﬂ
(1.25)

Now, we have two expressions for the hadronic tensor in Egs. (1.19) and (1.25), and we
can identify the structure functions F(x, Q%) and Fy(z, Q*) with the PDF's as

(z,Q?) = ZleZ Fy(z, Q%) = $Z€2fl (1.26)

Eq. (1.26) shows that the structure functions Fy(z,Q?) and Fy(z,Q?), in fact, do not
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depend on Q? but simply on the momentum fraction = of the partons. This property is

called Bjorken scaling, and it is a consequence of the parton model. Furthermore, the
relation 20 F ()
cFy(x

2eF)(x) = Fy(z) = R(x)= NACEE 1, (1.27)

known as Callan-Gross equation [12], confirms with the fact that partons are spin-1/2

fermions. If partons were spin-0 particles we would have Fj(x) = 0, but experimentally it

has been found that R(z) ~ 1 [13].
The Bjorken scaling holds to a good approximation in QED but, as we shall see in the

next section, QCD corrections will modify this behaviour.

1.4 QCD corrections to DIS

To consider QCD corrections to DIS, we will first calculate the relevant partonic cross
section with no QCD emissions, and then we will compute the first-order radiative
corrections. Consider an incoming quark of colour ¢ with momentum p in the initial state,

interacting with some initial state X; to produce a final state X, as shown in Fig. 1.2.

Us

% X

X;

Figure 1.2: Incoming quark of colour ¢ interacting with some initial state X; to produce
a final state X.

The amplitude of this process is

MC(IO) (p) = Ai(p)ui(p), (1.28)
where 7 is a color index, summed over the range ¢ = 1,..., N. = 3. The parton cross
section is proportional to

1 1 2 1 1
50 (p) = — MO = — A, 047 1.29
oy (p) SN M ()] SN i(P)PY Al (p), (1.29)

where p’ is the collective momentum of X;. We want to compute the first-order radiative

corrections to the cross section in QCD so, now, we will consider the emission of a gluon
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from the quark, as shown in Fig. 1.3.

X;

Figure 1.3: Incoming quark of colour ¢ interacting with some initial state X; to produce
a final state X, with the emission of a gluon.

In what follows, we will be interested in the treatment of the soft and collinear
singularities that arise in the theory. For this, it will be useful to introduce the Sudakov

decomposition of the momenta of k, the momentum of the gluon, as
kE=1—-2z2)p+kr+&n, (1.30)
where the lightlike four-vector 7 is chosen so that
pkr=nkr=0; n*=0; 2p-n=1 (1.31)

With these ingredients, the phase space measure for the gluon can be written as

Pk 1 dk}|dz (1.32)
(2m)32k0 1672 1—2z '

The amplitude with the emission of a gluon can be decomposed in terms of a singular and

a regular part in the limit k7 — 0 as

MP(p, k) = MU (0, k) + ML, (9, k). (1.33)

g,sing
After some algebra, it can be shown that the singular part of the amplitude is

2 2 2 1 2
MO, )| = =2 Cr T2 o)

q,sing k% P

, (1.34)

}2

where we have used the leading order amplitude in Eq. (1.29), before the gluon emission.
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From the squared matrix element we can get the cross section with gluon emission as

. asC 7l 1+z

where again R,(kr, z) is the regular part of the amplitude. The integral over |k%| in Eq.
(1.35) is divergent in the collinear limit when k% — 0. Additionally, the cross section also
exhibits a soft singularity when z — 1. To deal with them, we can introduce two cut-off
parameters: 1 — € in the upper bound of the integration over z, and A in the lower bound
of the integration over |kZ%|. Then, we obtain the integrals by taking the limits ¢ — 0
and A — 0 at the end of the calculation. It can be shown that the inclusion of virtual
corrections cancel the soft singularity in the real emissions, so we are left with the collinear
divergence. To do this, we introduce a momentum scale p in charge of defining the regions

of phase space with small and high transverse momentum. From Eq. (1.35) we obtain

51 ozsCF/ - /; d|k 1+Z2) £ éo)(zp) (0)(]))}
asCF "“T'max d|k . .
/ 1_2/ &) [0 (zp) — 50 (p)] (1.36)

CYSCF K7 [max
d|k k
[ [T iR,

where we have separated the integral over |7 into the two regions, the 67 (p) contributions

Q>

have come from the virtual corrections, and on the last line we have set A\? = 0 because

the integrand is regular. By defining a so-called splitting function

Pyg(z) = Cr (11J:f)+ : (1.37)

where the + subscript means that P,(z) is a distribution whose action over a regular test

function f(z) is defined by subtracting the value of the function at f(z = 1) as

1 1 1+ 22
| apurs) = [ o1 - (1.38)
we get X
sC I
AP0 = B [ e P16 ) low B + 610, (1.39)

where the regular part of the cross section is

5 2y _ 0 [ 5O F2|ax | Cp [l
oWtk = 52 [ 24 2ot epptog B4 0 [T i
(1.40)
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An additional contribution to the total cross section of this process comes from gluon
splitting. A similar procedure, after a long calculation, leads to the following expression

for its associated cross section

~ (1) a, ! (0) W (1 2

700) = 52 [z P50 ) on g + o101, (1.41)
where we have defined the splitting function

Py(2) =Tr 22+ (1 - 2)?], (1.42)

and the regular part of the cross section is given by

NORE N (0) K2 |max | Tp [l
Ogieg(D 1) = 5 dz Pug(2)6,” (2p) log 2T d|k7| Ry (kr, 2)
0 0

T 1—1=2
(1.43)

So far, by including leading order QCD corrections, we have found the cross sections

(p)
1
R Qg N
=50(p) + = / 4z Poy(2)5" (zp) log =5 30 ) (1.44)
and

Gy(p) = 5(”(29)
055

=5 dqug( )60 (zp) log &= v +0§126g(p,u2)- (1.45)

So far, we have only dealt with partonic cross sections. Now, we will calculate the

complete hadronic cross section in the parton model via Eq. (1.22) as

o(p) = / Ay L2 (0)aup) + £, (9)35 (D)), (1.46)

In the next section, we will see how PDFs provide a mechanism to deal with the

collinear singularities that arise in the theory.

1.5 PDF evolution

We now observe that the two terms proportional to log A% in Eqs. (1.44) and (1.45) can be
absorbed in a redefinition of the quark distribution function f,(y). Indeed, the first three
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terms in (1.44) can be written

1 1 0 Qg MQ Qg ,UQ
[ v [z L) o0 -2+ 5205 | + fi05 R 0n )
(1.47)
where we have grouped the terms in the cross section by introducing an integral over z to

be able to factor the leading order contribution

/0 dy (fo(4)5a(yp)) = / dy / 0260 (2yp) o (w)8(1 - 2). (1.48)

Eq. (1.47) shows that we can redefine the quark distribution function to absorb the
collinear divergence. By using the change of variables
d
zy = x; dz:—x; 0<z<y, (1.49)

this becomes

We then define
Ly x a x 2 a x w2
2 S s
folz, %) = /x m {fq(y) {5 (1 - 5) + 5T (5) log ﬁ} + fo(y) 5 Fag (5) logﬁ} :
which allows us to write the hadronic cross section with scale dependent PDFs as
1
o) = [ do [fulo oo, ) + Syfa)ou o )] (152
0
We have reabsorbed the collinear singularities in the definitions of the quark PDF as
L dy x « x u? Q@ x 2
2\ S s
folw, p”) = /x ? {fq(y) [5 (1 - §> + %qu <§) log ﬁ} + fg(y)%qu <§) logp} .
(1.53)

Now, if a gluon goes on to participate in the hard reaction we can repeat the process to

obtain

oty = [0 (1= 2) 4 g2 () tow] s + 520 () 18}
(1.54)
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where the additional splitting functions are given by

1— 33 —2
Ppy(z) =204 | —— +—= 4 2(1—2)| + 2501 - 2), (1.55)
1—2z4 z 6
where n¢ is the number of active flavours, and
Py(z) =Cp[2* 4+ (1 —2)?]. (1.56)

The evolution of the PDFs in the scale ;2 is given then by

20fg(z 1% by X 2 x 2

K ou? _%/ ?{qu (5) fq(yvﬂ>+qu (;) fg(yvll’)}a
20fy(z, 1% _ ay dy x 2 X 2

K ou? 27r/ y {ng (5) fg(yuu )+ Pyq (;) fq(yaﬂ )};

which are the well known Dokshitzer-Gribov-Lipatov-Altarelli-Parisi (DGLAP) evolution
equations [14, 15, 16].

The procedure we have described so far considers only first order QCD corrections. In

(1.57)

general, at higher orders the splitting functions of the DGLAP equations can be written

as an expansion in ay as

Priq; (2,0) = 6P (2) + O(a,),
P, .(z,a5) = PO (2) + O(a,
0ig (% s) q(lo)( ) + O(as), (158)
PQ(H(Z’ aS) = qui (Z) + O(aé’>7
Pz, 05) = P;g)(z) + O(ay),
where, we consider ny active flavours, ¢; runs over quark and antiquarks, i = 1,...,2ny,

and ¢ represent the gluons.

State of the art splitting functions in the SM have been computed up to NNLO [17,
18, 19, 20], and partially to N3LO [21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31].

It is worth mentioning that, at leading order, the splitting functions can be more simply

calculated as the collinear limit of matrix elements as

Ppa(z) = lim (—z (1-2 ZZ ‘M‘HB*C’ ) , (1.59)

pols. cols.

where A denotes the incoming particle, B denotes the outgoing particle that participates
in the hard reaction, C' denotes the on-shell outgoing particle, and we average over the
polarisation states and the colours. The factors on the right hand side of the equation
arise from the phase space integration in the Sudakov decomposition.

Later in this thesis we will be interested in corrections coming from higher dimensional
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operators to the leading order splitting functions that we have described here.

Naturally, the splitting functions are essential in describing the evolution of the PDFs,
but they are not the only ingredient. The DGLAP equations also depend on the strong
coupling ;. As we described earlier in this chapter, ay is not a constant, but it runs with
the energy scale according to its beta function. Later in the thesis, we will also explore
how the action of higher dimensional operators can modify the running of as.

A final comment is in order regarding the factorisation in Eq. (1.22) in the DIS
case. The factorisation theorems state that the full cross section of a process can be
factorised into a convolution of the PDFs and the partonic cross section, separating long-
and short-distance effects. In a similar way, we can also decompose hadronic cross sections,

with two hadrons in the initial state, in terms of its luminosity for the 4, j parton channel

1
d
Ez’j(Ta m) = / % fi (x,m2) fi (%;7712) =1fi®f, (1.60)

where we have introduced the ® convolution symbol. In this way, the hadronic cross

section can be written as

o= ZLij@a'ij? (1-61)
,J

where 6;; are the partonic cross sections.

PDFs will be fundamental objects in this thesis. So far, however, we have only
considered the PDFs in the context of the SM. In the next section, we will discuss some
aspects of physics beyond the SM, and how it can be related to the PDFs.

1.6 Beyond the Standard Model physics

What we have described so far has been formulated in the context of the SM, one of
the most successful theories ever devised. To excellent agreement, the SM describes
experiments that had been carried out before its formulation while, at the same time, made
predictions that were spectacularly confirmed by experiments later (e.g. the electroweak
bosons and the Higgs). However, we also know that the SM cannot be the full story. There
are several reasons for this, with notable examples being the origin of neutrino masses,
the origin of matter in the universe, the nature of dark matter and dark energy, and a
quantum theory of gravity. For these reasons, the SM is considered incomplete, and we
look for physics beyond the SM (BSM).

There are several framework that account for BSM physics. One of them is by means
of effective field theory (EFT) frameworks. In this framework, we consider the SM as an
effective theory that describes the interactions of particles at energies below a certain high

energy scale, A, while potential heavy new particles lie above this scale. At energies below
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A, the SM fields are retained as dynamical degrees of freedom, and the heavy fields are
integrated out of the theory. The EFT is then constructed by expanding the Lagrangian
in terms of higher dimensional operators of increasing mass dimension, suppressed by
powers of A. The coefficients of these operators are called Wilson coefficients, and they
encode the effects of the heavy fields that have been integrated out. The EFT can be
used to study the effects of BSM physics in a fairly model-independent way, and we can
indirectly study heavy new physics by constraining the parameter space of the EFT using
experimental data.

In this section, we will delve deeper into the EFT frameworks, how the SM can be
thought as an EFT, and how we can use EFTs to study BSM physics and their interplay
with the PDFs.

1.6.1 Effective field theories

In general, our description of physical phenomena is scale dependent. To describe an apple
falling from a tree we can simply use Newton’s laws of motion and neglect the effects of
Einstein’s general relativity. In this way, we do not need a full description of the laws of
nature to describe, to excellent agreement, a physical system. We could formulate this
discussion, for example, in terms of a painting: we do not need to know every single brush
stroke and a complete colour palette to understand a painting as a consistent message.

Consider the two cases in Fig. 1.4.

Figure 1.4: To the left, the original Las Meninas by Diego Velazquez, 1656. To the right,
an iteration of Las Meninas by Pablo Picasso, 1957.
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In the figure we see the original Las Meninas by Diego Veldzquez, and an iteration®
of Las Meninas by Pablo Picasso. The original painting, famous example of the Spanish
Baroque period, is a detailed and realistic (in the technical sense) representation of a room
in the Royal Alcazar of Madrid.

The painting by Veldzquez is characterised by its dramatic use of light and shadow,
rich colours, and sophisticated technique. In this way, the composition of the painting is
complex and multi-layered. Velazquez uses tenebrism, a technique that emphasizes stark
contrasts between light and dark, to create a sense of depth and volume, giving the figures
a real sense of presence.

Picasso, one of the icons of the Cubist movement, reimagined the painting in his
own style. The painting is still clearly recognizable as Las Meninas, but the style is
completely different as the color palette, the shapes, and the geometry of the scene are
simplified. Picasso’s approach is minimalistic, breaking down the intricate details and forms
of Velazquez’s original into basic geometric shapes and colours. Despite this reduction,
Picasso manages to capture the essence of the original painting. The characters and the
overall scene remain clearly identifiable, demonstrating that the fundamental components
of Veldzquez’s composition, such as the arrangement of figures and the interaction of light
and shadow, are powerful enough to transcend the drastic stylistic changes.

Picasso’s minimalist interpretation emphasises the core elements of Las Meninas,
neglecting some of the details while retaining the essential narrative. This minimalism
does not diminish the painting’s impact. Rather, it highlights the underlying structure
and the interplay of forms and space that define Veldzquez’s masterpiece. Picasso’s work
exemplifies how an artist can convey the same idea through a different visual language,
focusing on the effective components that define the scene.

This idea, that we can describe a system in terms of its effective components, is the
basis of effective field theories (EFTs). Just as Picasso’s Las Meninas captures the essence
of Veldzquez’s work through a minimalist approach, EFTs can capture the main features
of new physics, to which we do not have direct access, by focusing on their most relevant
features, allowing for a deeper understanding of their fundamental properties.

An EFT, in the context of high energy physics, describes elementary interactions at
energies below an energy threshold A when there is a scale separation between theories.
We define the UV theory to be the complete theory at higher energies, and the EFT to be
the theory that describes the low-energy dynamics. We can move between the UV and

EFT domains in two directions:

e Top-bottom approach: We know the UV theory, but we find it useful (or necessary)
to integrate the heavy dynamics into effective operators and couplings in the EFT.

We retain only the light fields as dynamical degrees of freedom and we are interested

3There are many versions.
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on how would the UV theory manifest at low energies.

e Bottom-up approach: We know the EFT and we are interested in mapping
the constraints of the effective operators onto the parameters of the UV theory.
Observables constrain the parameter space of the EFT and possible tension with
an underlying theory (the SM, for example), so this allows us to study possible UV

completions of the model that account for what we see.
To construct an EFT approximation of a UV theory we have to consider some steps:

e Identify the separation of scales: We must define the energy scale that separates
the UV from the EFT. This scale, usually denoted as A, defines the upper bound of
new physics and the power-counting of higher dimensional operators in the EFT.
Both the UV and the EFT have to match at low energies, and the EFT has to be
valid up to the scale A. To have a dimensionally consistent Lagrangian, possible
higher dimensional operators in the EFT are weighted by inverse powers of A and,
the higher the dimension of the operator, the more suppressed by the high energy

scale it is.

e Determine the symmetries of the theory: Symmetries are associated to con-
served quantities and constrain the interactions that the model can describe. Once we

define them, we expand the EFT in an operator basis that satisfies these symmetries.

e Determine the relevant degrees of freedom: The separation of scales defines the
light fields that remain as dynamical degrees of freedom in the EFT, and the heavy
fields that are integrated out of the theory. Below the matching scale, only the light
fields appear in the operator content of the effective Lagrangian, and the integrated
fields will give rise to new, higher dimensional operators and their couplings, known

as Wilson coefficients.

To illustrate the points above, in the following we will discuss how to construct an EFT
in a simplified model, and how to relate the EFT and the UV theories. Let us consider a
simple UV model described by a heavy and a light real scalar field, denoted respectively
as ¢ and H (the idea would be fairly analogous for a set of fields). The mass of the light
field is m and the mass of the heavy field is M with M > m.

To obtain an EFT from the UV, the heavy field H must be integrated out, and only
the light field ¢ remains as a dynamical degree of freedom. We can write the generating

functional of the UV theory as

ZiovlJgs I = / D¢DH exp (z / d*z (Lov (e, H) + Jod + JHH)), (1.62)

33



where J, and Jy are currents. The functional in Eq. (1.62) characterises the UV theory
as all the n-point correlators of ¢ and H can be obtained by differentiating with respect
to the currents. In the effective theory, we only need the correlators for the light fields ¢,

so its generating functional can be written as
Zywr|Jy] = Zuv|Jy, Ju = 0], (1.63)

which, in terms of the effective Lagrangian, can be expressed as

Zrrr|Jy) = / Dqsexp(z' / d*z (Lgpr(¢) + J¢¢)>. (1.64)

In terms of the UV and EFT actions can be related by

exp (1Serr[@](A)) = /DHexp (iSuv]e, H](A)), (1.65)

where the above defines a matching condition between the UV and the EFT at a scale
A ~ M > m. From now on, we will drop the explicit A scale dependence of the action
and understand that the matching is computed at that scale. The effective action can be
obtained by approximating the heavy field close to its classical solution H,.. If we expand

H = H_.+ 7, we can approximate the action by

1 6%Syy
SEFTW] = SUV[¢7 HC] + 577 SH?

Nt ... (1.66)

Hc

where the dots represent higher order derivatives in H, and the first functional derivatives

vanish because we are expanding around the classical solution

dSuvie,H]

= H=H.,.
ST 0 at c

In this way, we can write the effective action in Eq. (1.65) as

s

exp (iSprr(¢]) = /7777 exp (1Suv[¢, He + 1)) =~ exp (iS[0, H]) [det <_(5H2

—-1/2
HC>]

(1.67)

) . (1.68)

Eq. (1.68) is the effective action of the EFT, which naturally contains the effective

Lagrangian. It tells us that the effective action can be approximated by the UV action

and obtain
528

l
Serr|¢] = Suv|e, He| + §Tr log (—m

evaluated at the classical solution of the heavy field, which constitutes a leading order
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tree-level matching, plus a term that accounts for the fluctuations of the heavy field around
its classical solution, which constitutes a 1-loop correction.

By removing the heavy field from the UV theory, we generate new operators in the
EFT that are built from the light fields and, in this way, the effective Lagrangian can be

written as an expansion

x 1 Nk
Lerr = Liight + Z = Z CiiyOi), (1.69)
k i

where Ljigne accounts for the part of the UV Lagrangian that only contains the light fields
(and therefore remains unchanged when we integrate out the heavy fields), the sum over k
runs over all dimensions k£ > 5, the sum over ¢ runs over the n; operators at dimensions k,
C(i,k) are couplings called Wilson coefficients, and Oy; x) are operators that are built from
the light fields. The statement above is formalised by the Appelquist—Carazzone theorem
[32], which stastes that the low energy dynamics can be effectively described using the
light degrees of freedom alone, while the decoupling of the heavy fields is encoded and
reflected in the coefficients of the higher dimensional operators.

To illustrate the ideas above, in the following pages we will go over a concrete example
of a matching procedure between a UV theory and an EFT using the Fermi theory of
weak interactions.

Matching is the process that allows us to relate the UV theory to the EFT. The idea
is to impose that the UV theory and the EFT match at low energies, and in this way we
can determine the Wilson coefficients of the new operators in the EFT. The matching is
done by calculating the matrix elements of the UV theory and the EFT, and equating
them. Notice that EFT and the UV theories have to match at low energies, but they do
not have to match at high energies since the EFT is only valid up to the scale A.

In the literature, matching is usually done at tree level or at the 1-loop level. Currently,
the procedure to match a UV theory to an EFT can be done in a systematic and mostly
automated way using a variety of tools, as described in Ref. [33].

To illustrate the idea behind matching, let us consider an example of matching at tree
level: Fermi theory. Beta decay, p= — v, +e~ + 7., is mediated by a W boson. Its
mass my ~ 80 GeV is much larger than the masses of the other particles involved in
this process. In this way, we can think of the mass difference of the particles as a clear
separation of scales. We can obtain a low energy approximation of this process, an EFT,
by integrating out of the theory the W boson. This will generate a new, higher dimensional
operator in the EFT, altogether with its coupling, the Wilson coefficient. The diagram in
the UV theory (which contains the W boson) is given in Fig. 1.5. The amplitude of the
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e

Figure 1.5: Diagram in the UV theory.

UV process is given by

) (19 . —1Gap _/[ig 5
iMyy =7 (—7 P>,u- -e(—yP)ye,
e a2y NV (1.70)
. 2 .
Lg — _
= m(w Prp) - (€yaPrve),

where g/ V2 is the W coupling, P; are left-handed projectors, and we have defined

q=pu—py, It m, > ¢*, we can expand the denominator and obtain

2

. 1g° _ 1
ZMUV = —%<Vﬂ’}/ PL/L) . (6"}/QPLV€> + O(mw4> . (171)

If we retain only the first term, the interaction above can be written as a four-fermion

interaction coming from an effective Lagrangian

2

1
Lppr = TQQ(DH'V&PLM) - (evaPrve) + (9( 4>. (1.72)

2W mw

From Eq. (1.72) we already see a higher dimensional operator that comes from the
action of integrating out the W boson in the UV theory, and we see a Wilson coefficient
C = —¢*/(2m},). Diagrammatically, the four-fermion operator can be represented as in

Fig. 1.6. In terms of the coupling, we can write it in terms of the Fermi constant G as

GF g2
T 1.73
V2 o 8mi,’ ( )
and obtain 40
Lrpr = ——— (D, Prpt) - (6vaPrve), 1.74
EFT \/5( Y L,U) ( Yal'L ) ( )

where we have neglected subdominant contributions in inverse powers of myy .
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Figure 1.6: Diagram in the EFT.

We have matched a UV theory to an EFT by integrating out the heavy field, retained
the leading contributions, and we have obtained a new operator in the EFT with a Wilson
coefficient that is related to the coupling of the UV theory. The EFT can be used to study
the effects of the heavy field at low energies, and to constrain the parameter space of the
UV theory.

We can use an EFT to study observables at different energy scales (below the UV).
Wilson coefficients are not constant but evolve with the energy scale at which they are
measured according to renormalisation group equations.

In many cases in the literature of global studies and fits of EFT coefficients, the running
of Wilson coefficients is not usually not taken into account. However, with increasing
level of precision in experiments, the full running of Wilson coefficients will have to be
considered to map observables to EFT constraints in the future. In the global results of
this thesis, the running of Wilson coefficients will not be taken into account (although we
will discuss how they can shift the running of the strong coupling), but it is important to
keep in mind that this can be a relevant aspect of the EFT framework.

When we are matching a UV theory to an EFT, the Wilson coefficients are found at the
matching scale A. This choice ensures that we avoid the need to resum large logarithms
that would otherwise appear at lower energies. However, if we want to use the EFT to
calculate an observable at lower energies than the matching scale, we have to make them
evolve using the renormalisation group (RG) equations. They describe how the physical
couplings of the theory evolve with the renormalisation scale. The RG equation for the ¢;

Wilson coefficient can be written, in a simplified way, as

dCi 1
— R 1.75
dlog ZJ: 1672 1 (175)

where g is the renormalisation scale, 7;; is the anomalous dimension matrix, and the

index j runs over all independent Wilson coefficients of the EFT at a given order in the
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expansion in A. At leading order, the solution to Eq. (1.75) is given by

(0 = ) = X e ios (). (1.76)

1672 i

J

Eq. (1.76) is valid only in the approximation where one neglects the p dependence of the
right-hand side of Eq. (1.75) (more in general, the dependence on the renormalisation
scale 1 can be accounted for by expanding the anomalous dimension matrix in a power
series in the scale dependent couplings and solving the RGE numerically). Additionally, if
the scales A and p are very different, the logarithm can become large and the perturbative
expansion on the Wilson coefficients can break down. In this case, one has to resum the
large logarithms.

Computing the anomalous dimensions in the SMEFT is no easy task, but the running
at one-loop has been computed [34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39], and useful tools to automate the
process have been implemented, as discussed in Ref. [33], and other references therein.

In this thesis, when dealing with explicit UV completions, the matching to the EFT
will be done at tree level, and the running of the Wilson coefficients will not be taken into
account, thus following the rationale presented in Ref. [40] and conforming to the most
standard practice in the literature. However, it is important to keep in mind that the
running of the Wilson coefficients is a relevant aspect of the EFT framework, and it will
have to be considered in future studies.

In this chapter we have introduced the concept of EFTs, and discussed some aspects of
its connection with a UV theory, its construction, and matching procedure, among other
things. In the next section we will discuss how the SM can be thought as an EFT, and
how we can use EFTs to study BSM physics and their interplay with the PDFs.

1.6.2 The Standard Model Effective Field Theory

As we said at the beginning of this section, the SM is a very powerful theory but we know
that it cannot be the most complete description of nature. Still, its spectacular success
and precision in describing what we see at energies currently within reach at colliders
make it a good candidate to be thought as an EFT, as it encodes most of the effects that
we see at current energies, while small deviations can also be included in the formalism.
More specifically, the SM can be thought as an EFT that describes the interactions of
particles at energies below a certain energy scale A, while potential heavy new particles
lie above this scale. The Standard Model Effective Field Theory (SMEFT) is a way to
describe their potential effects at low energies.

The SMEFT is constructed by supplementing the regular SM Lagrangian with towers

of higher dimensional operators that are suppressed by powers of A. The coefficients of
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these operators are Wilson coefficients, and they encode the effects of potential heavy
fields that have been integrated out in the EFT. The SMEFT can be used to study the
effects of BSM physics in a fairly model-independent way by constraining the parameter
space of the SMEFT using experimental measurements. With this information, we can
indirectly study the effects of heavy new physics.

The SMEFT consists of the SM Lagrangian supplemented by higher dimensional

operators
oo Nk

Chr
Lsverr = Lsm + Z Z Akk;l o, (L.77)

k=5 =1

where A is the scale of new physics, the sum over k spans all dimensions greater or equal
to 5, the sum over 7 goes over all n; independent operators of dimension k, C,,; are the
Wilson coefficients, and (’)Z(k) is a dimension-k operator of type ¢ built from SM fields that
respects the gauge group of SU(3)¢ x SU(2), x U(1)y.

In this thesis we will mostly discuss only the leading SMEFT contributions in Eq.
(1.77), up to powers of A=2 with dimension-6 operators, and neglect the effects of higher
dimensional operators as they are more heavily suppressed. We will also not consider the
effects of dimension-5 B — L violating operators as they give Majorana neutrino mass
terms which are extremely small (in general, these operators are assumed to be generated
only at very high energies close to the GUT scale).

There are many ways to parametrise the basis of dimension-6 operators of Eq. (1.77),
but in this thesis we will choose to work in the so-called Warsaw basis [41, 42]. This basis
is complete and minimal, as only independent SMEFT operators have been retained in
the expansion, and redundancies have been removed by means of equations of motion
and integration by parts. The Warsaw basis contains 59 dimension-6 operators neglecting
flavour indices, and 2499 operators in full generality.

The power of the SMEFT lies in that it allows us to study the effects at low energies of
physics beyond the energy threshold of current experiments. This theoretical framework
provides a bridge between potential UV-complete theories and observable quantities
measured in experiments. By employing the SMEFT, we can translate the effect of
potential BSM physics into measurable low energy effects, thus making it possible to test
theories of new physics using experimental data. In particular, the coefficients of the
SMEFT can be constrained by comparing SMEFT predictions with precise measurements
from various experiments, and in this way we can indirectly study the effects of BSM
physics that lies at higher energies.

The SMEFT is a powerful framework to constrain, identify, and parametrise potential
deviations with respect to SM predictions, as discussed in Ref. [43] and other studies
therein. It allows for the interpretation of experimental measurements in the context of

BSM scenarios featuring heavy new particles while minimising assumptions on the nature
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of the underlying UV-complete theory.

The concepts that we have discussed in this section have been related to BSM physics,
EFTs, and the SMEFT, both from a theoretical point of view and in the context of fits
to experimental measurements. Before, we discussed some aspects of the SM and, in
particular, PDFs. In what follows, we will show that another crucial factor has to be taken
into account when performing global fits in the context of SM and BSM physics studies:
the interplay between the PDFs; and potential BSM physics.

1.7 The PDF-BSM interplay

We have seen how the determination of PDF's and potential new physics effects is essential
to study physics in the SM and beyond. The problem is, however, that PDF and
BSM/EFT/SMEFT studies do not usually talk to each other and thus PDFs and, for
example, Wilson coefficients are determined separately, neglecting possible cross-talk. In
this thesis we will address the problem of the PDF-BSM interplay, and we will show that
it is a critical issue in searches for BSM physics at the LHC.

Let us first provide a general scope of what happens in the PDF studies. As shown
in Eq. (1.22), theoretical predictions of cross sections o are found by convolving PDF's
f(x,Q?) and partonic cross sections ¢. In PDF fits, ¢ is assumed to be the SM. Then, after
convolving the partonic cross section with the PDFs, we obtain a theoretical prediction
o that is compared with the data, and the PDFs are determined by minimising a loss
function that quantifies the disagreement between the predictions and the data. In this
way, we obtain PDF's that can be used to make predictions for other processes at the LHC.

Now let us discuss what happen in BSM searches. The BSM models that we test at,
for example, the LHC, are implemented at the level of the partonic cross section &, which
receives contributions that are calculated with a BSM Lagrangian. Then, to generate
theoretical predictions, we take the BSM & partonic cross section and convolve it with
PDFs that have been obtained from a previous fits. We compare these BSM predictions
with the data, and we use the results to constrain, for example, Wilson coefficients {¢;} by
also minimising a loss function.

In this way, PDF studies tend to neglect potential effects of BSM physics in their
fits because it is assumed that the SM is the correct theory at short distances, and the
predictions in BSM studies have been obtained with PDF sets from SM fits, potentially
biasing the predictions. This is the problem of the PDF-BSM interplay. As we have found
in recent years, the PDF-BSM interplay is a critical issue in searches for BSM physics at
the LHC, and is one of the main motivations of this thesis.

The determination of SMEFT Wilson coefficients from a fit of LHC data, like the

determination of SM precision parameters from LHC data, might display a non-negligible

40



interplay with the input set of PDFs used to compute theory predictions. This was shown
in several recent studies [44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49], in which such interplay between PDFs and
SMEFT Wilson coefficients was quantified for the first time in relevant phenomenological
scenarios. For example, in [44] it was shown that, while the effect of four-fermion operators
on DIS data can be non-negligible, if DIS data were fitted while taking the effect of such
operators into account, the fit quality would deteriorate proportionally to the energy
scale Q? of the data included in the determination. On the other hand, in the context of
high-mass Drell-Yan, especially in a High Luminosity (HL)-LHC scenario, neglecting the
cross-talk between the large-z PDFs and the SMEFT effects in the tails could potentially
miss new physics manifestations or misinterpret them [45, 50, 49|, as the bounds on
SMEFT operators are significantly broader if the PDFs are fitted by including the effect
of higher dimensional operators in the high energy tails of the data.

For this purpose, we have developed SIMUNET [47, 48, 51|, a new framework that
allows for a simultaneous determination of PDFs and EFT Wilson coefficients. It is
a complete open-source framework, fully documented, that can be used to study the
PDF-BSM interplay in a global scenario. The SIMUNET methodology, built upon the
NNPDF4.0 methodology [52, 53] and first presented in Ref. [47], was used in the context of
high-mass Drell-Yan distributions and the study of PDFs with a couple of BSM coefficients.
Later, in Ref. [48], we applied the SIMUNET methodology to analyse the broadest top
quark dataset used to date (March 2023) in either PDF or SMEFT interpretations, which
in particular contained all available measurements in the top sector from the ATLAS and
CMS experiments based on the full Run IT luminosity. In [51], we have extended the
SIMUNET methodology to its full potential, and analysed the PDF-BSM interplay in a
fully global footing.

SIMUNET also allows to study the potential absorption of BSM effects in PDF fits.
This is a critical issue in the context of BSM searches, as the absorption of BSM effects by
the PDFs can hide the effects of new physics. At the same time, the absorption of BSM
effects in the PDFs can lead to spurious comparisons between experimental observables
and theoretical predictions, showing apparent tension where there is none.

In this chapter we have introduced the fundamental concepts that we will explore in
this thesis, and the subsequent chapters will delve deeper into these topics. Chapters
2, 3, and 4 are based on finalised publications. Chapter 2 will describe the SIMUNET
methodology, a novel ML, framework that enables the simultaneous fitting of PDFs and
BSM physics parameters. We will discuss its specific features and code structure, aspects
of its usage, and applications to contaminated fits. Chapter 3 will present the results
of SIMUNET applications in PDF and EFT fits in the top quark sector and in a global
fit. Chapter 4 delves deeper into the potential absorption of BSM physics by the PDF's,
exploring how they can shift, and how this absorption can potentially bias BSM searches.
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Chapters 5 and 6 are based on ongoing work. The former will discuss aspects of potential
corrections of SMEFT operators to the DGLAP evolution equations of the PDFs, and the
latter will explore the use of symbolic regression in collider physics in general. Finally,

Chapter 7 will summarise the findings and outline directions for future research.
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Chapter 2

SIMUnet: an open-source tool for
simultaneous global fits of EFT
Wilson coefficients and PDF's

Todo lenguaje es un alfabeto de simbolos cuyo
ejercicio presupone un pasado que los
interlocutores comparten; ;como transmitir a
los otros el infinito Aleph, que mi temerosa

memoria apenas abarca?

All language is a set of symbols whose use
among its speakers assumes a shared past. How,
then, can I translate into words the limitless
Aleph, which my floundering mind can scarcely

encompass?

from El Aleph,
by J. L. Borges

This chapter is based on Ref. [51], and was written in collaboration with M. N. Costan-
tini, E. Hammou, Z. Kassabov, M. Madigan, L. Mantani, J. Moore, and M. Ubiali. In
this chapter we describe the public release of the SIMUNET code, a new tool for the
simultaneous determination of PDFs and BSM coefficients. Chronologically, the work
presented in this chapter was carried out after the work presented in Chapter 3 and Chapter
4, and it is based on the same methodology. We choose to have this chapter here to provide
a complete and consistent picture of the methodology that will be used later in the text. My
contributions to this work include the new implementation of the SIMUNET methodology
in n3fit (together with J. Moore), the implementation of the EFT and EFT-PDF analysis
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routines in the validphys module (all the code but the principal component analysis).
Additionally, I implemented of a substantial part of the open-source documentation to help
users understand the code and its functionalities by enhancing its readability and usability,

and created tutorials to perform simultaneous PDF-BSM fits.

We present the open-source SIMUNET code, designed to fit SMEFT Wilson coefficient
alongside the PDF's of the proton. SIMUNET can perform SMEFT global fits, as well as
simultaneous fits of the PDFs and of an arbitrarily large number of SMEFT degrees of
freedom, by including both PDF-dependent and PDF-independent observables. SIMUNET
can also be used to determine whether the effects of any New Physics models can be fitted
away in a global fit of PDFs. SIMUNET is built upon the open-source NNPDF4.0 code
and is released together with documentation, and tutorials. In the following chapters, we
will use the SIMUNET methodology to study the PDF-BSM interplay in the context of
the top quark sector and in global fits.

2.1 Introduction

In this chapter we present the SIMUNET methodology. It is an open-source code so that
any user can assess the interplay between PDFs and New Physics, either by performing
simultaneous fits of SMEFT operators (or operators in any other EFT expansion) alongside
the PDF's of the proton, or by injecting any New Physics model in the data and checking
whether a global fit of PDF's can absorb the effects induced by such a model in the data.

SIMUNET is based on the first tagged version of the public NNPDF code [54, 53]
associated with the NNPDF4.0 PDF set release [52, 55, 56], which it augments with a
number of new features that allow the exploration of the correlation between a fit of PDF's
and BSM degrees of freedom. First of all, it allows for the simultaneous determination of
PDFs alongside any Wilson coefficients of an EF'T that enters in the theory predictions. The
user can specify any subset of operators that are of phenomenological relevance, compute
the corresponding corrections to the SM predictions, and derive bounds on the operators
from all observables entering the PDF fit and an arbitrary number of PDF-independent
observables that can be added on top of the PDF-dependent ones. Histograms of the
bounds on Wilson coefficients, correlation coefficients between PDF and Wilson coefficients,
as well as Fisher information matrices and bound comparisons are automatically produced
by the validphys analysis framework, a package implemented in reportengine [57] that
allows for the analysis and plotting of data related to the SIMUNET fit structures and

input/output capabilities to other elements of the code base. Users can also inject the
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effects of any New Physics scenario in the data, and assess whether PDFs might absorb
them and fit them away, in the context of a closure test based on artificial data, as carried
out in Ref. [49].

The structure of this chapter is the following. In Section 2.2 we discuss the essential
aspects of machine learning methods and, in particular, deep learning. In Section 2.3 we
provide a review of the NNPDF4.0 methodology, upon which the SIMUNET code is built.
Then, in Section 2.4 we review the SIMUNET methodology as such, and describe in detail
how it is implemented in the code. This section is especially relevant for those who wish
to use the public code to perform simultaneous fits of PDFs and Wilson coefficients of an
EFT. In Section 2.5 we describe the use of the code in assessing whether New Physics
signals can be absorbed by PDFs. Then, in Section 2.6 we summarise the main points of

the chapter.

2.2 Machine learning methods

PDFs can be fitted to experimental data using a variety of methodologies. Some of the
most used and recent PDF fits include MSHT20 [58], CT18 [59], and NNPDF4.0 [52].
While the first two approaches use fixed functional forms to perform the fits, the approach
of NNPDF4.0 uses a neural network (NN). The NN is trained to minimise a loss function
that quantifies the agreement between the data and the predictions of the PDFs without
overfitting the noise.

NNs have become a powerful tool in many scientific fields, and their application in
fundamental physics is not the exception. As the quest for precision and accuracy in
experimental measurements and theoretical predictions advances, NNs can offer flexible
tools for interpreting subtle deviations from established models in the presence of high
volumes of complex data. NNs have to be understood in the context of machine learning
(ML) and artificial intelligence (Al), as shown in Fig. 2.1. There is no precise definition of
AT and ML, but it is still useful to give a brief overview of these concepts. Al is a broad field
of computer science focused on creating systems capable of performing tasks that normally
require human intelligence. These tasks include reasoning, learning, problem-solving,
perception, and language understanding.

ML is a subset of Al that involves the development of algorithms that allow computers
to learn from and make predictions based on data without being explicitly programmed.
Instead of being explicitly programmed to perform a task, ML algorithms use statistical
techniques to improve their performance as more data becomes available.

DL is a further subset of ML, characterised by the use of NNs with many so-called layers
(hence ’deep’). These deep NNs can model complex patterns in data and are particularly

powerful for tasks such as image and speech recognition. NNs are a specific tool within DL
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Artificial Intelligence

Machine Learning

Deep Learning

Figure 2.1: Venn diagram of AI, ML, and DL.

that consist of interconnected layers of nodes (or neurons). Each connection can transmit
a signal from one node to another, and the network can learn to transform input data
into desired outputs through training. We show an example of a NN with a single hidden
layer in Fig. 2.2. This NN consists of three layers. The first layer is the input layer, which

Input Hidden Output
layer layer layer

B

Feature 1 —

Feature 2 —

Feature 3 —

Feature 4 —
e

Figure 2.2: Neural network with a single hidden layer.

has four neurons. Each neuron represents a different input feature of an element of the
dataset. Next is the hidden layer, containing 5 neurons. These neurons are responsible for
processing the input data and extracting relevant patterns or features after training which,
after training, optimises the strength of the connections (also called weights) between

neurons, represented by the gray arrows in the diagram. Finally, there is the output later,
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which consists of three neurons. These neurons produce the final output of the NN, which
could be a prediction, classification, or other task depending on the specific application.

The NN processes the input features through the interconnected layers of neurons.
Each connection can transmit a signal from one neuron to another. During training, the
network learns to adjust the weights of these connections to transform the input data into
the desired outputs by providing predictions, known as forward pass, and adjusting the
weights to minimise the difference between the predicted and actual outputs, known as
backpropagation. This process is repeated iteratively until the network converges to a set
of weights that produce accurate predictions.

The forward pass is the process of calculating the output of a NN given an input. It
involves computing the activations of each layer from the input layer to the output layer.
Consider a simple neural network with L layers. The input to the network is denoted as x,
and the weights and biases of the [-th layer are denoted as W and b®, respectively. For

the I-th layer, the pre-activation z) and activation al) are computed as follows:
z) = Whal=h) 4 b0 (2.1)

and
al) = g (z0), (2.2)

where o is the activation function (e.g., sigmoid, ReLLU). The output of the network y is
given by:

y = all),

Backpropagation is the process of calculating the gradient of the loss function with respect
to each weight in the network. It involves propagating the error backward through the

network. The loss function £ measures the discrepancy between the predicted output y

and the true output y. For example, for mean squared error (MSE):

1
L=y -yl
2||y vl

The MSE is one of the most used loss functions for easy tasks but, in the context of
global PDF or SMEFT fits, we will use more sophisticated loss functions that account for

uncertainties and correlations in the data. In backpropagation, the goal is to compute the

oL oL
wo and 50

L with respect to the output of the network and then we propagate the error backward

gradients for each layer [. To do this, we compute the gradient of the loss

through the layers. In this way, for the [-th layer we update the weights and biases using
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gradient descent as

wo o wo 95
oL ’
0y pO
b — b ”abm’

where 7 is the learning rate. The learning rate controls the size of the step taken in
the direction of the gradient during training. A small learning rate can lead to slow
convergence, while a large learning rate can cause the network to overshoot the minimum
of the loss function. Thus, the learning rate is a hyperparameter and must be tuned during
training.

The forward pass and backpropagation are fundamental processes in training neural
networks. The forward pass computes the output of the network, while backpropagation
computes the gradients needed to update the network’s parameters, minimising the loss
function.

The activation functions of Eq. (2.2) are crucial for the operation of NNs. They
introduce non-linearity into the network, allowing it to model complex data (otherwise
the composition of linear functions remains linear). Some common activation functions

used in neural networks are shown in Table 2.1, along with their ranges. Figure 2.3

Activation Function Formula Range
Sigmoid o(r) = o= (0,1)
Tanh tanh(z) = S (=1,1)
ReLU ReLU(z) = max(0, z) 0, 00)
Leaky ReLU(z) =
Leaky ReL.U c  ifr>0 (—00, 00)
ar ifz<0

Table 2.1: Some common activation functions used in NNs.

shows the graphical representation of these activation functions. The sigmoid function is
commonly used in the output layer of a binary classification problem, where the output is
a probability between 0 and 1. The tanh function is similar to the sigmoid function but
has a range between -1 and 1. The ReLLU function is the most commonly used activation
function in hidden layers of NNs. It is computationally efficient and has been shown to
perform well in practice. The Leaky ReLU function is a variant of the ReLLU function that
allows a small gradient when the input is negative, preventing the dying ReLLU problem
where neurons stop learning because the gradient is zero.

In ML, finding the correct amount of complexity and flexibility in the algorithm is

48



——  Sigmoid
Tanh
41 --= ReLU
Leaky ReLU

Figure 2.3: Some activation functions used in NN architectures.

essential to achieve good performance. This is known as the bias-variance tradeoff. The
bias-variance tradeoff is a fundamental concept that affects model performance, and it
involves balancing two sources of error that affect the predictive capability of ML models:
bias and variance. Bias refers to the error introduced by approximating a problem by
a model that is too simplistic. High bias can cause a model to miss relevant relations
between features and target outputs, leading to underfitting. Variance, on the other hand,
refers to the model’s sensitivity to small fluctuations in the training set. If the model
is too complex or flexible, high variance can cause a model to capture noise in the data,
leading to overfitting.

Effective model training aims to find a balance where both bias and variance are
minimised. This balance ensures that the model generalizes well to new, unseen data.
In practice, techniques such as cross-validation, regularisation, and ensemble methods
are employed to optimise this balance. Cross-validation helps in selecting a model that
performs well on different subsets of the data (training and validation, for example),
regularization adds a penalty for complexity to the loss function to reduce overfitting, and
ensemble methods combine multiple models to stabilize predictions and reduce variance.

Figure 2.4 presents a schematic representation of this tradeoff, highlighting the ideal
model complexity ¢* that minimises the total error, defines as the sum of the bias and
variance errors. Models with low complexity can exhibit high bias and low variance, as
they are unable to capture the underlying patterns in the data. On the other hand, models
with high complexity can exhibit low bias and high variance, as they can capture the
underlying patterns but also the noise in the data. The ideal model complexity is reached
at c*.

ML, and NNs in particular, provide powerful methodologies for advancing our under-
standing of potentially complex physical systems. As the field of ML continues to evolve,

its integration with fundamental physics can provide significant advancements and insights,
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Figure 2.4: Schematic representation of the bias-variance tradeoff.

particularly in areas requiring comprehensive data manipulation, like collider physics. Still,
the integration of NNs with physical sciences is not free of challenges.

NNs are often considered as black boxes, meaning that the internal mechanisms of the
model are not easily interpretable. This lack of interpretability can have consequences on
the trustworthiness of the model and the scientific insights it provides. In the context of
high energy physics the interpretability of ML models can become crucial. As physicists,
we are not only interested in the performance of our frameworks, but also in the physical
meaning and the causes of the results. If we continue to use ML models as black boxes
in different stages of our analyses (from data acquisition, preprocessing, to theoretical
predictions and inference), we risk losing the physical understanding of the phenomena
we are studying and, when we claim discovery, we may not be able to provide a clear
explanation of our results.

This does not mean that we should stop using deep ML models, but it is important to
develop methods to interpret the results of these models in parallel. For this reason, in
Chapter 6 we will introduce the concept of symbolic regression, a ML algorithm that can
provide accurate, easily interpretable answers to describe a dataset.

After this introduction to ML and NNs, in what follows we will focus on the application
of these tools to the determination of PDF's in the context of fits to data. Now, we discuss
the NNPDF4.0 methodology, which uses NNs to determine the PDF's of the proton, and
which serves as the basis for the SIMUNET methodology.
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2.3 The NNPDF4.0 methodology

The central premise of the NNPDF4.0 methodology [53, 52] is the NN parametrisation
of the PDFs of the proton. The NNPDF4.0 methodology assumes that one can write the
eight fitted PDF flavours at the parametrisation scale Q3, f(z, Q%) € R®, in the form:!

f(z,Q%) = NN(z,w), (2.4)

where NN(-,w) : [0,1] — R® denotes a suitable neural network, and w are the parameters
of the network. Given an Ng,-dimensional dataset D € R¥at the corresponding theory
predictions T(w, ¢) € RN are constructed from this neural network parametrisation via

the following discretisation of the standard collinear factorisation formula:

( Nﬁav Ngrid,i

> Y FKiaa(e)NNg(zq,w), if D; is DIS data;

a=1 a=1

Tiw,e) =9 o no (2.5)

Z Z FK; aaps(€) NNy (20, w)NNy(25,w), if D; is hadronic data.

Ka,b:l a,f=1

Here, FK; 40(c) (or FK; aaps(c)) is called the fast-kernel (FK) table for the ith datapoint,
which encompasses both the partonic cross section for the process associated to the ith
datapoint and the coupled evolution of the PDFs from the parametrisation scale Q2 to

the scale Q7 associated to the datapoint 4, and (z, ..., TN, ) is a discrete z-grid for the

rid,i
1th datapoint. Note importantly that the theory predictions carry a dependence on the
parameters of the neural network, w, but additionally on a vector of physical constants
c € RMaram through the FK-tables, such as the strong coupling a,(M.), the electroweak
parameters in a given electroweak input scheme, the CKM matrix elements, or the masses
of the heavy quarks, which are fixed to some reference values for any given NNPDF4.0 fit.
A choice of constants ¢ determines a corresponding set of FK-tables, which is referred to as
a ‘theory’ in the NNPDF4.0 parlance. Corrections to the FK-tables by means of cfactors
can account for theoretical uncertainties and/or higher order QCD and EW corrections
(when available) in the theory predictions. In NNPDF4.0, FK-tables are generated only
with SM contributions.

A PDF fit in the NNPDF4.0 framework comprises the determination of the neural
network parameters w, given a choice of theory ¢ = c*, together with an uncertainty
estimate for these parameters. This is achieved via the Monte Carlo replica method,

described as follows. Suppose that we are given experimental data D, together with a

ITechnically, the form f;(z, Q%) = 2% (1 — x)% N N;(x,w) is used for each of the fitted PDF flavours,
i.e. a power law scaling is used as a pre-factor; we will ignore this to streamline the presentation. Indeed,
it was recently shown in Ref. [60] that this pre-factor can be removed completely, and recovered using
only the neural network parametrisation as presented in this text.
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covariance matrix 3. We generate N,o, ‘pseudodata’ vectors, Dy, ..., Dy,,,, as samples

from the multivariate normal distribution:

The default choice for the covariance matrix 3 is ¥ = ¥, i.e. the experimental covariance
matrix, which includes all information on experimental uncertainties and correlations.
The latter can also be augmented by a theory covariance matrix >,, hence setting
Y = Yexp + Ztn, where Xy, includes the effects of nuclear correction uncertainties [61, 62]
and missing higher order uncertainties [63, 64, 55] in the theory predictions used in a
PDF fit. An alternative approach to keep account of theory uncertainties in the fit is to
expand the Monte Carlo sampling to the space of factorisation and renormalisation scale
parameters; this approach was presented in Ref. [65]. Both options can be implemented
in the SIMUNET framework, the former in a straightforward way, the latter with some
modifications that we leave to future releases.

For each pseudodata Dy, we find the corresponding best-fit PDF parameters wy by

minimising the x7 loss function, defined as a function of w as
Xi(w,c*) = (Dg — T(w,c"))'%;, (Dy — T(w,c*)), (2.7)

in which the ¢, covariance matrix (rather than the experimental covariance matrix Xyp)
is used. The use of the t; covariance matrix is designed to avoid the so-called D’Agostini

bias [66] and ensure a faithful propagation of multiplicative uncertainties, as described in

Ref. [67]. The latter is defined as

Nnorm NCOTT
uncorr uncorr norm norm 0 0 Ccorr Ccorr
(Sig)sy = 0150, o3 4 3~ g TOTO 1N " e DDy, (2.8)
m=1 =1

where Ti(o) is a theoretical prediction for the i-th data point evaluated using a t, input
PDF'. This leads to a set of PDF's that is then used to iteratively compute the theoretical
predictions TZ»(O) that are needed for the construction of a new t; covariance matrix,
which is then used for a new PDF determination. This procedure is iterated until
convergence. The minimisation is achieved using stochastic gradient descent, which can
be applied here because the analytic dependence of x%(w, c*) on w is known, since the
neural network parametrisation is constructed from basic analytic functions as building
blocks. Furthermore, the y?-loss is additionally supplemented by positivity and integrability
penalty terms; these ensure the positivity of observables and the integrability of the PDF's
in the small-x region.

Given the best-fit parameters wq, ...,wy,. to each of the pseudodata, we now have an

rep
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ensemble of neural networks which determine an ensemble of PDFs, fy, ..., fy,,,, from which
statistical estimators can be evaluated, such as the mean or variance of the initial-scale
PDFs.

The methodology sketched above is at the basis of the NNPDF public code [54]. The
code comprises several packages. To transform the original measurements provided by the
experimental collaborations, e.g. via HEPDATA [68], into a standard format that is tailored
for fitting, the NNPDF code uses the buildmaster C++ experimental data formatter. Physical
observables are evaluated as a tensor sum as in Eq. (2.5) via the APFELcomb [69] package
that takes hard-scattering partonic matrix element interpolators from APPLgrid [70] and
FastNLO [71] (for hadronic processes) and apfel [72]| (for DIS structure functions) and
combines them with the QCD evolution kernels that evolve the initial-scale PDFs. The
package also handles NNLO QCD and/or NLO electroweak K-factors when needed. The
actual fitting code is implemented in the TensorFlow framework [73] via the n3fit library.
The latter allows for a flexible specification of the neural network model adopted to
parametrise the PDF's, whose settings can be selected automatically via the built-in
hyperoptimisation tooling [74], such as the neural network architecture, the activation
functions, and the initialisation strategy; the choice of optimiser and of the hyperparameters
related to the implementation in the fit of theoretical constraints such as PDF positivity [75]
and integrability. Finally the code comprises the validphys analysis framework, which
analyses and plots data related to the NNPDF fit structures, and governs input/output
capabilities of other elements of the code base.?

An important feature of the NNPDF4.0 methodology is the closure test, first described
in Ref. [76] and described in much more detail in Ref. [77]. Closure tests are regularly
deployed by the NNPDF collaboration to ensure that their methodology is working reliably.

The NNPDF closure test methodology begins by supposing that we are given Nature’s
true PDF's at the initial scale fi,ue(z, Q%) = NN(z,Wirue),® and true physical parameters
Cirue- Under this assumption, experimental data D should appear to be a sample from the

multivariate normal distribution:
D ~ N(T(wtrue7 Ctrue)u Eexp)u (29)

where Yy, is the experimental covariance matrix, and T is the theory prediction from the
full discrete convolution formula Eq. (2.5) (not the SIMUNET prediction Eq. (2.10)). A
sample from this distribution is called a set of level 1 pseudodata in the NNPDF closure

test language. Given a set of level 1 pseudodata, we can attempt to recover the theory

2The full NNPDFcode documentation is provided at https://docs.nnpdf.science.

3Assuming that the PDFs can be parametrised by a neural network, and then subsequently using a
neural network to perform the fit, ignores modelling error; we do not consider this here for simplicity, but
both the NNPDF4.0 and SIMUNET frameworks can account for it.
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of Nature using the NNPDF4.0 methodology. Instead of fitting PDFs to experimental
data, we can perform the fit replacing the experimental data with the level 1 pseudodata.
If the resulting PDF fit has a spread covering the true PDF law fi,,., we say that the
methodology has passed this ‘closure test’.*

Importantly, closure tests are typically performed only fitting the true PDF law; in
particular, the closure test usually assumes that the true physical parameters ci.,. are
known exactly and perfectly, that is, theory predictions for the fit take the form T(w, Cyrye)
where the PDF parameters w are variable and fitted to the pseudodata, but the physical
parameters Ci., are fixed. With SIMUNET, more options become available, as described

below.

2.4 SIMUnet: methodology for simultaneous fits and

code structure

In this section, we provide a broad overview of the general methodology and code structure
of SIMUNET, in particular describing its functionality regarding simultaneous PDF-
SMEFT fits. In Sect. 2.4.1 we review the specifics of the SIMUNET methodology and
its code implementation. In Sect. 2.4.2 we give some details of usage (in particular
the user-facing yaml runcard structure), but the user/reader is encouraged to check the
supporting webpage, https://hep-pbsp.github.io/SIMUnet/, for a more comprehensive

description.

2.4.1 The SIMUnet framework

An important aspect of the NNPDF4.0 methodology, as well as of most global PDF
analyses, is that the physical parameters ¢ must be chosen and fixed before a PDF fit, so
that the resulting PDFs are produced under the assumption of a given theory ¢ = c*. It is
desirable (and in fact necessary in some scenarios; see for example Sect. 5.3 of Ref. [45])
to relax this requirement, and instead to fit both the PDFs and the physical parameters c
simultaneously.

On regarding Eq. (2.7), one may assume that this problem can immediately be solved
by applying stochastic gradient descent not only to the parameters of the neural network
w, but to the tuple (w,c), without first fixing a reference value ¢ = ¢*. Unfortunately,
this is not a solution in practice; the FK-tables typically have an extremely complex,

non-analytical, dependence on the physical parameters c, and evaluation of a complete

4In practice, an ensemble of fits is produced, and if their 68% confidence bands cover the true law in
68% of the fits, we say that the methodology has passed the closure test. Note that using 68% is only a
prescription; however, it is valuable as it provides a stricter constraint on the reliability of the resulting
PDF fit when compared to the broader 95% confidence interval.
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collection of FK-tables at even one point ¢ = c¢* requires hundreds of computational
hours and an extensive suite of codes. Hence, since the dependence of the FK-tables as
an analytic function of ¢ is unavailable, it follows that T(w, c) is not a known analytic
function of ¢, and stochastic gradient descent cannot be applied.

Thus, if we would like to continue with our programme of simultaneous extraction of
PDF's and physical parameters, we will need to approximate. The central conceit of the
SIMUNET methodology is the observation that for many phenomenologically-interesting
parameters, particularly the Wilson coefficients of the SMEFT expansion, the dependence
of the theory predictions T(w, c) on the physical parameters ¢ can be well-approximated

using the linear ansatz:®
T(w,c) = T(w,c") ®[1 + Kpe(w*)(c — )], (2.10)

where ® denotes the element-wise Hadamard product of vectors,® 1 € RVt is a vector of
ones, c* is some reference value of the physical parameters, and Ky, (w*) € RNdaXNparam jg

a matrix of pre-computed ‘K-factors’

* * * * * * * *
E(w ,617 ...,Cj_l,C' + 1,C]+1, ”.7CNparaIn) - T;(U) ,C )

Kee(w*);; = J , 2.11
faC( )J Ti(w*,c*) ( )

which are designed to approximate the appropriate (normalised) gradients:
Kpae(w*)ij = (w*, c"). (2.12)

ﬂ(w*, C*) 80]‘

Observe that the K-factors are determined with a fixed choice of reference PDF, w =
w*, where they should technically depend on PDFs freely. In practice however, this
approximation is often justified, and the reliability of the approximation can always be
checked post-fit; see Appendix C of Ref. [45] for an example of this validation.

Note that the dependence of the theory in Eq. (2.10) on w and c is now known as
an analytic function. The SIMUNET methodology, at its heart, now simply extends the
NNPDF4.0 methodology by replacing the theory predictions in Eq. (2.7) with those
specified by Eq. (2.10), and then running stochastic gradient descent on a series of Monte
Carlo pseudodata as in the NNPDF4.0 framework. The result of the fit is a series of
best-fit tuples (wq,¢y), ..., (Wn,,» CN,e,) to the various pseudodata, from which statistical

estimators can be calculated as above.

®Note that in Sect. 5.3 of Ref. [47], it was initially proposed that SIMUNET would operate in non-linear
regimes too. However, due to the findings regarding uncertainty propagation using the Monte Carlo
replica method presented in App. E of Ref. [48] and formalised in [78] the non-linear feature has been
deprecated in this public release of the code.

6Recall that if v =w ® z, the elements of v are defined by v; = w;z;.
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Figure 2.5: A schematic representation of the neural network parametrisation of T(w, c)
used by the SIMUNET code. The usual NNPDF network is represented by the layers
from the ‘Input layer’ to the ‘SM Observable’ layer. The final ‘SMEFT observable’ layer
is related to the ‘SM observable’ layer by edges which carry the theory parameters c as
weights.

2.4.2 Structure and usage of the SIMUnet code

The SIMUNET code is a fork of the NNPDF4.0 public code [53], where the key modifica-
tion is the replacement of the standard theory predictions used in the y*-loss, Eq. (2.7), by
NNPDF4.0 with the approximate formula for the theory predictions given in Eq. (2.10).
This replacement is effected by the inclusion of a new post-observable combination layer in
the network, specified by the CombineCfac.py layer added to the n3fit/layers directory;
see Fig. 2.5 for a schematic representation. Beyond the inclusion of this layer, the main
modification to the NNPDF4.0 code comprises reading of the K-factors required in
the approximation shown in Eq. (2.10). The K-factors are implemented in a new file
format, the simu_fac format. One simu_fac file is made available for each dataset. The
simu_fac files are packaged inside the relevant NNPDF4.0 theory folders, inside the
simu_factors directory; an example of the correct structure is given inside theory_270,
which is a theory available as a separate download to the SIMUNET release. As an
example of the files, consider the file SIMU_ATLAS_CMS_WHEL_8TEV.yaml from the directory
theory_270/simu_factors:

metadata:

ref: arXiv:2005.03799

author: Luca Mantani
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ufomodel: SMEFTatNLO
flavour: dim6top
date: 15/09/2023

pdf: None
info_SM_fixed: SMEFiT
observable: FO, FL
bins: []

SM_fixed: [0.6896346, 0.3121927]

EFT_LO:
SM: [0.697539, 0.30189]
OtW: [-0.0619917432825, 0.0620585212469]
0tG: [0.0, 0.0]

EFT_NLO:
SM: [0.689466, 0.308842]
OtW: [-0.0609861823272, 0.061150870174]
0tG: [0.00064474891454, -0.000673970936802]

The structure of the simu_fac file is as follows:

e There is a metadata namespace at the beginning of the file, containing information
on the file. The metadata is never read by the code, and is only included as a

convenience to the user.

e The SM_fixed namespace provides the best available SM predictions; these may
be calculated at next-to-leading order or next-to-next-to-leading order in QCD,

including or excluding EW corrections, depending on the process.

e The remaining parts of the file contain the information used to construct K-factors
for different models. In this file, two models are included: the SMEFT at leading
order in QCD, and the SMEFT at next-to-leading order in QCD.

In order to perform a simultaneous fit of PDFs and the parameters specified in a particular
model of a simu_fac file, we must create a runcard. The runcard follows the standard
NNPDF4.0 format, details and examples of which are given on the website https:
//hep-pbsp.github.io/SIMUnet/. We provide here a discussion of the modifications
necessary for a SIMUNET fit.

First, we must modify the dataset_inputs configuration key. Here is an example
of an appropriate dataset_inputs for a simultaneous fit of PDFs and SMEFT Wilson
coefficients at next-to-leading order in QCD:

dataset_inputs:
- {dataset: NMC, frac: 0.75%}
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- {dataset: ATLASTTBARTOT7TEV, cfac: [QCD], simu_fac: "EFT_NLO"}
- {dataset: CMS_SINGLETOPW_S8TEV_TOTAL, simu_fac: "EFT_NLO",

use_fixed_predictions: True}

Here, we are fitting three datasets: the fixed-target DIS data from the New Muon
Collaboration [79, 80] (NMC), the total ¢t cross section measured by ATLAS at /s =
7 TeV [81] (ATLASTTBARTOT7TEV) and the total associated single top and W boson cross
section measure by CMS at /s = 8 TeV [82] (CMS_SINGLETOPW_8TEV_TOTAL), which we

discuss in turn:

1. First, note that the dataset NMC is entered exactly as it would appear in an
NNPDF4.0 runcard; it is therefore treated by SIMUNET as a standard dataset for
which there is no K-factor modification, i.e. it depends purely on the PDFs and no

additional physics parameters.

2. On the other hand, the dataset ATLASTTBARTOT7TEV has an additional key included,
namely simu_fac, set to the value EFT_NLO; this tells SIMUNET to treat theory
predictions for this dataset using the approximation Eq. (2.10), with the K-factors
constructed from the EFT_NLO model specified in the relevant simu_fac file. Precisely
which parameters from the model are fitted is determined by the simu parameters

configuration key, which we describe below.

3. Finally, observe that the dataset CMS_SINGLETOPW_8TEV_TOTAL includes two new
keys: simu fac and use _fixed predictions. The first key, simu_fac has exactly
the same interpretation as with the previous dataset; on the other hand, the fact that
the key use fixed predictions is set to True instead removes the PDF-dependence
of this dataset. That is, the predictions for this dataset are simplified even from
Eq. (2.10), to:

T(w, ¢) & Thixed © [1 + Kpae(w*)(c — )], (2.13)

where Thyeq is the vector of predictions taken from the SM_fixed namespace of the
simu_fac file. Note that the right hand side no longer has a dependence on w, so this
dataset effectively becomes PDF-independent. This is appropriate for observables
which do not depend on the PDFs (e.g. the electroweak coupling, or W-helicities in
top decays), but also observables which depend only weakly on the PDFs and for

which the full computation of FK-tables would be computationally expensive.

Outside of the dataset_inputs configuration key, we must also include a new key,
called simu_parameters. This specifies which of the parameters in the model read from
the simu_fac files will be fitted, and additionally specifies hyperparameters relevant to

their fit. An example is:

58



simu_parameters:

- {name: ’0tG’, scale: 0.01, initialisation: {type: uniform, minval: -1,
maxval: 1}7}
- {name: ’0Opt’, scale: 0.1, initialisation: {type: gaussian, mean: O,

std_dev: 1}7}

This specification tells SIMUNET that for each of the datasets which have set a model
value for simu fac, the relevant model in the simu fac file should be checked for the
existence of each of the parameters, and their contribution should be included if they

appear in the model in the file. Observe the following:

1. The scale can be used to modify the learning rate in the direction of each of the
specified parameters. In detail, suppose that the scale A is chosen for the parameter c.
Then, SIMUNET multiplies the relevant K-factor contribution by 1/A so that we are
effectively fitting the parameter Ac instead of c¢ itself. When K-factor contributions
from parameters are particularly large, setting a large scale can improve training of
the network, avoiding exploring parts of the parameter space which have extremely
poor x2s; see Ref. [47] for further discussion. On the other hand, setting a small
scale can speed up training of the network by increasing the effective step size in
a particular direction in parameter space; the user must tune these scales by hand
to obtain optimal results. An automatic scale choice feature may be included in a

future release.

2. The initialisation key informs SIMUNET how to initialise the parameters when
training commences; this initialisation is random and there are three basic types
available. If uniform is selected, the initial value of the parameter is drawn from
a random uniform distribution between the keys minval and maxval, which must
be additionally specified. If gaussian is selected, the initial value of the parameter
is drawn from a random Gaussian distribution with mean and standard deviation
given by the keys mean and std_dev respectively. Finally, if constant is chosen, the
key value is supplied and the initial value of the parameter is always set to this key

(no random selection is made in this instance).

It is also possible to specify linear combinations of the model parameters to fit; this
feature is useful because the supplied simu_fac files only contain SMEFT models with
Wilson coefficients in the Warsaw basis [42]. For example, the user may want to fit in
a different basis to the Warsaw basis, or may wish to fit a UV model which has been
matched to the SMEFT at dimension 6, with parameters given by combinations of the

SMEFT parameters. An example is the following:

simu_parameters:
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- name: W’
linear_combination:
’01q3’: -15.94
scale: 1000

initialisation: {type: uniform, minval: -1, maxval: 1}

- name: 'Y’

linear_combination:
’01q1’: 1.51606
’Oed’: -6.0606
’Oeu’: 12.1394
’01u’: 6.0606
’01d’: -3.0394
’0qe’: 3.0394

scale: 1000

initialisation: {type: uniform, minval: -1, maxval: 1}

using the W and Y parameters studied in Ref. [45]. Here, we fit the user-defined operators:

W =—-15.94 0%

lg »

Y = 1.51606 O}, — 6.0606 Ouq + 12.1394 O, + 6.0606 Oy, — 3.0394 Oy + 3.0394 O,

which are specified as linear combinations of SMEFT operators, the contributions of which
are supplied in the simu_fac files.

Once a runcard is prepared, the user simply follows the standard NNPDF4.0 pipeline
to perform a fit. In particular, they should run vp-setupfit, n3fit, evolven3fit and
postfit in sequence in order to obtain results. Analysis of the results can be achieved
with a range of tools supplied with the release; further details are given below and on the
website: https://hep-pbsp.github.io/SIMUnet/.

The fixed PDF feature of SIMUnet. The SIMUNET release also provides func-
tionality for fits of the physical parameters c alone, with the PDFs kept fixed (similar to
tools such as SMEFIT or fitmaker in the case of the SMEFT Wilson coefficients). This
is achieved simply by loading the weights of a previous neural network PDF fit 7, then
keeping these weights fixed as the remaining parameters are fitted. To specify this at the
level of a SIMUNET runcard, use the syntax:

fixed_pdf_fit: True
load_weights_from_fit: 221103-jmm-no_top_1000_iterated

for example. Setting fixed pdf_fit to True instructs SIMUNET to perform the fit
keeping the weights of the PDF part of the network constant, and the namespace

"See the documentation in https://hep-pbsp.github.io/SIMUnet/ for a list of available fits to
preload.
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load weights from fit tells SIMUNET which previous PDF fit to obtain the frozen
weights from. The pipeline for a fit then proceeds exactly as in the case of a normal
SIMUNET fit, beginning by running vp-setupfit and then n3fit. However, the user
need not use evolven3fit at the subsequent stage, since the PDF grid is already stored
and does not need to be recomputed; it does still need to be copied into the correct fit
result directory though, which should be achieved using the vp-fakeevolve script via:

vp-fakeevolve fixed_simunet_fit num_reps

where fixed_simunet_fit is the name of the simultaneous fit that the user has just run,
and num_reps is the number of replicas in the fit. The user must still run postfit after
running the vp-fakeevolve script.

The ability to load weights from a previous fit can also be used to aid a simultaneous
fit, by starting training from a good PDF solution already. For example, if we use the
syntax:
fixed_pdf_fit: False
load_weights_from_fit: 221103-jmm-no_top_1000_iterated

in a SIMUNET runcard, then the weights of the PDF part of the neural network
will be initialised to the weights of the appropriate replica from the previous PDF fit
221103-jmm-no_top-1000_iterated. However, since the namespace fixed pdf fit is set
to False here, the fit will still be simultaneous, fitting both PDFs and physical parameters.
Assuming that the resulting simultaneously-determined PDF fit is reasonably close to the

previous PDF fit, this can significantly decrease training time.

SIMUnet analysis tools. The SIMUNET code is released with a full suite of analysis
tools, which build on the tools already available in the NNPDF public code. These tools
rely on the validphys analysis framework implemented in reportengine, and address
exclusively the PDF aspect of the fits. They allow the user, for example, to generate
PDF plots, luminosities, compare fits, and evaluate fit quality metrics, among many other
things.

The SIMUNET code adds an extensive set of tools to study results in the SMEFT
and assess the PDF-SMEFT interplay. These analysis tools are exclusively allocated in
the simunet_analysis.py file, where the user can find documented functions to perform
different tasks. In the context of EFT coefficients, SIMUNET computes their posterior
distributions, confidence intervals (at 68% and 95%, corresponding to the mean of the
replicas +10 and £20, respectively), correlations, and deviations (pulls) from the SM,
along with other relevant metrics. In the next chapters we will see some examples of the
results that SIMUNET can produce.

In this section, we have discussed the code structure and usage of the SIMUNET code

in the context of simultaneous PDF-SMEFT fits. In what follows, we will delve deeper
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into one of its other features: the ability to perform contaminated PDF fits to determine

if the effects of new physics can be absorbed by the fits.

2.5 SIMUnet for contaminated fits

The methodology we use throughout this study is based on the NNPDF closure test
framework, first introduced in Ref. [76], and explained in more detail in Ref. [77]. This
method was developed in order to assess the quality and the robustness of the NNPDF
fitting methodology; in brief it follows three basic steps: (i) assume that Nature’s PDFs
are given by some fixed reference set; (ii) generate artificial MC data based on this
assumption, which we term pseudodata; (iii) fit PDF's to the pseudodata using the NNPDF
methodology. Various statistical estimators, described in Ref. [77], can then be applied to
check the quality of the fit (in broad terms, assessing its difference from the true PDFs),
hence verifying the accuracy of the fitting methodology. In this study, the closure test
methodology is adapted to account for the fact that the true theory of Nature may not be
the SM.

The structure of the forthcoming sections is as follows. In Sect. 2.5.1, we define the
terms baseline fit and contaminated fit, which shall be used throughout this chapter. In
Sect. 2.5.2, we provide more details on how the MC data are generated in the presence
of new physics (NP). In Sect 2.5.3 we give an overview of the types of analysis we can
perform on the fits we obtain. Then, in Sect. 2.5.4 we discuss in practical terms how
BSM-contaminated fits can be performed with SIMUNET.

2.5.1 Basic definitions and fitting methodology

Let us suppose that the true theory of Nature is given by the SM, plus some NP contribution.
Under this assumption, observables T = T (s, Onp) have a dependence on both the SM
parameters gy (in our work, exclusively the PDFs), and the NP parameters fyp (for
example, masses and couplings of new particles). Let us further fix notation by writing
the true values of the parameters Osy, Onp as 0§y, 05p respectively; for convenience, we
shall also write the true value of the observable T" as T* = T'(6%;, Oxp)-

Suppose that we wish to perform a fit of some of the theory parameters using
experimental measurements of N,,s observables, which we package as a single vector
T = (T1,T,...,Ty,.). All measurements are subject to random observational noise. For

additive Gaussian uncertainties, the observed data is distributed according to:
Dy=T"+n, (2.14)

where 7 is drawn from the multivariate Gaussian distribution N(0,X), with X the ex-
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Fit name ‘ Nature ‘ Fitted parameters

Baseline Standard Model: 5p =0 Standard Model only: Ogm
Contaminated | SM + new physics: 05p # 0 | Standard Model only: fgy

Table 2.2: A summary of the definitions of baseline and contaminated fits used throughout
this work.

perimental covariance matrix describing the uncertainties of the measurements and the
correlations between them. The general procedure, which also accounts for multiplicative
uncertainties and positivity effects, is implemented in the NNPDF code [53].

In the context of the NNPDF closure test methodology [76], the true values of the
observables T™ are referred to as level 0 pseudodata (L0), whilst the fluctuated values Dy
are referred to as level 1 pseudodata (L1).

Once we have generated a sample Dy of L1 pseudodata, we may perform a fit of some
of the theory parameters to this pseudodata. In this work, we shall perform various types
of fits with different choices of 0§, 0%p, and different choices of which parameters we are
fitting. We define the types of fits as follows:

(1) Baseline fit. If there is no new physics, Oxp = 0, then the SM is the true theory of
Nature. We generate L1 pseudodata D, according to the SM. If we subsequently fit
the parameters g\, we say that we are performing a baseline fit. This is precisely

equivalent to performing a standard NNPDF closure test.

(2) Contaminated fit. If new physics exists, Oxp # 0, then the SM is not the true
theory of Nature. We generate L1 pseudodata Dy according to the SM plus the NP
contribution. If we subsequently only fit the parameters sy whilst ignoring the NP

parameters fxp, we say that we are performing a contaminated fit.

(3) Simultaneous fit. If new physics exists, Oxp # 0, we again generate L1 pseudodata
Dy according to the SM plus the NP contribution. If we subsequently fit both the
parameters fsy and Onp, we say that we are performing a simultaneous fit. A closure
test of this type is performed in Ref. [47] in order to benchmark the SIMUNET
methodology. However, we do not perform such fits in this work, with our main goal
being to assess the possible deficiencies associated with performing contaminated
fits.

We have discussed simultaneous fits in SIMUNET. In what follows, we shall emphasise
baseline and contaminated fits; that is, we shall only fit SM parameters, but we shall fit
them to pseudodata generated either assuming the law of Nature is given by the SM only,
or that it is given by the SM plus some NP contribution. A summary of the relevant

definitions is given for convenient reference in Table 2.2.
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The NNPDF methodology makes use of the Monte-Carlo (MC) replica method to
propagate errors to the PDFs. This involves the generation of an additional layer of
pseudodata, referred to as level 2 pseudodata (1.2). Given an L1 pseudodata sample Dy,

we generate L2 pseudodata by augmenting Dy with further random noise e:
D=Dy+e=T" +n+e, (2.15)

where € is an independent multivariate Gaussian variable, distributed according to € ~
N(0,%), with ¥ the experimental covariance matrix. Whilst the L1 pseudodata is sampled
only once, the L2 pseudodata D is sampled N, times, and the best-fit PDFs are obtained
for each of the L2 pseudodata samples. This provides an ensemble of PDF's from which

statistical estimators, in particular uncertainty bands, can be constructed.

2.5.2 Pseudodata generation

As described above, in contaminated fits we assume that the true theory of Nature is the
SM plus some new physics. The true PDF set which shall be used in the latter chapters of
this thesis is the NNPDF4.0 set [83] (in principle, we are of course allowed to choose any
PDF set).

To generate pseudodata we inject NP signals. NP scenarios can be drawn from
specific UV-complete models in the case of heavy NP, for example. Furthermore, we
can choose NP scenarios which are characterised by scales much higher than the energy
scales probed by the data, which allows us to justify matching the UV-complete models
to a SMEFT parametrisation. The advantage of this approach is that theory predictions
become polynomial in the SMEFT Wilson coefficients, which is not necessarily the case in
UV-complete models; this allows us maximum flexibility to trial many different values for
the "true” NP parameters. In this way, we can make a K-factor approximation to avoid
expensive computation of fast interpolation grids for the PDFs which, as in NNPDF4.0,
are generated with purely SM inputs. As a result, the formula for the "true” value of an

observable takes the schematic form:
T = (14 Ky + A Kquaa) "M ® L, (2.16)

where £ denotes either the PDFs or PDF luminosities for NNPDF4.0 (depending on
whether the observable is a deep inelastic scattering or hadronic observable), ¢ denotes
the SMEFT Wilson coefficient(s) under consideration, 6™ is the SM partonic cross-
section computed at NNLO in QCD perturbation theory, and Ky, Kquada are the SMEFT
K-factors.

Note that, unlike Eq. (2.10) which describes the forward-pass of the combination layer
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in SIMUNET to perform a BSM fit (that can be performed only with linear contributions
because of the reasons described in the previous section), the value of the observable in Eq.
(2.16) accounts for both linear and quadratic BSM contributions, giving it more flexibility
to describe the NP effects. In this way, SIMUNET can be used to perform simultaneous
fits of PDFs and BSM coefficient and to assess the potential absorption of BSM effects by
the PDFs to the best of its ability in each case.

2.5.3 Post-fit analysis

Once we have produced a contaminated fit, where PDF's have been fitted using SM theory

to data produced with the SM plus some NP contribution, several natural questions arise.

Detection of contamination. Is it possible to detect contamination of the PDF fit by
the NP effects? If there are many datasets entering the fit that are not affected by NP, it
might be the case that datasets that are affected by NP could appear inconsistent, and
might be poorly described by the resulting fit.

In order to address this point, we use the NNPDF dataset selection criteria, discussed
in detail in Ref. [83]. We consider both the y?-statistic of the resulting contaminated PDF

fit to each dataset entering the fit, and also consider the number of standard deviations

ne = (X* — Naat) / V2N dat (2.17)

of the x2-statistic from the expected x? for each dataset. If x*/ng.. > 1.5 and n, > 2
for a particular dataset, the dataset would be flagged by the NNPDF selection criteria,
indicating an inconsistency with the other data entering the fit.

There are two possible outcomes of performing such a dataset selection analysis on
a contaminated fit. In the first instance, the datasets affected by NP are flagged by the
dataset selection criterion. If a dataset is flagged according to this condition, then a
weighted fit is performed, i.e. a fit in which a dataset is given a larger weight inversely
proportional to the number of data points. In more detail, if the jth dataset has been

flagged, then the x2-loss used in the subsequent weighted fit is modified to:

Nexp
1

Xo=——7 D maxi +uwy, (2.18)
Ndat — Ngat i=1,i#j

where x? denotes the usual x*-loss for the ith dataset, and where the weight is defined by:
w) = ndat/né];a)t. (2.19)

If the data-theory agreement improved for the set under investigation, to the extent that
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it now satisfies the selection criteria, and further the data-theory agreement of the other
datasets does not deteriorate in any statistically significant way, then the dataset is kept;
otherwise, the dataset is discarded, on the basis of inconsistency with the remaining
datasets.

In the second instance, the “contaminated” datasets are not flagged, and are consistent
enough that the contaminated fit would pass undetected as a bona fide SM PDF fit. We
introduce the following terms to describe each of these cases: in the former case, we say
that the PDF was unable to absorb the NP; in the latter case, we say that the PDF has
absorbed the NP.

Distortion of NP bounds. Can using a contaminated fit in a subsequent fit of NP effects
lead to misleading bounds? In more detail, suppose that we construct a contaminated fit
which has absorbed NP - that is, the contamination would go undetected by the NNPDF
dataset selection criterion. In this case, we would trust that our contaminated fit was a
perfectly consistent SM PDF fit, and might try to use it to subsequently fit the underlying
parameters in the NP scenario.

There are two possible outcomes of such a fit. The contamination of the PDFs may be
weak enough for the NP bounds that we obtain to be perfectly sensible, containing the
true values of the NP parameters. On the other hand, the absorption of the NP may be
strong enough for the NP bounds to be distorted, no longer capturing the true underlying
values of the NP parameters. The second case is particularly concerning, and if it can

occur, points to a clear need to disentangle PDF's and possible NP effects.

Distortion of SM predictions. Finally, we ask: can using a contaminated fit lead to
poor agreement on new datasets that are not affected by NP? In particular, suppose that
we are again in the case where NP has been absorbed by a contaminated fit, so that the
NP signal has gone undetected. If we were to use this contaminated fit to make predictions
for an observable that is not affected by the NP, it is interesting to see whether the data
is well-described or not; if the contamination is sufficiently strong, it may appear that the
dataset is inconsistent with the SM. This could provide a route for disentangling PDF's
and NP; we shall discuss this point later in the thesis.

. We have discussed the SIMUNET methodology for contaminated fits. In the next
section, we shall discuss how to use the SIMUNET code to perform contaminated fits
with specific examples, and how to analyse the results of such fits in order to address the

questions raised above

66



2.5.4 BSM-contaminated fits with SIMUnet

In terms of usage, a contaminated fit using the SIMUNET code should be based on an
NNPDF4.0 closure test runcard; in particular, the closures namespace must be specified.
The required SIMUNET additions to such a runcard are twofold and described as follows.
First, the dataset_inputs must be modified with a new key, for example:
dataset_inputs:

- {dataset: LHCB_Z_13TEV_DIELECTRON, frac: 0.75, cfac: [’QCD’]}

- {dataset: CMSDY1D12, frac: 0.75, cfac: [’QCD’, ’EWK’], contamination:
>EFT_LO }

Here, two datasets are included: (i) the LHCB_Z_13TEV DIELECTRON dataset has no ad-
ditional keys compared to a standard NNPDF4.0 closure test runcard, and hence the
level 1 pseudodata for this set is generated normally; (ii) the CMSDY1D12 dataset has an
additional key, contamination, set to the value EFT_LO’, which tells SIMUNET to base
the level 1 pseudodata for this set, using parameters drawn from the model EFT_LO in
the relevant simu_fac file. The precise values of the true physical parameters to generate
the pseudodata are specified as part of the closuretest namespace, which is the second

modification required to a standard closure test runcard:

closuretest:

contamination_parameters:
- name: ’W’
value: -0.0012752
linear_combination:
’01gq3’: -15.94

- name: ’Y’

value: 0.00015

linear_combination:
’01ql’: 1.51606
’Oed’: -6.0606
’Oeu’: 12.1394
’01lu’: 6.0606
’01d’: -3.0394
’0qge’: 3.0394

In the example above we have specified that we inject a NP model that belongs to the
so-called universal theories in which the parameters W and }A/, which are a combination of
four-fermion operators defined for example in Refs. [45, 47, 49], are set the values given in

this example. The precise definitions of the linear combinations in this example are given
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WOw = (-0.0012752) x (—15.94 Oy3),
YOy = (0.00015) x (1.51606 Oy — 6.0606 Orq + 12.1394 O, + 6.0606 Oy,
—3.0394 Oy + 3.0394 O0,.) .

The ‘contamination’ feature of the SIMUNET code allows the user not only to study
whether a theory bias can be reabsorbed into the PDFs, but can be used in conjunction
with the simultaneous fit feature to perform closure tests on the simultaneous fits of PDFs
and SMEFT Wilson coefficients. The closure test validates how much SIMUNET is able
to replicate, not only fixed Wilson coefficients, but also a known underlying PDF. In the
context of a simultaneous fitting methodology a ‘level 2’ closure test amounts to generating
SM predictions using a known PDF set (henceforth referred to as the underlying law) and
mapping these to SMEFT observables by multiplying the SM theory predictions with
SMEFT K-factors scaled by a previously determined choice of Wilson coefficients. These
SMEFT observables, generated by the underlying law, replace the usual MC pseudodata
replicas in the SM, and are used to train the neural network in the usual way.

Through this approach we are not only able to assess the degree to which the parametri-
sation is able to capture an underlying choice of Wilson coefficients, but also ensure it is

sufficiently flexible to adequately replicate a known PDF.

Closure test settings. In the rest of the section, we present the results of a simultaneous
closure test the validates the SIMUNET methodology in its ability to produce an underlying

law comprising both PDFs and Wilson coefficients. In this example we set:

Wirne = NNPDF40_nnlo_as_0118.1000,

c . (76 - 1
e\ 0.08)

That is, NNPDF4.0 serves as the true underlying PDF law, and all Wilson coefficients
are set to zero except ¢, and cl((‘;’). Note that the true values of the Wilson coefficients
that we choose in this test are outside the 95% C.L. bounds on the Wilson coefficients
that were found in previous analyses [45, 48] corresponding to ¢;¢ € (—0.18,0.17) and
cl(f;’) € (—0.07,0.02) respectively, hence the success of the closure test is non-trivial.

The results of the closure test for the gluon and up quark PDFs at the parametrisation
scale are presented in Fig. (2.6). Here we can see that the combination layer is capturing
the data’s dependence on the Wilson coefficients, whilst the complementary PDF sector
of the network architecture captures the data’s dependence on the underlying PDF. The

combination layer, in effect, subtracts off the EF'T dependence, leaving behind the pure SM
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Figure 2.6: The up quark (left) and gluon (right) PDFs obtained from the closure test
framework in which both the underlying PDF set and Wilson coefficients are known.
Shown in orange is the PDF replica used as the underlying law which generates the fake
data used to train our model. The resulting PDFs are shown in green along with their 68%
confidence level bands. The fake data generated by the underlying law is subsequently
modified so as to encode the (¢, Cz(g)) = (1, 0.08) condition.

contribution for the PDF sector to parametrise. The corresponding results for the Wilson
coefficients ¢, and cl(j) are displayed in Fig. (2.7). Both figures demonstrate that the
parametrisation successfully captures the underlying law for both the PDFs and Wilson
coefficients. To verify the robustness of these findings and rule out random fluctuations,
we conducted the closure test 25 times, each time using different level 1 pseudodata; the

results consistently remained stable and aligned with those presented above.

2.6 Summary

In this chapter we have presented the public release, as an open-source code, of the software
framework underlying the SIMUNET global simultaneous determination of PDFs and
SMEFT coefficients. Based on the first tagged version of the public NNPDF code [54, 53],
SIMUNET adds a number of new features that allow the exploration of the interplay
between PDFs and BSM degrees of freedom.

The code is fully documented and open-source. The phenomenological studies that
can be performed with it include (i) a PDF-only fit ¢ la NNPDF4.0 with extra datasets
included; (ii) a purely global EFT analysis; (iii) a simultaneous PDF-SMEFT fit in which
the user can decide which observable to treat as PDF-dependent or independent by either
fitting PDFs alongside the Wilson coefficients or freezing them to a baseline PDF set.

We have demonstrated that the user can use the code to inject any new physics model
in the data and check whether the model can be fitted away by the PDF parametrisation.
We have also shown that the methodology successfully passes the closure test with respect

to an underlying PDF law and UV ’true’ model that is injected in the data.
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Figure 2.7: Result of the closure testing framework for our methodology. The distribution

of (Ctg,Cl(g)> when fitting to data that has been modified by setting (Ctg,Cl(j)) = (1, 0.08).

The upper and right panels show the histograms for the distribution of the best fit values
in their respective directions.

The public release of SIMUNET represents a first crucial step towards the interpretation
of indirect searches under a unified framework. We can assess the impact of new datasets
not only on the PDFs, but now on the couplings of an EFT expansion, or on any
other physical parameter. Indeed, the methodology presented here can be extended to
simultaneous fitting precision SM parameters, such as the strong coupling or electroweak
parameters. Indeed, our framework extends naturally, not only to BSM studies, but to
any parameter which may modify the SM prediction through the use of K-factors or other
kind of interpolation, see Appendix A of Ref. [47] for the application of SIMUNET to the
simultaneous fit of PDFs and (M) [84].

In the next chapter, we will see the SIMUNET methodology in action. We will apply
it to study the PDF-BSM interplay in the context of fits to data in the top quark sector,

and in a global dataset.
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Chapter 3

PDF and SMEFT analyses in the top

sector and in global datasets

Hay que conocer la piedra
Que corona el ventisquero
Hay que recorrer callando

Los atajos del silencio

You have to know the stone
That crowns the hanging glacier
You have to walk quietly
Through the shortcuts of silence

from Arriba en la Cordillera,
by P. Manns (trad. M. M. A.).

This chapter is based on Refs. [48] and [51], and was written in collaboration with Z.
Kassabov, M. Madigan, L. Mantani, J. Moore, J. Rojo, and M. Ubiali. My contributions
to this work include the new implementation of the SIMUNET methodology in n3fit
(together with J. Moore), the implementation of the EFT and EFT-PDF analysis routines
in the validphys module (all functions but the principal component analysis), and running
different fits to assess the impact of top quark data on PDFs and SMEFT Wilson coefficients.

In this chapter we use the SIMUNET methodology to study the PDF-BSM interplay
in the context of top quark measurements at the LHC, and in a global dataset.

First, we discuss the top-specific scenario. We assess the impact of top quark production
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at the LHC on global analyses of PDFs and of Wilson coefficients in the SMEFT, both
separately and in the framework of a joint interpretation. We considered the broadest
top quark dataset to date (up to March 2023) containing all available measurements
based on the full Run II luminosity. We determine the constraints that this dataset
provides on the large-z gluon PDF and study its consistency with other gluon-sensitive
measurements. Afterwards, we carry out a SMEFT interpretation of the same dataset
using state-of-the-art SM and EFT theory calculations, resulting in bounds on 25 Wilson
coefficients modifying top quark interactions. Subsequently, we integrate the two analyses
within the SIMUNET methodology to realise a simultaneous determination of the PDF's
and the EFT coefficients and identify regions in the parameter space where their interplay
is most phenomenologically relevant.

After that, we extend the analysis to a global dataset. We do this by including, in
addition to the previous datasets, electroweak precision observables (EWPO), Higgs, and
diboson measurements. We perform a global purely SMEFT fit to the combined dataset,
and compare the results to existing methodologies. Then, we perform a global simultaneous
fit of PDF's and Wilson coefficients, finding constraints on 40 SMEFT operators, which
makes this study one of the most comprehensive SMEFT analysis to date, and the first to
include PDF's alongside SMEFT coefficient in a global fit.

3.1 Introduction

In this chapter we will study the PDF-BSM interplay in two scenarios: in the top sector,
and in a global dataset.

The top quark is one of the most remarkable particles within the SM. Being the
heaviest elementary particle known to date, with a mass around 185 times heavier than
a proton, and the only fermion with an O(1) Yukawa coupling to the Higgs boson, the
top quark has long been suspected to play a privileged role in potential BSM physics
extensions [85, 86, 87, 88]. For these reasons, since its discovery at the Tevatron in
1995 [89, 90] the properties of the top quark have been scrutinised with utmost attention
and a large number of BSM searches involving top quarks as final states have been carried
out. The focus on the top quark has further intensified since the start of operations at the
LHC, which has realised an unprecedented top factory producing more than 200 million
top quark pairs so far, for example.

In addition to this excellent potential for BSM studies, top quark production at hadron
colliders also provides unique information on a variety of SM parameters such as the
strong coupling constant a(m;) [91, 92], the CKM matrix element Vj;, [93], and the top
quark mass m; [94, 95|, among several others. Furthermore, top quark production at the
LHC constrains the PDFs of the proton [96, 97|, in particular the large-x gluon PDF from
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inclusive top quark pair production [98, 99, 100] and the quark PDF flavour separation from
inclusive single top production [101, 102]. Indeed, fiducial and differential measurements
of top quark pair production are part of the majority of recent global PDF determinations.
Reliably extracting SM parameters, including those parametrising the subnuclear structure
of the proton in the PDFs, from LHC top quark production data has been made possible
thanks to recent progress in higher order QCD and electroweak calculations of top quark
production. Inclusive top quark pair production is now known at NNLO in the QCD
expansion both for single- and double-differential distributions [103, 104, 105, 106, 107],
eventually complemented with electroweak corrections [108], threshold resummation [109],
and matching to parton showers [110]. NNLO QCD corrections are also known for single top
quark production at the LHC, both in the t-channel [111, 112] and in the s-channel [113].

As we discussed in Chapter 1, by using an EFT approximation, sufficiently heavy new
particles whose direct production lies beyond the reach of the LHC can still provide BSM
sensitivity through low-energy signatures. These are typically revealed in the modification
of SM particle properties, such as their interactions and coupling strengths. This is
where the SMEFT, as defined in the first chapter of this thesis, comes into play. Several
groups, both from the theory community and within the experimental collaborations, have
presented interpretations of LHC top quark measurements in the SMEFT framework [114,
115, 116, 117, 118, 119, 120, 121, 122, 123, 124, 125, 126, 127] to derive bounds on higher-
dimensional EFT operators that distort the interactions of top quarks. Studies have also
been performed in the framework of anomalous couplings [128, 129]. A key feature of these
analyses is that the unprecedented energy reach of the LHC data increases the sensitivity
to SMEFT operators via energy-growing effects entering the partonic cross sections.

We have explained how the PDF-BSM interplay, in general, is important for the
interpretation of LHC data in SM and BSM studies. In this chapter, our first goal is
to extend the initial explorations of [44, 45] to a global determination of the PDFs in
the SMEFT from top quark production measurements. To this purpose, we consider the
broadest top quark dataset used to date in either PDF or EFT interpretations, which in
particular contains all available measurements from ATLAS and CMS based on the full
Run IT luminosity. By combining this wide dataset with the SIMUNET methodology, we
derive bounds on 25 independent Wilson coefficients modifying top quark interactions,
identify regions in the parameter space where the interplay between PDFs and SMEFT
signatures is most phenomenologically relevant, and demonstrate how to separate eventual
BSM signals from QCD effects in the interpretation of top quark measurements. As a
non-trivial by-product, we also revisit the SM-PDF and fixed-PDF analyses by quantifying
the information that our comprehensive top quark dataset provides. On the one hand, we
assess the impact on the large-z gluon (SM-PDF), and on the other, we study the impact
on the EFT coefficients (fixed-PDF), and compare our findings with related studies in the
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literature.

Furthermore, our second goal is to present a new global simultaneous analysis of SMEFT
Wilson coefficients and PDFs based on a broad range of observables, including for the first
time (i) the Higgs production and decay rates data from the LHC, (ii) precision electroweak
and diboson measurements from LEP and the LHC, and (iii) Drell-Yan measurements,
in a global analysis of 40 dimension-6 SMEFT operators. The Wilson coefficients are
determined both with fixed PDFs and simultaneously with the PDFs themselves.

Early SMEFT analyses constrained subsets of SMEFT operators relevant to sectors
of observables, for example the electroweak, diboson and Higgs sectors [130, 131, 132,
133, 134, 135, 136, 137, 138], the top sector [115, 116, 118, 117, 48, 139] as well as
Drell-Yan [140, 141]. More recently, global fits constraining a larger set of SMEFT
operators have been performed: the Higgs, top, diboson and electroweak sectors have
been combined [142, 143, 144], as well as subsets of those [145] along with low-energy
charged-current observables [146, 147]. Also, a combinations of all those sectors alongside
Drell-Yan and flavour observables has been recently published [148], and its connection
with UV-complete models and higher energy colliders has been studied [149, 150]. These
studies were developed assuming fixed PDFs, and the SMEFT operators were determined
by fitting the data to the SM predictions modified by the SMEFT operators. In this
chapter, we will extend these analyses by performing a global simultaneous fit of the
SMEFT operators and the PDFs, which will allow us to determine the impact of the
SMEFT operators on the PDFs and vice versa.

The structure of this chapter is as follows. In Sect. 3.2 we describe the data inputs
and the theory calculations used in our studies. Subsequently, in Sect. 3.3 we present the
results of SM-PDF fits with the full top quark dataset, and in particular we quantify the
impact on the large-x gluon of recent high-statistics Run II measurements. In Sect. 3.4
we consider the fixed-PDF analyses in the top sector, and present the most extensive
SMEFT interpretation of top quark operators from the LHC to date, including comparisons
with previous results in the literature. Then, in Sect. 3.5, we present the simultaneous
determinations of the PDFs and EFT coefficients and the comparison of these with both
the fixed-PDF and SM-PDF cases in the top scenario. In Sect. 3.6 we extend the analysis
to a global dataset including, in addition to the top quark dataset, the Higgs, electroweak,
diboson, and Drell-Yan measurements. First, we perform a global SMEFT fit with fixed
PDFs, and then we extend the analysis to the first global simultaneous determination of
the SMEFT operators and the PDFs in the presence of the full dataset. We summarise

our results and outline some possible future developments in Sect. 3.7.
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3.2 Experimental data and theory calculations

We begin by describing the experimental data and theoretical predictions, both in the
SM and in the SMEFT, used as input for the present analysis. We start in Sect. 3.2.1 by
describing the datasets and theoretical calculations that we consider in the top specific
scenario. Then, to generalise our analyses to include the global dataset, we describe in

Sect. 3.2.2 the datasets and theoretical calculations that we consider in the global scenario.

3.2.1 Top dataset and theory

With the exception of the top quark measurements, the dataset used in this work for
fitting the PDF's both in the SM-PDF and SMEFT-PDF cases overlaps with that of the
NNPDF4.0 determination presented in Ref. [52]. In particular, the no-top variant of
the NNPDF4.0 dataset consists of 4535 data points corresponding to a wide variety of
processes in deep-inelastic lepton-proton scattering [151, 152, 153, 154, 155, 156, 157, 158,
159] and in hadronic proton-proton collisions [160, 161, 162, 163, 164, 165, 166, 167, 168,
169, 170, 171, 172, 173, 174, 175, 176, 177, 178, 179, 180, 181, 182, 183, 184, 185, 186, 187,
188, 189, 190, 191, 192, 193, 194, 195, 196, 197, 198]; see [52] for more details.
Concerning the LHC top quark measurements considered in the present analysis, they
partially overlap, but significantly extend, the top datasets included in global PDF fits
such as NNPDF4.0 [52] as well as in SMEFT analyses of the top quark sector [142, 143].
Here we discuss in turn the different types of measurements to be included: inclusive ¢
cross sections and differential distributions; ¢¢ production asymmetries; the WW-helicity
fractions; associated top pair production with vector bosons and heavy quarks, including
ttZ, ttW, ttry, tttt, ttbb; t— and s—channel single top production; and associated single

top and vector boson production.

Choice of kinematic distribution. Many of these measurements, in particular those
targeting top quark pair production, are available differentially in several kinematic
variables, as well as either absolute distributions, or distributions normalised to the fiducial
cross-section. We must decide which of the available kinematic distributions associated to
a given measurement should be included in the fit, and whether it is more advantageous
to consider absolute or normalised distributions.

Regarding the former, we note that correlations between kinematic distributions are
in general not available, and only one distribution at a time can be included without
double-counting (one exception is the ATLAS t¢ lepton+jet measurement at /s = 8
TeV [199] where the full correlation matrix is provided). Therefore, wherever possible we
include the top-pair invariant mass my; distributions with the rationale that these have

enhanced sensitivity to SMEFT operators via energy-growing effects; they also provide
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direct information on the large-x PDFs. Otherwise, we consider the top or top-pair rapidity
distributions, y; and ¥,z respectively, which also provide the sought-for information on the
large-z PDF's; furthermore they benefit from moderate higher-order QCD and electroweak
corrections [99)].

Regarding the choice of absolute versus normalised distributions, we elect to use
normalised distributions together with corresponding fiducial cross-sections throughout.
Normalised distributions are typically more precise that their absolute counterparts, since
experimental and theoretical errors partially cancel out when normalising. In addition,
normalisation does not affect the PDF and EFT sensitivity of the measurement, provided
the fiducial cross section measurements used for normalising are also accounted for. From
the implementation point of view, since in a normalised measurement one bin is dependent
on the others, we choose to exclude the bin with lowest m,; value (the production threshold)

to avoid losing sensitivity arising from the high-energy tails.

Inclusive ¢t production. A summary of the inclusive ¢t fiducial cross sections and
differential distributions considered in this work is provided in Table 3.1. We indicate in
each case the centre of mass energy /s, the final-state channel, the observable(s) used in
the fit, the luminosity, and the number of data points nga.t, together with the corresponding
publication reference. In the last two columns, we indicate with a v* the datasets that are
included for the first time here in a global PDF fit (specifically, those which are new with
respect to NNPDF4.0) and in a SMEFT interpretation (specifically, in comparison with
the global fits of [142, 143]). The sets marked with brackets have already been included in
previous studies, but are implemented here in a different manner (e.g. by changing spectra
or normalisation), as indicated in the table; more details are given in each paragraph of
the section.

The ATLAS dataset comprises six total cross section measurements and five differential
normalised cross section measurements. Concerning the latter, at 8 TeV we include
three distributions from the dilepton and /+jets channels. In the ¢+4jets channel, several
kinematic distributions are available together with their correlations. Following the dataset
selection analysis carried out in [52], we select to fit the y, and y;; distributions as done in
the NNPDF4.0 baseline. At 13 TeV, we include the normalised cross sections differential
in my; from the /+jets and hadronic channels, with both measurements being considered
for the first time here in the context of a PDF analysis.

Moving to CMS, in the inclusive tf category we consider five total cross section and four
normalised differential cross section measurements. At /s =8 TeV we include differential
distributions in the /+jets and dilepton channels, the latter being doubly differential in 1z
and myz. The double-differential 8 TeV measurement is part of NNPDF4.0, but there the
(ys, myz) distribution was fitted instead. At 13 TeV, we include the my; distributions in
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Exp. /s (TeV) Channel Observable £ (fb~!) nga Ref.| New (PDF fits) |[New (SMEFT fits)

ATLAS 7 dilepton o (th) 4.6 1 [81] | | V)
8 dilepton o(tt) 20.3 1 [81] (v)
1/odo/dmz 20.2 5 [200] (yeg — myp) (absolute — ratio)
+jets o(th) 202 1 [201] v )
1/odo/d|y:| 203 4 [199] (maz, Py = lyel, lyeel)
1/odo/d|y,q 203 4 [199] (meg, 2 — lyels lyel)
13 dilepton a(tt) 36.1 1 [202] v v
hadronic o (th) 361 1 [203] v v
1/od?c /d|yszldmg  36.1 10 [203] v v
C-+jets o (th) 139 1 [204] )
1/odo/dm 36 8 [205] v (absolute — ratio)
CMS 5 combination o (tF) 0.027 1 [206]] | v
7 combination o(tt) 5.0 1 [207] ‘ ‘ v
8 combination o(tt) 19.7 1 [207] v
dilepton  1/0d?c/dy,zdm,; 19.7 16 [208] | (myg, Yt — Myf, Yi7)
O+jets 1/odo /dy; 197 9 [209]
13 dilepton o(tt) 43 1 [210] )
1/odo/dm; 35.9 5 [211] (absolute — ratio)
{+jets o(tt) 137 1 [212] v v
1/odo/dm 137 14 [212] v v

Table 3.1: The inclusive cross-sections and differential distributions for top quark pair pro-
duction from ATLAS and CMS that we consider in this analysis. For each dataset, we indicate
the experiment, the centre of mass energy /s, the final-state channel, the observable(s) used
in the fit, the integrated luminosity £ in inverse femtobarns, and the number of data points
Ndat, together with the corresponding publication reference. In the last two columns, we indicate
with a v the datasets that are included for the first time here in a global PDF fit and in a
SMEFT interpretation, respectively. The sets marked with brackets have already been included
in previous studies but here we account for their constraints in different manner (e.g. by changing
spectra or normalisation), as indicated in the table and in the text description.

the dilepton and ¢-+jets channels. In the latter case we include the single m;; distribution
rather than the double-differential one in (my, y47), which is also available, since we find
that the latter cannot be reproduced by the NNLO SM predictions. We present a dedicated
analysis of the double-differential distribution in Sect. 5.3. As mentioned above, we will
study the impact of our dataset selection choices by presenting variations of the baseline
SM-PDF, fixed-PDF, and SMEFT-PDF analyses in the following sections.

tt asymmetry measurements. The ¢¢ production asymmetry at the LHC is defined as:

_ N(Aly[>0) = N(Aly| <0)

A~ =
“ 7 N(A>0)+ N(AJy[ <0)”

(3.1)
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with N(P) being the number of events satisfying the kinematic condition P, and Aly| =
lys| — |yz| is the difference between the absolute values of the top quark and anti-top quark
rapidities. The asymmetry A¢ can be measured either integrating over the fiducial phase
space or differentially, for example binning in the invariant mass m;;. Measurements of
Ae are particularly important in constraining certain SMEFT directions, in particular
those associated to the two-light-two-heavy operators. However, they are unlikely to have
an impact on PDF fitting due to their large experimental uncertainties; nevertheless, with
the underlying motivation of a comprehensive SMEFT-PDF interpretation of top quark
data, we consider here the Ac measurement as part of our baseline dataset, and hence
study whether or not they also provide relevant PDF information. A summary of the

asymmetry measurements included in this work is given in Table 3.2.

Experiment v/s(TeV) Channel Observable £ (fb~1) nga; Ref.‘New (PDF ﬁts)‘New (SMEFT fits)
ATLAS 8 dilepton Ac 20.3 1 [213] v
13 O+jets Ac 130 5 [214] v v
OMS 8 dilepton Ac 195 3 [215] v
13 O-+jets Ac 138 3 [216] v
ATLAS/CMS comb. 8 O-+jets Ac 20 6 [217] v |

Table 3.2: Same as Table 3.1 for the tf asymmetry datasets.

W-helicity fractions. The W-helicity fractions Fj, F;, and Fg are PDF-independent
observables sensitive to SMEFT corrections, and the dependence of the theory predictions
with respect to the Wilson coefficients can be computed analytically. Since these W -helicity
fractions are PDF-independent observables, to include them in the joint SMEFT-PDF
analysis one has to extend the methodology presented in [47] to include in the fit datasets
that either lack, or have negligible, PDF sensitivity and depend only on the EFT coefficients.

In Table 3.3 we list the LHC measurements of the W-helicity fractions considered in the
current analysis. At /s = 8 TeV we include the combined ATLAS and CMS measurement
from [218], while at 13 TeV we consider the ATLAS measurement of the W-helicities
from [219], for the first time in a SMEFT fit.

Associated top quark pair production. The next class of observables that we discuss
is associated ¢t production with a Z- or a W-boson (Table 3.4), a photon ~ (Table 3.5),
or a heavy quark pair (tfbb or tttt, Table 3.6). While measurements of t£V have been
considered for SMEFT interpretations, we use them for the first time here in the context
of a PDF determination. The rare processes tt, ttbb, and tttt exhibit a very weak PDF
sensitivity and hence in the present analysis their theory predictions are obtained using a

fixed PDF, in the same manner as the W-helicity fractions in Table 3.3.
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Experiment v/s(TeV) Observable £ (fb™!) ng.. Ref. ‘ New (SMEFT fits)

ATLAS & CMS combination 8 Fy, Fr, 20 2 [218] ‘

ATLAS 13 Fo, Fi 139 2 [219] ‘ v

Table 3.3: Same as Table 3.1 for the W-helicity fraction measurements. These helicity fractions
are PDF-independent and hence are only relevant in constraining the EFT coefficients.

Exp. Vs (TeV) Observable L (fb~1) ng.x Ref. | New (PDF fits) | New (SMEFT fits)
ATLAS 8 o(tiZ) 20.3 1 [220]
o (tEW) 20.3 1 [220]
13 o(t£2) 36.1 1 [221]

1/odo(ttZ)/dpZ 139 6  [222] v v
o (W) 36.1 1 [221]
CMS 8 o(tiZ) 19.5 1 [223]
o (tEW) 19.5 1 [223]
13 o(t£2) 35.9 1 [224]
1/odo(ttZ)/dpr(Z) 7.5 3 [225] v (absolute — ratio)

o (tEW) 35.9 1 [224]

Table 3.4: Same as Table 3.1 for the measurements of top quark production in association
with a vector boson.

Experiment +/s(TeV) Observable L (fb=!) ng., Ref. ‘ New (SMEFT fits)

ATLAS 8 o(thy) 20.2 1 [226] ‘

CMS 8 o (thy) 19.7 1 [227] ‘

Table 3.5: Same as Table 3.1 for ¢t production in association with a photon. Theory predictions
for these observables adopt a fixed PDF.

Concerning the ttZ and ttW data, from both ATLAS and CMS we use four fiducial
cross section measurements at 8 TeV and 13 TeV, and one distribution differential in pZ at
13 TeV. These measurements are particularly interesting to probe SMEFT coefficients that
modify the interactions between the top quark and the electroweak sector. For top-quark
production associated with a photon, we include the fiducial cross-section measurements
from ATLAS and CMS at 8 TeV; also available is a differential distribution at 13 TeV from
ATLAS binned in the photon transverse momentum pJ. [235], but we exclude this from our

analysis because of the difficulty in producing SMEFT predictions in the fiducial phase
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Experiment +/s(TeV) Channel Observable L (fb™!) ng,, Ref. | New (SMEFT fits)

ATLAS 13 multi-lepton otot (tttt) 139 1 [228]

single-lepton Otot (LEtL) 139 1 (229] v
L+jets Ttot (LEbb) 36.1 1 [230]
CMS 13 multi-lepton Otot (tEtL) 137 1 (231]
single-lepton oot (tttt) 35.8 1 [232]
all-jet oot (t1bb) 35.9 1 [233]
dilepton Ttot (tbD) 35.9 1 [234]

O+jets Ttot (LEbb) 35.9 1 [234] v

Table 3.6: Same as Table 3.1 for the measurements of ¢f production in association with a
heavy quark pair. Theory predictions for these observables adopt a fixed PDF.

space (in the FITMAKER analysis, its inclusion is only approximate, and in SMEFIT this
distribution is neglected entirely). Finally, we include fiducial measurements of ¢tbb and
tttt production at 13 TeV considering the data with highest luminosity for each available

final state.

Inclusive single-top pair production. The inclusive single-top production data
considered here and summarised in Table 3.7 comprises measurements of single-top
production in the ¢-channel, which have previously been included in PDF fits [101, 52],
as well as measurements of single-top production in the s-channel, which in the context
of PDF studies have been implemented for the first time in this study. For ¢-channel
production, we consider the ATLAS and CMS top and anti-top fiducial cross sections
Vs = 7,8, and 13 TeV, as well as normalised y; and y; distributions at 7 and 8 TeV
(ATLAS) and at 13 TeV (CMS). For s-channel production, no differential measurements
are available and hence we consider fiducial cross-sections at 8 and 13 TeV from ATLAS
and CMS.

Associated single top-quark production with weak bosons. Finally, Table 3.8
lists the measurements of associated single-top production with vector bosons included
in our analysis. We consider fiducial cross-sections for tWW production at 8 and 13 TeV
from ATLAS and CMS in the dilepton and single-lepton final states, as well as the tZj
fiducial cross-section at 13 TeV from ATLAS and CMS in the dilepton final state. In
addition, kinematical distributions in ¢Zj production from CMS at 13 TeV are considered
for the first time here in an EFT fit. For these differential distributions, the measurement

is presented binned in either pZ or pl.; here, we take the former as default for consistency
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Exp. Vs (TeV) Channel Observable L (fb~') ng. Ref. | New (PDF fits) | New (SMEFT fits)
ATLAS 7 t-channel oot (t) 4.59 1 [236] ) v
tot () 4.59 1 [236] V) v
1/odo(tq)/dy: 4.59 3 (236] v
1/odo(tq)/dy; 4.59 3 [236] v
8 t-channel oot () 20.2 1 (237] ) v
oot (f) 20.2 1 [237] (v)
1/odo(tq)/dy: 20.2 3 [237] )
1/odo(tq)/dy; 20.2 3 (237] ()
s-channel oot (t + 1) 20.3 1 [238] v
13 t-channel oot () 3.2 1 [239] (v)
Otot (ﬂ 32 1 [239] (w/)
s-channel otot(t + 1) 139 1 [240] v v
CMS 7 t-channel  otot(t) + otot(t) 1.17,1.56 1 [241] v
8 t-channel Otot () 19.7 1 [242] )
tot () 19.7 1 [242) V)
s-channel oot (t + 1) 19.7 1 (243] v
13 t-channel otot(t) 2.2 1 [244] (V)
otot () 2.2 1 [244] V)
1/odo/dly®)| 35.9 4 [245] v

Table 3.7: Same as Table 3.1 for the inclusive single-top production datasets.

with the corresponding ttZ analysis.
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Experiment /s(TeV) Channel Observable £ (fb™!) ng,; Ref. | New (SMEFT fits)

ATLAS 8 dilepton Otot (tW) 20.3 1 [246]
single-lepton otot (tW) 20.2 1 [247]
13 dilepton oot (tW) 3.2 1 [248]
dilepton o6a(tZ7) 139 1 [249]
CMS 8 dilepton atot (tW) 12.2 1 [250]
13 dilepton oot (tW) 35.9 1 [251]
dilepton o564 (tZ7) 7.4 1 [252]
dilepton doga(tZ35)/dph 138 3 [253]
single-lepton oot (tW) 36 1 [254] v

Table 3.8: Same as Table 3.1 for single-top production in association with an electroweak
bosons.
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Dataset selection. The top quark production measurements listed in Tables 3.1-3.8
summarise all datasets that have been considered for the present analysis. In principle,
however, some of these may need to be excluded from the baseline fit dataset to ensure that
the baseline dataset is maximally consistent. Following the dataset selection procedure
adopted in [52], here our baseline dataset is chosen to exclude datasets that may be either
internally inconsistent or inconsistent with other measurements of the same process type.
These inconsistencies can be of experimental origin, for instance due to unaccounted
(or underestimated) systematic errors, or numerically unstable correlation models, as
well as originating in theory, for example whenever a given process is affected by large
missing higher-order perturbative uncertainties. Given that the ultimate goal of a global
SMEFT analysis, such as the present one, is to unveil deviations from the SM, one should
strive to deploy objective dataset selection criteria that exclude datasets affected by such
inconsistencies, which are unrelated to BSM physics.

The first step is to run a global SM-PDF fit including all the datasets summarised in
Tables 3.1-3.8 (and additionally a fit with the data summarised therein, but with the CMS
measurement of the differential ¢t cross-section at 13 TeV in the /+jets channel replaced
with the double-differential measurement) and monitor in each case the following two

statistical estimators:

e The total x? per data point and the number of standard deviations n, by which the
value of the 2 per data point differs from the median of the x? distribution for a

perfectly consistent dataset,

D N P |

Oxz2 V/2/Ndat 7

where the x? in this case (and in the rest of the chapter unless specified) is the

(3.2)

Ng =

experimental x? per data point, which is defined as

1 Ndat B
X2 = ngp/ndat = Njat Z (D’L - j—;,o) (COVexlp)ij (DJ - ,I'jo)? (33>
at =1

where T are the theoretical predictions computed with the central PDF replica,
which is the average over the PDF replicas, and the experimental covariance matrix
is the one defined for example in Eq. (3.1) of Ref. [255].

Specifically, we single out for further examination datasets for which n, > 3 and
x? > 2 per data point, where the poor description of the data is unlikely to be caused
by a statistical fluctuation (note that these conditions relax those given in [52], which
we hope gives the opportunity for the EFT to account for poor quality fits to data,

rather than immediately attributing poor fits to inconsistencies). The question is

83



then to ascertain whether this poor x? can be explained by non-zero EFT coefficients
(and in such case it should be retained for the fit) or if instead there one can find
other explanations, such as the ones mentioned above, that justify removing it from

the baseline dataset.

e The metric Z defined in Ref. [256] which quantifies the stability of the x* with respect
to potential inaccuracies affecting the modelling of the experimental correlations.
The calculation of Z relies exclusively on the experimental covariance matrix and
is independent of the theory predictions. A large value of the stability metric Z
corresponds to datasets with an unstable covariance matrix, in the sense that small
changes in the values of the correlations between data points lead to large increases

in the corresponding y2. Here we single out for further inspection datasets with
Z >4

As also described in [256], it is possible to regularise covariance matrices in a minimal
manner to assess the impact of these numerical instabilities at the PDF or SMEFT
fit level, and determine how they affect the resulting pre- and post-fit x2. To quantify
whether datasets with large Z distort the fit results in a sizable manner, one can
run fit variants applying this decorrelation procedure such that all datasets exhibit
a value of the Z-metric below the threshold. We do not find it necessary to run such
fits in this work.

In Tables 3.9 and 3.10 we list the outcome of such a global SM-PDF fit, where entries that
lie above the corresponding threshold values for x2, n,, or Z are highlighted in boldface.
In the last column, we indicate whether the dataset is flagged. For the flagged datasets,

we carry out the following tests to ascertain whether it should be retained in the fit:

e For datasets with n, > 3 and Z > 4, we run a fit variant in which the covariance
matrix is regularised. If, upon regularisation of the covariance matrix, the PDF's are
stable and both the x? per data point and the |n,| decrease to a value below the

respective thresholds of 2.0 and 3.0, we retain the dataset, else we exclude it.

e For datasets with x? > 2.0 and n, > 3 we carry out a fit variant where this dataset
is given a very high weight. If in this high-weight fit variant the x? and n, estimators
improve to the point that their values lie below the thresholds without deteriorating
the description of any of the other datasets included the dataset is kept, then
the specific measurement is not inconsistent, it just does not have enough weight
compared to the other datasets. See Ref. [52] for a detailed discussion on the size of

the weight depending on the size of the dataset.

From the analysis of Tables 3.9 and 3.10, one finds that only two datasets in the inclusive

top quark pair production (lepton-+jets final state) category are flagged as potentially
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Experiment +/s (TeV) Observable, Channel Tdat xgxp/ndat No Z flag

ATLAS 7 ot2t, dilepton 1 4.63 2.57 1.00 no
at°%(t), t-channel 1 0.76 -0.17  1.00 no
oot (%), t-channel 1 0.29 -0.50 1.00 no
1/0d(tq)/dyt, t-channel 3 0.97 -0.04 1.28 no
1/o0d(tq)/dyz, t-channel 3 0.06 -1.15  1.39 no

8 ot2t, dilepton 1 0.03 -0.69 1.00 no
1/odo/dm,;z, dilepton 5 0.29 -1.12 161 no
o2t L4jets 1 0.28 -0.51  1.00 no
1/odo/d|yt|, ¢+jets 4 2.86 2.63 1.65 no
1/odo/d|yz|, €+jets 4 3.37 3.35 2.19 yes (kept)
Ac, dilepton 1 0.67 -0.23 1.00 no
o(ttZ) 1 0.23 -0.54 1.00 no
o (tTW) 1 2.44 1.0l 100 no
o't(t +t), s-channel 1 0.21 -0.56 1.00 no
oot (tW), dilepton 1 0.54 -0.33  1.00 no
o't (tW), single-lepton 1 0.71 -0.21 1.00 no
13 otet, dilepton 1 1.41 0.29 1.00 no
ott, hadronic 1 0.23 -0.54 1.000 no
1/od%0 /d|ysz|dmyg, hadronic 10 1.95 2.12 233 no
oot L4jets 1 0.50 -0.35 1.00 no
1/odo /dmyg, +jets 8 1.83 1.66 7.61 o
Ac, l+jets 5 0.99 -0.02 141 no
o(t12) 1 075  -018 1.00 no
1/odo(ttZ)/dpr(Z) 5 1.93 1.47 227 no
o (tTW) 1 1.43 030 1.00 no
a'°%(t), t-channel 1 0.72 -0.20  1.00 no
oot (%), t-channel 1 0.39 -0.43 1.00 no
a'°t(t 4+ t), s-channel 1 0.70 -0.21 1.00 no
ot (tW), dilepton 1 1.15 0.36 1.00 no

Table 3.9: For the ATLAS measurements that we consider in this work, we list the outcome of
a global SM-PDF fit with all measurements listed in Tables 3.1-3.8 included. We display for each
dataset the number of data points, the x? per data point (Eq. (3.3), the number of standard
deviations n, (Eq. (3.2)), and the stability metric Z defined in [256]. The entries that lie above
the corresponding threshold values are highlighted in boldface, In the last column, we indicate
whether the dataset is flagged and is either kept or removed. See text for more details.
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Experiment v/s (TeV) Observable Ndat xgxp/ndat Ne Z flag
CMS 5 o2, combination 1 0.56 -0.31 1.00 no
7 UZtQt, combination 1 1.08 0.06 1.00 no
att(t) + otot(%), t-channel 1 0.72 -0.20 1.00 no
8 o’i?t, combination 1 0.27 -0.52 1.00 no
1/0d?c /dyzdmg, dilepton 16 0.98 -0.06 2.33 no
1/odo /dy,s, (+jets 9 1.15 031 1.63 no
Ac, dilepton 3 0.05 -1.16 1.16 no
o(tTZ) 1 047  -037 1.00 no
o (EW) 1 2.27 090 1.00 no
o't (t), t-channel 1 0.01 -0.70  1.00 no
otot(%), t-channel 1 0.09 -0.64 1.00 no
ot°t(t + t), s-channel 1 1.11 0.08 1.00 no
o't (tW), dilepton 1 0.38 -0.44 1.00 no
13 UZtQt, dilepton 1 0.06 -0.66 1.00 no
1/odo /dm,z, dilepton 5 2.49 236 1.61 no
oo, f+jets channel 1 0.22 -0.55 1.00 no
1/odo /dmy;, L+jets 14 1.41 1.08 4.57 no
1/odo /dmzdyy, £+jets 34 6.43 22.4 3.88 yes (excl)
Ac, l+jets 3 0.29 -0.87 1.00 no
o(tE2) 1 1.24 017 1.00 no
1/odo (tE2) /dpr(Z) 3 059  -050 1.28 mno
o (tLTW) 1 066 024 1.00 no
otot(t), t-channel 1 0.88 -0.08 1.00 no
ot°t(1), t-channel 1 0.13 -0.62 1.00 no
1/odo/dly®)|, t-channel 4 0.38 -0.88 1.70 no
ot (tW), dilepton 1 0.43 -0.40 1.00 no
o't (tW), single-lepton 1 2.84 1.30  1.00 no
ATLAS-CMS combination 8 Ac, l+jets 6 0.602 -0.69 1.65 no

Table 3.10: Same as Table 3.9 for the CMS and combined ATLAS-CMS datasets.
carefully: the row corresponding to the CMS doubly-differential distribution at 13 TeV in the
{+jets channel comes from a separate fit, where the corresponding 1D distribution is replaced by

this dataset.
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problematic: the ATLAS |y;| distribution at 8 TeV and the CMS double-differential
distributions in my; and gy, at 13 TeV. The first of these was already discussed in the
NNPDF4.0 analysis [52]. It was observed that each of the four distributions measured by
ATLAS and presented in Ref. [199] behave somewhat differently upon being given large
weight. The x? of all distributions significantly improves when given large weight in the fit,
as described in [52]. However, while for the top transverse momentum and top pair invariant
mass distributions this improvement is accompanied by a rather significant deterioration
of the global fit quality, in the case of the top and top pair rapidity distributions the global
fit quality is very similar and only the description of jets deteriorates moderately. The
rapidity distributions thus remain largely compatible with the rest of the dataset, hence
they are kept.

Also shown in one row of Table 3.10 is the fit-quality information for the CMS double-
differential distribution at 13 TeV in the /+jets channel, from a separate fit wherein the
CMS single differential distribution at 13 TeV in the /+jets channel is replaced by this
dataset. We find that the 2D set is described very poorly, with a x? = 6.43, corresponding
to a 220 deviation from the median of the x? distribution for a perfectly consistent dataset.
To investigate this further, we performed a weighted fit; however, we find that the x?
improves only moderately (from x*= 6.43 to x* = 4.56) and moreover the y?-statistic of
the other datasets deteriorates significantly (with total x? jumping from 1.20 to 1.28). The
test indicates that the double-differential distribution is both incompatible with the rest
of the data and also internally inconsistent given the standard PDF fit. Hence we exclude
this dataset from our baseline and include instead the single-differential distribution in
myz, which is presented in the same publication [212] and is perfectly described in the
baseline fit. Now, we proceed to review the theory predictions that we will use to compare

with the experimental measurements.

SM cross-sections. Theoretical predictions for SM cross-sections are evaluated at
NNLO in perturbative QCD, whenever available, and at NLO otherwise. Predictions
accurate to NLO QCD are obtained in terms of fast interpolation grids from MAD-
GrAPH5_AMC@NLO [257, 258], interfaced to APPLGRID [70] or FASTNLO [259, 71, 260]
together with AMCFAST [261] and APFELcomB [69]. Wherever available, NNLO QCD
corrections to matrix elements are implemented by multiplying the NLO predictions
by bin-by-bin K-factors, see Sect. 2.3 in [262]. The potential shift of SM parameters
due to SMEFT contributions is neglected for the present study. The top mass is set to
m; = 172.5 GeV for all processes considered.

In the case of inclusive tt cross sections and charge asymmetries, a dynamical scale
choice of ugr = pp = Hr/4 is adopted, where Hp denotes the sum of the transverse masses

of the top and anti-top, following the recommendations of Ref. [103]. This scale choice
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ensures that the ratio of fixed order NNLO predictions to the NNLO+NNLL ones is
minimised, allowing us to neglect theory uncertainties associated to missing higher orders
beyond NNLO. To obtain the corresponding NNLO K-factors, we use the HIGHTEA public
software [263], an event database for distributing and analysing the results of fixed order
NNLO calculations for LHC processes. The NNLO PDF set used in the computation of
these K-factors is either NNPDF3.1 or NNPDF4.0, depending on whether a given dataset
was already included in the NNPDF4.0 global fit or not, respectively.

For associated tf and W or Z production, dedicated fast NLO grids have been generated.
Factorisation and renormalisation scales are fixed to urp = pugr = m; + %mv, where
my = my, my is the mass of the associated weak boson, as appropriate. This scale choice
follows the recommendation of Ref. [264] and minimises the ratio of the NLO+NLL over
the fixed-order NLO prediction. We supplement the predictions for the total cross section
for associated W and Z-production at 13 TeV with NLO+NNLL QCD K-factors taken
from Table 1 of [264]. On the other hand, the ttv, tftt and ttbb data are implemented as
PDF independent observables, and the corresponding theory predictions are taken directly
from the relevant experimental papers in each case.

The evaluation of theoretical predictions for single top production follows [101]. Fast
NLO interpolation grids are generated for both s- and ¢-channel single top-quark and
top-antiquark datasets in the 5-flavour scheme, with fixed factorisation and renormalisation
scales set to m;. Furthermore, for the t-channel production we include the NNLO QCD
corrections to both total and differential cross sections [111]. When the top decay is
calculated, it is done in the narrow-width approximation, under which the QCD corrections
to the top-(anti)quark production and the decay are factorisable and the full QCD

corrections are approximated by the vertex corrections.

SMEFT cross-sections. SMEFT corrections to SM processes are computed both at
LO and at NLO in QCD, and both at the linear and the quadratic level in the EFT
expansion. Flavour assumptions follow the LHC TOP WG prescription of [114] which
were also used in the recent SMEFIT analysis [143]. The flavour symmetry group is
given by U(3); x U(3). x U(3)q x U(2), x U(2),, i.e. we single out operators that contain
top quarks (right-handed ¢ and SU(2) doublet @)). This also means that one works in a
five-flavour scheme in which the only massive fermion in the theory is the top. As far
as the electroweak input scheme is concerned, we work in the my -scheme, meaning that
the 4 electroweak inputs are {mw,Gr, mp, mz} (a more systematic assessment of the
interplay between input schemes and calculations in the SMEFT can be found in Ref.
[265]). Masses and wavefunctions are renormalised in the on-shell scheme, while the strong
coupling and operator coefficients are renormalised in the MS scheme. More details can
be found in [266].
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In the context of our study in the top sector, 25 SMEFT operators at dimension-six
modify the SM Lagrangian, as described in Refs. [114, 143, 142]. We shall use the same
notation as in [143]. In this work we neglect renormalisation group effects on the Wilson
coefficients [267]. For hadronic data, i.e. for proton-proton collisions, which are the only
data affected by the SMEFT in this study, the linear effect of the n-th SMEFT operator

on a theoretical prediction can be quantified by:

Beer = (£ @ d6 G eer ) / (E50 @ dGysn) . n=1..,N,  (34)

NNLO

where 4, j are parton indices, £ is the NNLO partonic luminosity defined as

1
dz

Lij(1, Mx) = / - filw, Mx) f;( )z, Mx) , 7= Mg/s, (3.5)

do;; sm the bin-by-bin partonic SM cross section, and d’a\gf)SMEFT the corresponding partonic

cross section associated to the interference between O, and the SM amplitude Agy when
setting ¢, = 1. This value of ¢, is only used to initialize the potential contributions of the
SMEFT operator; the effective values of the Wilson coefficient are found after the fit is
performed.

The computation of the SMEFT contributions is performed numerically with the
FeynRules [268] model SMEFTatNLO [266], which allows one to include NLO QCD
corrections to the observables. The obtained cross sections are then combined in so-called
BSM factors by taking the ratio with the respective SM cross sections, in order to produce
Rgle[EFT'

With these considerations, we can account for SMEFT effects in our theoretical

predictions by mapping the SM prediction T5M to

T=Tx K({c,}), (3.6)
with .
K({ea})) =14 caRppr (3.7)

Eq. (3.6) is at the centre of the SIMUNET methodology, which we will use in the following
sections. However, first we will explore how SM PDFs are affected by the inclusion of data

in the top sector.

3.2.2 Global dataset and theory

The dataset explored in this study builds on those already implemented in the high-mass
Drell-Yan analysis presented in Refs. [45, 47] and on the top quark analysis presented in
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Ref. [48]. These studies extended the datasets included in the global NNPDF4.0 [52]
analysis, by adding observables that enhance the sensitivity to the SMEFT and that
constrain PDF's in the Drell-Yan and in the top sector respectively.

The NNPDF4.0 NNLO analysis [52] included ngat. = 4618 data points corresponding
to a wide variety of processes in deep-inelastic lepton-proton scattering (from the HERA ep
collider and from fixed-target experiments such as NMC, SLAC, BCDMS, CHORUS and
NuTeV), fixed-target DY data from the Fermilab E605 and E866 experiments, hadronic
proton-antiproton collisions from the Tevatron, and proton-proton collisions from LHC.
The LHC data in turn include inclusive gauge boson production data; Z- and W-boson
transverse momentum production data, single-inclusive jet and di-jets production data,
as well as gauge boson with jets and inclusive isolated photon production data and top
data. In Refs. [45, 47] the high-mass Drell-Yan sector of the NNPDF4.0 analysis was
augmented by two extra measurements taken by CMS at /s = 8,13 TeV, for a total of
65 extra datapoints. In Ref. [48], besides inclusive and differential ¢t cross sections and
t-channel single top production already implemented in NNPDF4.0, more observables
were included, such as ¢t production asymmetries, W-helicity fractions, associated top
pair production with vector bosons and heavy quarks, including 2, ttW, ttv, tttt, ttbb,
s-channel single top production, and associated single top and vector boson production,
bringing the total number of datapoints to nga.. = 4710.

In this present study, we further extend the datasets by probing electroweak precision
observables (EWPOs), the Higgs sector and the diboson sector. The datasets are described
below and details such as the centre-of-mass energy, the observable, the integrated lumi-
nosity, the number of data points, the dataset name as implemented in SIMUNET and
the source are given in Tables 3.11, 3.12 and 3.13 respectively.

We remind the reader that, thanks to the functionality of SIMUNET that enables users
to include PDF-independent observables as well as to freeze PDF's for the observables in
which the PDF dependence is mild, we can add observables such as the measurement of a,
that are completely independent of PDFs (but which are affected by SMEFT corrections) or
Higgs signal strengths and Simplified Template Cross Section (STXS) measurements that
are mildly dependent on PDFs but are strongly dependent on the relevant SMEFT-induced
corrections.

To summarise, in this analysis we include a total of 4985 datapoints, of which 366
are affected by SMEFT corrections. Among those 366 datapoints, 210 datapoints are
PDF independent. Hence our pure PDF analysis performed with SIMUNET includes
(4985 — 210) = 4775 datapoints and is equivalent to the NNPDF4.0 global analysis
augmented by 78 datapoints from the top sector [48] and by 65 datapoints measuring
the high-mass Drell-Yan tails [45, 47]. Our pure SMEFT-only analysis performed with
SIMUNET includes 366 datapoints, while our simultaneous PDF-SMEFT fit includes 4985
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datapoints.

EWPOs: In Table 3.11, we list EWPOs included in this study. The dataset includes
the pseudo-observables measured on the Z resonance by LEP [269], which include cross
sections, forward-backward and polarised asymmetries. Branching ratios of the decay of
the W boson into leptons [270] are also included, along with the LEP measurement of the
Bhabha scattering cross section [270]. Finally we include the measurement of the effective
electromagnetic coupling constant [271], for a total of 44 datapoints. These datasets
and their SMEFT predictions are taken from the public SMEFIT code [144, 149], where
linear EF'T corrections, LO cross sections, and flavour universality were assumed. These
datapoints are all PDF independent, hence they directly affect only the SMEFT part of
the fits.

Exp. /s (TeV) Observable L (fb~1) ng,  Dataset name Ref.

LEP 0.250 7 observables 19 LEP_ZDATA [269]
LEP 0.196 BW — 1~ %) 3 3 LEP_BRW [270]
LEP 0.189 olete —ete™) 3 21 LEP_BHABHA  [270]
LEP 0.209 &) (My) 3 1 LEP.ALPHAEW [271]

Table 3.11: Measurements of electroweak precision observables included in SIMUNET.
The columns contain information on the centre-of-mass energy, the observable, the in-
tegrated luminosity, the number of data points, the dataset name as implemented in
SIMUNET and the source.

Higgs sector: In Table 3.12, we list the Higgs sector datasets included in this study. The
Higgs dataset at the LHC includes the combination of Higgs signal strengths by ATLAS
and CMS for Run 1, and for Run 2 both signal strengths and STXS measurements are
used. ATLAS in particular provides the combination of stage 1.0 STXS bins for the 4/,
vy, WW, 77 and bb decay channels, while for CMS we use the combination of signal
strengths of the 41, vy, WW, 7=7%, bb and p~put decay channels. We also include the
H — Z~v and H — p~u™ signal strengths from ATLAS, for a total of 73 datapoints.
The Run I and CMS datasets and their corresponding predictions are taken from the
SMEFIT code [144, 149], whereas the STXS observables and signal strength measurements
of H— Zvyand H — p~p* are taken from the fitmaker [142] code. The signal strength’s
dependence on the PDFs is almost completely negligible, given that the PDF dependence
cancels in the ratio, hence all the datapoints are treated as PDF independent and are
directly affected only by the SMEFT Wilson coefficients.
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Exp. Vs (TeV) Observable L (fb™1) nga Dataset name Ref.

ATLAS and CMS 7 and 8 WH st 5and 20 22 ATLAS_CMS_SSinc_Runl [272]
CMS 13 LH 35.9 24 CMS_SSINC_RUNII [273]
ATLAS 13 W 80 25 ATLAS_STXS_RUNII [274]
ATLAS 13 WH—sZ~ 139 1 ATLAS_SSINC_RUNII.ZGAM  [275]
ATLAS 13 HE syt = 139 1 ATLAS_SSINC_RUNII.MUMU [276]

Table 3.12: Same as 3.11 for the measurements of the Higgs sector.

Diboson sector: In Table 3.13, we list the diboson sector datasets included in this study.
We have implemented four measurements from LEP at low energy, three from ATLAS and
one from CMS both at 13 TeV. The LEP measurements are of the differential cross-section
of ete™ — WTIW™ as a function of the cosine of the W-boson polar angle. The ATLAS
measurements are of the differential cross-section of W*W ™ as a function of the invariant
mass of the electron-muon pair and of the transverse mass of the W-boson. The third
ATLAS measurement is of the differential cross-section of Zjj as a function of the azimuthal
angle between the two jets, A¢;;. Although this is not a diboson observable, it is grouped
here as this observable constrains operators typically constrained by the diboson sector,
such as the triple gauge interaction Oyyyw. The CMS dataset is a measurement of the
differential cross-section of W Z as a function of the transverse momentum of the Z-boson,
for a total of 82 datapoints. Almost all datasets and corresponding predictions in this
sector are taken from the SMEFIT code [144, 149], except for the ATLAS measurement
of Zjj production, taken from the fitmaker [142] code. While the LEP measurements
are PDF-independent by definition, the LHC measurements of diboson cross sections do
depend on PDFs. However, their impact on the PDF's is extremely mild, due to much more
competitive constraints in the same Bjorken-x region given by other measurements such
as single boson production and single boson production in association with jets. Therefore
we consider all diboson measurements to be PDF-independent, i.e. the PDFs are fixed

and their parameters are not varied in the computation of these observables.

SMEFT Wilson coefficients: We include a total of 40 operators from the dimension-
6 SMEFT in our global analysis of the measurements of the Higgs, top, diboson and
electroweak precision observables outlined above. In Fig. 3.1 we display the SMEFT
Wilson coefficients included in our analysis, following the operator conventions of Refs. [48,

143]. The schematic diagram, adapted from Ref. [142], demonstrates the sectors of data
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Exp. Vs (TeV) Observable L (fb~™1)  ngag Dataset name Ref.
LEP 0182  doww/decos(fy)  0.164 10 LEP_EEWW_182GEV [270]
LEP 0.189 doww /dcos(Ow ) 0.588 10 LEP_EEWW_189GEV [270]
LEP 0198  doww /deos(fy)  0.605 10 LEP_EEWW_198GEV [270]
LEP 0206  doww /deos(fy)  0.631 10 LEP_EEWW _206GEV [270]
ATLAS 13 doyy+p—/dmep 36.1 13 ATLAS_-WW_13TeV_2016_.MEMU  [277]
ATLAS 13 do 7 /dmy 36.1 6  ATLAS.WZ.13TeV_2016.MTWZ  [278]
ATLAS 13 do(Zjj)/dAd;; 139 12 ATLAS_Zjj-13TeV_2016 [279]
CMS 13 dow z /dpr 35.9 11 CMS_-WZ_13TeV_2016_PTZ [279]

Table 3.13: Same as 3.11 for the measurements of the diboson sector.

Figure 3.1: Schematic representation of the data categories included in this analysis and
of their overlapping dependences on the 40 dim-6 SMEFT operators included in our global

Higgs
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analysis, adapted from Ref. [142].

affected by each WC and highlights the interconnected nature of the global SMEFT
determination. The overlaps between the different rectangles show explicitly how a given
operator contributes to several data categories. For example, Oy ww, contributes to both
the diboson sector and the top sector (through its contribution to tZg production), while

the operators O..,0, contribute to the Higgs, diboson and electroweak sectors, but have

no effect on the top sector.
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3.3 Impact of the top quark Run II dataset on the
SM-PDF's

Here we present the results of a global SM-PDF determination which accounts for the
constraints of the most extensive top quark dataset considered to date in such analyses
and described in Sect. 3.2. The fitting methodology adopted follows closely the settings of
the NNPDF4.0 study [52], see also [255] for a rebuttal of some critical arguments. This
dataset includes not only the most up-to-date measurements of top quark pair production
from Run II, but it also includes all available single top production cross-sections and
distributions and for the first time new processes not considered in PDF studies before,
such as the Ac asymmetry in ¢t production and the ¢tV and tV associated production
(with V = Z, W).

We begin by summarising the methodological settings used for these fits in Sect. 3.3.1.
Then in Sect. 3.3.2 we assess the impact of adding to a no-top baseline PDF fit various
subsets of the top quark data considered in this study. In particular, we assess the impact
of including updated Run II ¢¢ and single-top measurements in comparison with the
subset used in the NNPDF4.0 analysis, see the second-to-last column of Tables 3.1—
3.7. Furthermore, we quantify for the first time the impact of associated vector boson
and single-top (tV') as well as associated vector boson and top-quark pair production
(ttV) data in a PDF fit. Finally in Sect. 3.3.3 we combine these results and present a
NNPDF4.0 fit variant including all data described in Sect. 3.2, which is compared to
both the NNPDF4.0-notop baseline and to the original NNPDF4.0 set.

3.3.1 Fit settings

An overview of the SM-PDF fits that are discussed in this section is presented in Table 3.14.
First of all, we produce a baseline fit, denoted by NNPDF4.0-notop , which is based on
the same dataset as NNPDF4.0 but with all top quark measurements excluded. Then we
produce fit variants A to G, which quantify the impact of including in this baseline various
subsets of top data (indicated by a check mark in the table). Finally, fit variant H is the
main result of this section, namely the fit in which the full set of top quark measurements
described in Sect. 3.2 is added to the no-top baseline.

In these fits, methodological settings such as network architecture, learning rates, and
other hyperparameters are kept the same as in NNPDF4.0, unless otherwise specified.
One difference is the training fraction f;, defining the training/validation split used for
the cross-validation stopping criterion. In NNPDF4.0, we used fi, = 0.75 for all datasets.
Here instead we adopt fi, = 0.75 only for the no-top datasets and f;, = 1.0 instead for
the top datasets. The rationale of this choice is to ensure that the fixed-PDF SMEFT

analysis, where overfitting is not possible [143], exploits all the information contained in
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Datasets included in fit

Fit ID _ _
No-top Incl. tt, Asymm., Assoc. tt, Single-t, Assoc.
baseline, Table 3.1 Table 3.2 Table 3.4 Table 3.7 single—t,

Sect. 3.2.1 Table 3.8

NNPDF4.0-notop (Baseline) v

A (inclusive tf) v v

B (inclusive ¢t and charge asymmetry) v v v

C (single top) v v

D (all tt and single top) v v v '

E (associated tt) v v

F (associated single top) v v

G (all associated top) v v v

H (all top data) v v v v v v

Table 3.14: Overview of the SM-PDF fits discussed in this section. The baseline
fit, NNPDF4.0-notop , is based on the same dataset as NNPDF4.0with all top quark
measurements excluded. The fit variants A to G consider the impact of including in this
baseline various subsets of top data, while in fit H the full set of top quark measurements
described in Sect. 3.2 is added to the baseline.

the top quark data considered in this study!, and then for consistency to maintain the
same settings in both the SM-PDF fits (this section) and in the joint SMEFT-PDF fits (to
be discussed in Sect. 3.5). Nevertheless, we have verified that the resulting SM-PDF fits
are statistically equivalent in terms of global and individual dataset fit quality, distance
metrics, and the fulfilment of sum rules, among other criteria, to the fits obtained by
setting the training fraction to be 0.75 for all data, including for the top quark observables.

Fits A-G in Table 3.14 are composed by N,e, = 100 Monte Carlo replicas after post-fit
selection criteria, while the NNPDF4.0-notop baseline fit and fit H are instead composed
by Niep = 1000 replicas. As customary, all fits presented in this section are iterated with

respect to the o PDF set and the pre-processing exponents.

3.3.2 Impact of individual top quark datasets

First we assess the impact of specific subsets of LHC top quark data when added to the
NNPDF4.0-notop baseline, fits A-G in Table 3.14. In the next section we discuss the
outcome of fit H, which contains the full top quark dataset considered in this work.

Fig. 3.2 displays the comparison between the gluon PDF at Q = m; = 172.5 GeV
obtained in the NNPDF4.0 and NNPDF4.0-notop fits against fit D, which includes all
top-quark pair (also the charge asymmetry Ag) and all single-top quark production
data considered in this analysis. Results are normalised to the central value of the
NNPDF4.0-notop fit, and in the right panel we show the corresponding PDF uncertainties,
all normalised to the central value of the NNPDF4.0-notop baseline. From Fig. 3.2 one finds

IThe top quark dataset represents only a small fraction of the total dataset. When working with such a
small dataset, the risk of overfitting becomes negligible. Consequently, it is standard practice in scenarios
like this to utilise the entire dataset for training.
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Figure 3.2: Left: comparison between the gluon PDF at () = m; = 172.5 GeV obtained in
the NNPDF4.0 and NNPDF4. O-notop fits against fit D in Table 3.14, which includes all top-
quark pair (also the charge asymmetry A¢) and single-top quark production data considered
in this analysis. Results are normalised to the central value of the NNPDF4.0-notop set.
Right: same comparison now for the PDF uncertainties (all normalised to the central
value of the NNPDF4.0-notop set).

that the main impact of the additional LHC Run II ¢¢ and single-top data included in fit
D as compared to that already present in NNPDF4.0 is a further depletion of the large-x
gluon PDF as compared to the NNPDF4.0-notop baseline, together with a reduction of
the PDF uncertainties in the same kinematic region. While fit D and NNPDF4.0 agree
within uncertainties in the whole range of x, fit D and NNPDF4.0-notop exhibit some
deviation in the region x ~ [0.2,0.4]. These findings imply that the effect on the SM-PDFs
of the new Run II top data is consistent with, and strengthens, that of the data already
part of NNPDF4.0, and suggests a possible tension between top quark data and other
measurements in the global PDF sensitive to the large-x gluon, in particular inclusive
jet and di-jet production. The reduction of the gluon PDF uncertainties from the new
measurements can be as large as about 20% at x = 0.4. Differences are much reduced
for the quark PDF's, and restricted to a 5% to 10% uncertainty reduction in the region
around x ~ 0.2 with central values essentially unchanged.

To disentangle which of the processes considered dominates the observed effects on the
gluon and the light quarks PDFs, Fig. 3.3 compares the relative PDF uncertainty on the
gluon and on the d/u quark ratio in the NNPDF4.0-notop baseline fit at Q = m; = 172.5
GeV with the results from fits A, B, C, and D. As indicated in Table 3.14, these fit variants
include the following top datasets: inclusive t¢ (A), inclusive tt + Ac (B), single top
(C), and their sum (D). The inclusion of the top charge asymmetry Ao data does not
have any impact on the PDFs; indeed fits A and B are statistically equivalent. This is
not surprising, given that in Eq. (3.1) the dependence on PDFs cancels out. Concerning
the inclusion of single top data (fit C), it does not affect the gluon PDF but instead
leads to a moderate reduction on the PDF uncertainties on the light quark PDF's in the
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intermediate-x region, x ~ [0.01,0.1], as shown in the right panel displaying the relative
uncertainty reduction for the d/u ratio. This observation agrees with what was pointed
out by a previous study [101], and the impact of LHC single-top measurements is more
marked now as expected since the number of data points considered here is larger. We
conclude that the inclusive ¢ measurements dominate the impact on the large-z gluon
observed in Fig. 3.2, with single top data moderately helping to constrain the light quark

PDFs in the intermediate-x region.
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Figure 3.3: The ratio between the PDF 1o uncertainty and the central value of the
NNPDF4.0-notop baseline in the case of the gluon (left panel) and in the case of the d/u
ratio (right panel). The uncertainty of the baseline fit at () = m; = 172.5 GeV is compared
with the uncertainty associated with fits A, B, C, and D in Table 3.14. These fit variants
include the following top datasets: inclusive ¢t (A), inclusive tt + Ac (B), single top (C),
and their sum (D).

We now consider the effect of the inclusion of data that were not included before in
any PDF fit, namely either ¢f or single-top production in association with a weak vector
boson. Although current data exhibits large experimental and theoretical uncertainties,
it is interesting to study whether they impact PDF fits at all, in view of their increased
precision expected in future measurements; in particular, it is useful to know which parton
flavours are most affected.

Fig. 3.4 displays the same comparison as in Fig. 3.2 now for the NNPDF4.0-notop
baseline and the variants E, F, and G from Table 3.14, which include the ¢tV (E) and
tV (F) data as well as their sum (G). The pull of ¢tV is very small, while the pull of
the tV measurements is in general small, but consistent with those of the inclusive tt
measurements, namely preferring a depletion of the large-x gluon. This result indicates
that ¢tV and ¢tV data may be helpful in constraining PDF once both future experimental
data and theoretical predictions become more precise, although the corresponding inclusive

measurements are still expected to provide the dominant constraints.
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Figure 3.4: Same as Fig. 3.2 comparing the NNPDF4.0-notop baseline fit with variants

E, F, and G from Table 3.14. These variants include associated tf and vector boson

production data (E), associated single top and vector boson production data (F) and their
sum (G).
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Figure 3.5: Same as Fig. 3.2 comparing NNPDF4.0 and NNPDF4.0 (no top) with fit
variant H in Table 3.14, which includes the full set of top quark measurements considered
in this analysis.

3.3.3 Combined effect of the full top quark dataset

The main result of this section is displayed in Fig. 3.5, which compares the NNPDF4.0
and the NNPDF4.0-notop fits with variant H in Table 3.14, namely with the fit where
the full set of top quark measurements considered in this analysis has been added to the
no-top baseline. As in the case of Fig. 3.2, we show the large-z gluon normalised to the
central value of NNPDF4.0-notop and the associated 1o PDF uncertainties (all normalised
to the central value of the baseline). The results of fit H are similar to those of fit D,
although slightly more marked. This is expected, since as shown above the associated
production datasets ¢tV and tV carry little weight in the fit.

From Fig. 3.5 one observes how the gluon PDF of fit H deviates from the NNPDF4.0-notop
baseline markedly in the data region x € [0.1,0.5]. The shift in the gluon PDF can be up

to the 20 level, and in particular the two PDF uncertainty bands do not overlap in the
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Figure 3.6: The gluon-gluon (left) and quark-gluon (right panel) partonic luminosities
at /s = 13 TeV restricted to the central acceptance region with |y| < 2.5. We compare
the NNPDF4.0 and NNPDF4.0-notop fits with the predictions based on fit H, which
includes the full top quark dataset considered here. Results are presented as the ratio to
the NNPDF4.0-notop baseline fit.

region x € [0.2,0.35]. As before, we observe that the inclusion of the latest Run II top
quark measurements enhances the effect of the top data already included in NNPDF4.0,
by further depleting the gluon in the large-x region and by reducing its uncertainty by
a factor up to 25%. Hence, one finds again that the new Run II top quark production
measurements lead to a strong pull on the large-z gluon, qualitatively consistent but
stronger as compared with the pulls associated from the datasets already included in
NNPDF4.0.

To assess the phenomenological impact of our analysis at the level of LHC processes,
Fig. 3.6 compares the gluon-gluon and quark-gluon partonic luminosities at /s = 13
TeV (restricted to the central acceptance region with |y| < 2.5) between NNPDF4.0,
NNPDF4.0-notop , and fit H including the full top quark dataset considered here and
Fig. 3.7 compares their uncertainties. Results are presented as the ratio to the no-top
baseline fit. The ¢gq and ¢g¢ luminosities of fit H are essentially identical to those of the
no-top baseline, as expected given the negligible changes in the quark PDF's observed in
fit H, and hence are not discussed further.

From Figs. 3.6-3.7 one observes that both for the quark-gluon and gluon-gluon lumi-
nosity the impact of the LHC top quark data is concentrated on the region above mx > 1
TeV. As already reported for the case of the gluon PDF, also for the luminosities the
net effect of the new LHC Run II top quark data is to further reduce the luminosities
for invariant masses in the TeV range, with a qualitatively similar but stronger pull as
compared to that obtained in NNPDF4.0. While NNPDF4.0 and its no-top variant
agree at the 1o level in the full kinematical range considered, this is not true for fit H,
whose error bands do not overlap with those of NNPDF4.0-notop for invariant masses myx
between 2 and 4 TeV. On the other hand, NNPDF4.0 and fit H are fully consistent across
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Figure 3.7: Same as Fig. 3.6, now for the relative luminosity uncertainties, all normalised
to the NNPDF4.0-notop baseline fit.

the full my range, and hence we conclude that predictions for LHC observables based on
NNPDF4.0 will not be significantly affected by the inclusion of the latest LHC top quark
data considered in this work.

Finally, concerning the fit quality of fit H is essentially stable, actually better relative
to the NNPDF4.0-notop baseline. The experimental y? per data point on their respective
datasets is 1.156 for the no-top baseline, whilst for fit H is reduced to 1.144. It is interesting
to observe that all new top data included in fit H are already described well by using the
NNPDF4.0 set, although clearly the x* per data point improves (from 1.139 to 1.102)

once all data are included in the fit. This confirms the overall consistency of the analysis.

3.4 Impact of the top quark Run II dataset on the
SMEFT

We now quantify the impact of the LHC Run II legacy measurements, described in
Sect. 3.2, on the top quark sector of the SMEFT. As compared to previous investigations
of SMEFT operators modifying top-quark interactions [142, 143] [114, 115, 116, 117, 118,
119, 120, 121], the current analysis considers a wider dataset, in particular extended to
various measurements based on the full LHC Run II luminosity. In the last column of
Tables 3.1-3.8 we indicated which of the datasets included here were considered for the
first time within a SMEFT interpretation. Here we assess the constraints that the available
LHC top quark measurements provide on the SMEFT parameter space, and in particular
study the impact of the new measurements as compared to those used in [142, 143]. In
this section we restrict ourselves to fixed-PDF EFT fits, where the input PDFs used in
the calculation of the SM cross-sections are kept fixed. Subsequently, in Sect. 3.5, we
generalise to the case in which PDFs are extracted simultaneously together with the EFT

coefficients.
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The structure of this section is as follows. We begin in Sect. 3.4.1 by describing the
methodologies used to constrain the EFT parameter space both at linear and quadratic
order in the EFT expansion. We also present results for the Fisher information matrix,
which indicates which datasets provide constraints on which operators. In Sect. 3.4.2,
we proceed to give the results of the fixed-PDF EFT fits at both linear and quadratic
order, highlighting the impact of the new Run II top quark data by comparison with
previous global SMEFT analyses. Finally, in Sect. 3.4.3 we evaluate the correlation between
PDFs and EFT coefficients to identify the kinematic region and EFT operators which are
potentially sensitive to the SMEFT-PDF interplay to be studied in Sect. 3.5.

3.4.1 Fit settings

Throughout this section, we will allow only the SMEFT coefficients to vary in the fit,
keeping the PDFs fixed to the SM-PDF's baseline obtained in the NNPDF4.0-notop fit
discussed in Sect. 3.3; with this choice, one removes the overlap between the datasets
entering the PDF fit and the EFT coefficients determination. Our analysis is sensitive
to the N = 25 Wilson coefficients defined in Ref. [143], except at the linear level where
the four-heavy coefficients gy, cfg, ¢ho, ¢b and ¢f, (which are constrained only by tttt
and ttbb data) exhibit three flat directions [143]. In order to tackle this, we remove the
five four-heavy coefficients from the linear fit?> Hence, in our linear fit we have N = 20
independent coefficients constrained from the data, whereas in the quadratic fit, we fit all
N = 25 independent coefficients, including the four-heavy coefficients.

The linear EFT fits presented in this section are performed with the SIMUNET
methodology in the fixed-PDF option, as described in Chapter 2; we explicitly verified
that the SIMUNET methodology reproduces the posterior distributions provided by
SMEFIT (using either the NS (Nested Sampling) or MCfit options) for a common choice
of inputs. However, in the case of the quadratic EFT fits we are unable to use the
SIMUNET methodology due to a failure of the Monte-Carlo sampling method utilised in
the SIMUNET and SMEFIT codes; this is discussed in App. E of [48] and described in
detail in [78]. For this reason, quadratic EFT fits in this section are carried out with the
public SMEFIT code using the NS mode [144]. To carry out these fits, the full dataset
listed in Tables 3.1-3.8, together with the corresponding SM and EFT theory calculations
described earlier in the chapter have been converted into the standard SMEF1T format.

2In principle one could instead rotate to the principal component analysis (PCA) basis and constrain
the two non-flat directions in the four-heavy subspace, but even so, the obtained constraints remain much
looser in comparison with those obtained in the quadratic EFT fit [143].

In our fits, we also keep the tftt and ttbb datasets after removing the five four-heavy coefficients. We
have verified that including or excluding these sets has no significant impact whatsoever on the remaining
coefficients.
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Fisher information. The sensitivity to the EFT operators of the various processes
entering the fit can be evaluated by means of the Fisher information, F;;, which quantifies
the information carried by a given dataset on the EFT coefficients ¢; [280]. In a linear

EFT setting, the Fisher information is given by:
Fyj = LT (coveyp) 1LY (3.8)

where the k-th entry, L,(f), of the vector L is the linear contribution multiplying ¢; in
the SMEFT theory prediction for the k-th data point, and covey, is the experimental
covariance matrix. In particular, the Fisher information is an N x N matrix, where N is
the number of EFT coefficients, and it depends on the dataset. An important property
of the Fisher information is that it is related the covariance matrix Cj; of the maximum

likelihood estimators by the Cramer-Rao bound:
Cij = (F )y, (3.9)

indicating that larger values of Fj; will translate to tighter bounds on the EFT coefficients.

Before displaying the results of the fixed-PDF SMEFT analysis in Sect. 3.4.2, we use
the Fisher information to assess the relative impact of each sector of top quark data on
the EFT parameter space; this is done in the linear analysis, including O(1/A%) SMEFT
corrections. In the quadratic case, once O(1/A*) SMEFT corrections are included, the
dependence of F}; on the Wilson coefficients makes interpretation more difficult. Writing
F;;(D) for the Fisher information matrix evaluated on the dataset D, we define the relative

constraining power of the dataset D via:

relative constraining power of D on operator ¢; = Fj;( / Z Fi(D"). (3.10)

sectors D’

Since Fj;(D) corresponds to the constraining power of the dataset D in a one-parameter
fit of the Wilson coefficient ¢;, this definition only quantifies how much a dataset impacts
one-parameter fits of single Wilson coefficients in turn; however, this will give a general
qualitative picture of some of the expected behaviour in the global fit too. We display the
results of evaluating the relative constraining power of each top quark data sector on each
of the parameters in Fig. 3.8, quoting the results in percent (%).

As expected, tf total cross sections constitute the dominant source of constraints
on the coefficient ¢;. Each of the four-fermion operators receive important constraints
from differential ¢t distributions and charge asymmetry measurements. Note that this
impact is magnified when we go beyond individual fits, in which case measurements
of charge asymmetries are helpful in breaking flat directions amongst the four-fermion

operators [116, 142]. The coefficient cgz is the exception as it is instead expected to
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Figure 3.8: Relative constraining power (in %) on each of the operators for each of the
processes entering the fit, as defined in Eq. (3.10).

be well-constrained by single top production. We note that the measurements of W
helicities are helpful in constraining the coefficient ¢, while t£Z measurements provide
the dominant source of constraints on cfng). We observe that the neutral top coupling ¢,z
is entirely constrained by tty, and that the effects of ¢ttt and ttbb are mostly restricted to

the 4-heavy operators ¢y, ¢h, Cog, Cor and ;.

3.4.2 Fixed-PDF EFT fit results

In this section, we present the results of the linear and quadratic fixed-PDF fits with the
settings described in Sect 3.4.1.

Fit quality. We begin by discussing the fit quality of the global SMEFT determination,
quantifying the change in the data-theory agreement relative to the SM in both the linear
and quadratic SMEFT scenarios. Table 3.15 provides the values of the y? per data point
in the SM and in the case of the SMEFT at both linear and quadratic order in the EFT
expansion for each of the processes entering the fit3. Here, in order to ease the comparison
of our results to those of SMEFIT and FITMAKER, we quote the x? per data point
computed by using the covariance matrix defined in Eq. (3.3) supplemented with the
theory uncertainties coming from the PDFs, as detailed in Refs. [118, 143]. In a nutshell,

the covariance matrix in this case is defined as
COVexptth = COVyy + COVi,

where
k) (K k k
(covin)y = (T T )y = (T o (T oy,

J

3Notice that NS is designed to estimate the Bayesian evidence of a model. However, as a by-product
one also obtains a sampling of the posterior that can be used in an analogous way to the MC replicas
to compute summary statistics. Since SIMUNET uses the MC replica method, we use NS the posterior
samples to compare using analogous metrics.
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Process Ndat  Xexptn SM] XZpren [SMEFT O(A™2)] X2, 4 [SMEFT O(A™%)]

tt 86 1.71 1.11 1.69
tt AC 18 0.58 0.50 0.60
W helicities 4 0.71 0.45 0.47
ttz 12 1.19 1.17 0.94
tw 4 1.71 0.46 1.66
tty 2 0.47 0.03 0.59
tttt & ttbb 8 1.32 1.06 0.49
single top 30 0.504 0.33 0.37
tW 6 1.00 0.82 0.82
tZ 5 0.45 0.30 0.31
Total 175 1.24 0.84 1.14

Table 3.15: The values of the x? per data point for the fixed-PDF EFT fits presented in
this section, both for individual groups of processes, and for the total dataset. In each
case we indicate the number of data points, the x2,, obtained using the baseline SM
calculations, and the results of both the linear and quadratic EFT fits.

and the average is taken over the k replicas.

We observe that in many sectors, the linear EFT fit improves the fit quality compared
to the SM; notably, the x2 .., per data point for inclusive ¢t is vastly improved from
1.71 to 1.11. When quadratic corrections are also considered, the fit quality is usually
poorer compared to the linear fit. For example, in inclusive t¢ the ngp 4t Per data point
deteriorates from 1.11 to 1.69. This is not unexpected, however, since the flexibility of the
quadratic fit is limited by the fact that for sufficiently large values of Wilson coefficients
the EFT can only make positive corrections.?

It is also useful to calculate the goodness of fit, quantified by the x? per degree of
freedom, x*/Naor = X*/(Ndat — Nparam ), Which additionally accounts for the complexity of
the models we are using in each fit. In our case, we find ngp tth /Mot = 1.25 in the SM
and szp +tn/Ndot = 0.95 and 1.33 in the linear and quadratic EFT scenarios respectively.
We see that while the EFT at quadratic order does not provide a better fit than the SM,
neglecting quadratic EFT corrections leads to a significant improvement in the overall fit

quality.

4This also has methodological implications. Large quadratic corrections can negatively impact the
Monte-Carlo sampling method used by SIMUNET.
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Constraints on the EFT parameter space. Next, we present the constraints on the
EFT parameter space. In Fig. 3.9, we display the 95% CL constraints (defined as the
mean of the MC replicas £20) on the 20 Wilson coefficients entering the linear fit. Two
sets of constraints are shown; in green, we give the intervals obtained from a fit to the 175
data points introduced in Sect. 3.2, whilst in orange, we give in the intervals obtained from
a fit to the older top quark dataset used in the global analysis of Ref. [143], obtained from
a fit of 150 data points. This comparison allows us to quantify the information gained
from the latest Run II datasets, relative to those available to previous analyses. The same
comparison, this time at quadratic order in the EFT expansion, is shown in Fig. 3.10
(note that in this plot we display constraints on all 25 coefficients, including the 4-heavy

coefficients cfy;, ¢ho, Cog, Cor and cjy).
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Figure 3.9: The 95% CL intervals on the EFT coefficients entering the linear fit, evaluated
with SIMUNET on the dataset considered in this work, and evaluated with SMEFIT on
the top quark dataset entering the analysis of [143] (note that at the linear EFT level, the
results obtained with SIMUNET coincide with those provided by SMEFIT for the same
dataset). Note also that the constraints on selected coefficients are rescaled by the factors
shown, for display purposes.

We first note that Figures 3.9 and 3.10 both demonstrate good agreement between
the fits using old and new datasets, and consistency between the new fit SMEFT bounds
and the SM. At the linear level, the most noticeable improvement concerns ¢;q; its 95%
C.L. bounds decrease from [—0.13,0.41] to [—-0.18,0.17], thanks to the increased amount
of information in the input dataset, coming in particular from tf data. This results in
both a tightening of the constraints by about 35% and a shift in their central value. For
many of the other coefficients, the bounds are either stable (e.g. ¢;z), or exhibit a shift

in central value but no significant tightening (e.g. ¢, undergoes a shift of -14.3, but a
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Figure 3.10: The 95% CL intervals on the EFT coefficients entering the quadratic fit,
evaluated with SMEFIT. We compare the results based on the full top quark dataset with
the corresponding results obtained from the subset of top quark measurements entering
the analysis of [143]. As in Fig. 3.9, the constraints on selected coefficients are rescaled by
the factors shown, for display purposes.

decrease in the size of the constraints 95% C.L. by only 1%, and c‘(p_Q) undergoes a shift of
—7.33, but its bounds only tighten by 2%). Finally, we note that some coefficients instead
exhibit a broadening of constraints with the new dataset relative to the old dataset (for
example, some of the four-fermion operators). The increase in the size of the constraints
could point to some inconsistency within the new inclusive ¢t dataset; however, given that
the bounds are very large anyway, at the edges of the intervals we are likely to approach a
region where the EFT is no longer valid in both cases, hence no definite conclusions may
be drawn.

At the quadratic order in the EFT expansion, however, the impact of the latest Run II
dataset is clear; we see a marked improvement in many of the SMEFT constraints. As
shown in Fig. 3.10, the bounds on all 14 of the four-fermion operators become noticeably
smaller as a result of the increase in precision in the tt sector. The constraint on c;z is
improved by the inclusion of measurements of the tfvy total cross sections, resulting in a
tightening of 24%. The addition of the p;. spectrum [235] would yield an even stronger
constraint, as seen in [142]. We will make use of this observable in future work when
unfolded measurements are made available. Contrary to the linear fit, where we singled out
o and c‘(p_Q) as examples of coefficients which shift, but whose bounds are not improved, the
constraints on ¢, c((p_Q) markedly tighten in the quadratic fit in the presence of new data; in
particular, the size of the bounds on c, cfpg decrease by 35% and 28%, respectively. On
the other hand, despite the addition of new tttt, ttbb datasets, we find limited sensitivity
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to the five four-heavy coefficients cfy,, ctq, ¢ho, ¢ and ¢fy. In fact, with the new data
we see a broadening of the bounds. As with the linear fit, this could point to either an
inconsistency in the tftt, ttbb data, or simply to the ambiguity associated to the EFT

validity in that particular region of the parameter space.

Correlations. Figure 3.11 shows the correlations between the Wilson coefficients evalu-
ated in this analysis both at the linear and the quadratic order in the EFT expansion,
shown on the left and right panels respectively. In the linear fit, we first note a number of
large correlations amongst the octet four-fermion operators which enter the ¢¢ production
together. The singlet four-fermion operators are similarly correlated among themselves,
although their correlations are comparatively suppressed. The coefficients c,; and CEO_Q)
exhibit a large positive correlation due to their entering into ¢¢Z production together, while
c?q’j(ll and cgé have positive correlations through their contribution to single top production.
Further non-zero correlations are found, for example amongst the pairs ng & 0;322, c%d &
¢z and c%u & ¢z

At quadratic order, however, we observe that many of these correlations are suppressed,
as a result of the fact that the inclusion of quadratic corrections lifts many of the
degeneracies in the fit. We observe that the pairs ¢, ch_Q) and cgz, CS’C)? remain correlated
though. The 4-heavy operators are also included in this quadratic fit, and we find large
anti-correlations between ch and CSQQ, indicating that they are poorly distinguished in
the tttt and ttbb processes. Finally, note that we obtain subtle non-zero correlations
between the octet and singlet four-fermion operators constructed from the same fields, for
example between chd and cé? ;- This is a result of the fact that ¢¢ measurements provide
the dominant source of constraints on these coefficients and are very sensitive to quadratic
corrections, and at this order the contribution from these operators differs only by a

numerical factor.

3.4.3 Correlations between PDFs and EFT coefficients

We conclude this section by discussing the correlations observed between the PDF's and
Wilson coefficients. The PDF-EFT correlation coefficient for a Wilson coefficient ¢ and a
PDF f(z,Q) at a given z and Q? is defined as

(BB, @), = (<), (P (@, 0%),

p (e flz, Q) =
V) = R (0. @), — (19 Qo)

. (3.11)

where ¢*®) is the best-fit value of the Wilson coefficient for the k-th replica and f®* is the
k-th PDF replica computed at a given z and @, and (-), represents the average over all

replicas. We will compute the correlation between a SM PDF and the Wilson coefficients,
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Figure 3.11: The values of the correlation coefficients evaluated between all pairs of
Wilson coefficients entering the EFT fit at the linear (left) and quadratic (right) order. As
explained in the next, the number of fitted DoFs is different in each case.
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Figure 3.12: The value of the correlation coefficient p between the PDFs and selected
EFT coeflicients as a function of z and ) = 172.5 GeV. We show the results for the gluon,
the total singlet X, total valence V', and non-singlet triplet 75 PDFs. We provide results
for representative EFT coefficients, namely ¢, and cﬁ).

both of which have been separately determined from the total dataset including all new
top quark data. By doing so we hope to shed light on which Wilson coefficients, and which
PDF flavours and kinematical regions, are strongly impacted by the top quark data and
therefore exhibit a potential for interplay in a simultaneous EFT-PDF determination. The
EFT corrections will be restricted to linear order in the EFT expansion.

Fig. 3.12 displays a selection of the largest correlations. We observe that the gluon PDF
in the large-z region is significantly correlated with the Wilson coefficients ¢, cfi). On

the other hand, relatively large correlations are observed between c¢;; and the total singlet
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3], while the total valence V', and non-singlet triplet 75 PDF's show no relevant correlations
with the selected coefficients. This is not surprising, given the impact of top quark pair
production total cross sections and differential distributions in constraining these PDF's
and Wilson coefficients. Whilst these correlations are computed from a determination
of the SMEFT in which the PDFs are fixed to SM PDFs, the emergence of non-zero
correlations provides an indication of the potential for interplay between the PDFs and the
SMEFT coefficients; this interplay will be investigated in a simultaneous determination in

the following section.

3.5 PDF-SMEFT fit from top quark data

In this section we present the main results of this work, namely the simultaneous deter-
mination of the proton PDFs and the SMEFT Wilson coefficients from the LHC Run II
top quark data described in Sect. 3.2, following the SIMUNET methodology presented in
Chapter 2. This determination of the SMEFT-PDFs from top quark data is carried out at
the linear, O(1/A?), level in the EFT expansion. We do not perform simultaneous fits at
the quadratic level due to shortcomings of the Monte Carlo replica method first described

in Ref. [48] and then formalised in Ref. [78], on which SIMUNET is based.

PDFs from a joint SMEFT-PDF fit. We begin by discussing the PDF's obtained
through a joint fit of PDFs and Wilson coefficients from the complete LHC top quark
dataset considered in this work. Simultaneously extracting the PDFs and the EFT
coefficients from top quark data has a marked impact on the former, as compared to a
SM-PDF baseline, but we shall see has much less impact on the latter, as compared to the
results of the corresponding fixed-PDF EFT analyses. Fig. 3.13 displays a comparison
between the gluon and quark singlet PDFs, as well as of their relative 10 PDF uncertainties,
for the NNPDF4.0-notop baseline, the SM-PDFs of fit H in Table 3.14 which include the
full top quark dataset, and their SMEFT-PDF counterparts based on the same dataset.
PDFs are compared in the large-x region for @) = m; = 172.5 GeV. In the left panel they
are normalised to the central value of the NNPDF4.0-notop fit.

While differences are negligible for the quark singlet PDF| both in terms of central
values and uncertainties, they are more marked for the gluon PDF. Two main effects are
observed therein. First, the central value of the SMEFT-PDF gluon moves upwards as
compared to the SM-PDF fit based on the same dataset, ending up halfway between the
latter and the NNPDF4.0-notop fit. Second, uncertainties increase for the SMEFT-PDF
determination as compared to the SM-PDFs extracted from the same data, becoming
close to the uncertainties of the NNPDF4.0-notop fit except for = > 0.5. In both cases,

differences are restricted to the large-x region with z > 0.1, where the impact of the
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Figure 3.13: Left: a comparison between the gluon (upper panel) and quark singlet
(lower panel) PDFs evaluated at @ = m; = 172.5 GeV in the large-z region. We display
the NNPDF4.0-notop baseline, the SM-PDFs of fit H in Table 3.14 which include the full
top quark dataset, and their SMEFT-PDF counterparts. The results are normalised to
the central value of the NNPDF4.0-notop fit. Right: the same comparison, but now for
the relative 10 PDF uncertainties.

dominant top quark pair production measurements is the largest.

The results of Fig. 3.13 for the gluon PDF therefore indicate that within a simultaneous
extraction of the PDFs and the EFT coefficients, the impact of the top quark data on
the PDFs is diluted, with the constraints it provides partially ‘reabsorbed’ by the Wilson
coefficients. This said, there remains a pull of the top quark data as compared to the
no-top baseline fit which is qualitatively consistent with the pull obtained in a SM-PDF
determination based on the same dataset, albeit of reduced magnitude. Interestingly, as
we show below, while the SMEFT-PDF gluon is significantly modified in the joint fit as
compared to a SM-PDF reference, much smaller differences are observed at the level of
the bounds on the EFT parameters themselves.

Fig. 3.14 displays the same comparison as in Fig. 3.13 now for the case of the gluon-gluon
and quark-gluon partonic luminosities at /s = 13 TeV, as a function of the final-state
invariant mass my. Consistently with the results obtained at the PDF level, one finds that
the three luminosities are almost identical for mx < 1 TeV, and at higher invariant masses
the SMEFT-PDF predictions are bracketed between the NNPDF4.0-notop fit from above
and the SM-PDF which includes all top data (fit H in Table 3.14) from below. Hence,
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Figure 3.14: The gluon-gluon (left panel) and quark-gluon (right panel) partonic lumi-
nosities at /s = 13 TeV as a function of the final-state invariant mass my. We compare
theNNPDF4 . 0-notop baseline fit with its SM-PDF counterpart including all top quark data
considered (fit H in Table 3.14) as well as with the SMEFT-PDF determination. Results
are presented as the ratio to the central value of the NNPDF4.0-notop baseline.

the net effect of simultaneously fitting the PDFs and the EFT coefficients is a dilution of
constraints provided by the top quark data on the former, which translates into larger
PDF uncertainties (which end up being rather similar to those of NNPDF4.0-notop ) and
an increase in the large-mx luminosity, e.g. of 5% in the gg case for myx ~ 3 TeV, as
compared to the SM-PDF luminosity.

This dilution arises because of an improved description of the top quark data included
in the fit, especially in the high m,; bins. In the SM-PDF case this can only be obtained by
suppressing the large-z gluon, while in a SMEFT-PDF analysis this can also be achieved
by shifting the EFT coefficients from their SM values. In other words, as compared to the
NNPDF4.0-notop baseline, the gluon PDF experiences a suppression at large-z of up to
10% when fitting the top quark data, and this pull is reduced by approximately a factor
two in the joint SMEFT-PDF determination due to the coherent effect of the linear EF'T

cross-sections.

EFT coefficients from a joint SMEFT-PDF fit. As opposed to the marked effect
of the SMEFT-PDF interplay found for the large-z gluon, its impact is more moderate
at the level of the bounds on the EFT coefficients, and is restricted to mild shifts in
the central values and a slight broadening of the uncertainties. This is illustrated by
Fig. 3.15, showing the posterior distributions for the Wilson coefficient ¢, associated to
the chromomagnetic operator in the joint SMEFT-PDF determination, compared with the
corresponding results from the fixed-PDF EFT analysis whose settings are described in
Sect. 3.4. The comparison is presented both for the fits which consider only top-quark pair
production data and those based on the whole top quark dataset considered in this work.

The leading effect of the chromomagnetic operator O, is to modify the total rates of ¢t
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Figure 3.15: Posterior distributions for the Wilson coefficient ¢;; associated to the
chromomagnetic operator in the joint SMEFT-PDF determination, compared with the
corresponding results from the fixed-PDF EFT analysis whose settings are described in
Sect. 3.4. We show results based on only top-quark pair production data (left) and in the
whole top quark dataset considered in this work (right panel).

production without altering the shape of the differential distributions, and hence it plays
an important role in a simultaneous SMEFT-PDF determination based on top quark data.

For fits based only on inclusive ¢t data, as shown in the left panel of Fig. 3.15, the two
posterior distributions are similar; the distribution based on the SMEFT-PDF analysis
is slightly broader, approximately 10% so, as compared to the fixed-PDF EFT fit to the
same measurements. This slight broadening is washed out in the fit to the full top quark
dataset, as shown in the right panel of Fig. 3.15. In both cases, the determination of ¢;¢
is consistent with the SM at a 95% CL, and the central values of the coefficient are the
same in the SMEFT-PDF and fixed-PDF EFT analyses. Hence, in the specific case of the
chromomagnetic operator, the interplay between PDFs and EFT fits is rather moderate
and restricted to a broadening of at most 10% in the 95% CL bounds. Similar comparisons
have been carried out for other EFT coefficients as well as in the context of fits to a subset
of the data and/or to a subset of the coefficients. We find that in general the impact of
the SMEFT-PDF interplay translates to a broadening of the uncertainties in the EFT
coefficients, which at most reaches 30%, and alongside which the central values remain
stable’.

All in all, within the global fit based on the best available theory predictions, results for
the EFT coefficients turn out to be very similar in the fixed-PDF EFT and SMEFT-PDF
fits. This indicates that, provided a broad enough dataset and the most up-to-date
theory calculations are used, the PDF dependence on the cross-sections entering an EFT
interpretation of the LHC data is currently subdominant and can be neglected (this is

not the case for the PDFs, see Fig. 3.14). Nevertheless, this statement applies only to the

5All results obtained with various subsets of the data and of the coefficients can be found at https:
//www .pbsp.org.uk/research/topproject
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Figure 3.16: Comparison of the 95% CL intervals on the 20 Wilson coefficients considered
in this work (in the linear EFT case) between the outcome of the joint SMEFT-PDF
determination and that of the fixed-PDF EFT analysis. The latter is based on SM and EF'T
calculations performed with NNPDF4.0-notop as input, see also Sect. 3.4. In both cases,
results are based on the full top quark dataset being considered and EFT cross-sections are
evaluated up to linear, O (A~2), corrections. The dashed horizontal line indicates the SM
prediction, ¢, = 0. Note that some coefficients are multiplied by the indicated prefactor to
facilitate the visualisation of the results.

dataset currently available, and it is likely that the SMEFT-PDF interplay will become
more significant in the future once HL-LHC measurements become available [281, 282], as
demonstrated in the case of high-mass Drell-Yan [45].

The moderate impact of the SMEFT-PDF interplay on the Wilson coefficients for
the full top quark dataset considered in this work is summarised in Fig. 3.16, which
compares the 95% CL intervals of the 20 fitted Wilson coefficients relevant for the linear
EFT fit obtained from the outcome of the joint SMEFT-PDF determination and the
fixed-PDF EFT analysis. The latter is based on SM and EFT calculations performed with
NNPDF4.0-notop as input; see also the description of the settings in Sect. 3.4. The dashed
horizontal line indicates the SM prediction, and some coefficients are multiplied by the
indicated prefactor to facilitate the visualisation of the results. Fig. 3.16 demonstrates
that, other than slight broadenings and shifts in the central values, the results of the two

analyses coincide.

Correlations. Fig. 3.17 displays the correlation coefficients [283] between the SMEFT-
PDFs and the Wilson coefficients evaluated at () = 172.5 GeV as a function of z. Each
panel displays the correlations of the coefficient ¢, with the gluon and the total singlet

Y., total valence V', and non-singlet triplet 73 PDFs, and we consider four representative
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Figure 3.17: The correlation coefficient p(f;,cx) between the SMEFT-PDFs f; and
the Wilson coefficients ¢, evaluated at Q = 172.5 GeV as a function of x. Each panel
displays the correlations of the coefficient ¢, with the gluon and the total singlet X2,
total valence V', and non-singlet triplet 73 PDFs. We provide results for representative
EFT coefficients, namely ¢8,, ¢}, ciq, and ¢y, The largest correlations within the EFT
coefficients considered in this work are associated to four-fermion operators such as ¢,
and 5.

EFT coefficients, namely ¢, ¢} . ¢;c, and ;. The largest correlations within the EFT
coefficients considered in this work are associated to the gluon PDF and four-fermion
operators such as ¢, and ¢}, in the large-r region, peaking at x ~ 0.3. Correlations for
other values of x and for the quark PDF's are negligible for all operators entering the
analysis. We note that future data with an enhanced coverage of the high-m,; region in top
quark pair-production might alter this picture, given that for m > 3 TeV the ¢g luminosity

starts to become more relevant and eventually dominates over the gg contribution.
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Figure 3.18: The 68% CL residuals, Eq. (3.12), for the same Wilson coefficients displayed
in Fig. 3.16, comparing the outcome of the joint SMEFT-PDF determination with that
of a fixed-PDF EFT analysis. In the latter, we use as input for the theory calculations
the SMEFT-PDF's obtained in the joint fit rather than the NNPDF4.0-notop set used in
Sect. 3.4. The horizontal dashed lines indicate the £10 regions.

Residuals. Finally, Fig. 3.18 displays a similar comparison as in Fig. 3.16 now at the
level of the 68% CL fit residuals defined as

R, =", (3.12)

where c; and o,, are the median value and the standard deviation of the Wilson coefficient
¢, respectively, with n =1,..., N, where N is the number of operators. The outcome of
the joint SMEFT-PDF determination is compared with that of a fixed-PDF EFT analysis
where we use as input for the theory calculations the SMEFT-PDFs obtained in the joint
fit, rather than the NNPDF4.0-notop set. That is, in both cases the information provided
by the top quark data on the PDFs and Wilson coefficients is accounted for, but in one
case the cross-correlations are neglected whereas they are accounted for in the other.
The residuals are similar in the two cases; they are slightly bigger (in absolute value) in
the fixed-PDF case in which the correlations between the SMEFT-PDFs and the EFT
coefficients are ignored. This analysis further emphasises that, for the currently available
top quark data, the cross-talk between PDFs and EFT degrees of freedom does not sig-

nificantly modify the posterior distributions in the space spanned by the Wilson coefficients.
In summary, on the one hand we find that from the point of view of a PDF determination,

SM-PDFs and SMEFT-PDFs extracted from top quark data differ by an amount compa-

rable to their respective uncertainties in the case of the large-x gluon. On the other hand,

115



at the level of Wilson coefficients the results are unchanged irrespective of the PDF set
used as input for the theory calculations; that is, bounds based on NNPDF4.0-notop or
the SMEFT-PDFs are almost the same. Hence, while EFT interpretations of top quark
data can safely ignore the PDF dependence, at least for the settings adopted in this work,
a global PDF fit could be significantly distorted if BSM physics were to be present in the

large-energy top quark distributions.

3.6 PDF-SMEFT fits from a global dataset

In this section we present the first global simultaneous fit of SMEFT Wilson coefficients
and PDFs, including Deep-Inelastic-Scattering, Drell-Yan, top, jets, Higgs, diboson and
EW precision observables. This analysis can be performed thanks to the SIMUNET
methodology that we have described in the previous chapters. In Sect. 3.6.1 we present
the result of the fixed-PDF analysis, producing a global SMEFT fit of a large number
of datapoints from the Higgs, top, and EW sectors (ngata = 366) to a set of ny, = 40
SMEFT operators. In Sect. 3.6.2 we present the simultaneous PDF and SMEFT global fit
(Ngata = 4985). We compare the resulting PDFs and SMEFT bounds to the SM PDFs
and to the SMEFT bounds obtained in the fixed-PDF fit respectively, hence assessing the
effect of the interplay between PDFs and SMEFT effects on both our description of the

proton and on New Physics bounds.

3.6.1 Global SMEFT fit

We present the results of this new global fit in two parts, beginning with a discussion of
the result of the fixed PDF fit, that is a global fit purely of the SMEFT Wilson coefficients.
In Sect. 3.6.2 we will present the results of the simultaneous global fit of SMEFT WCs
and will compare them to those obtained here.

The global analysis is performed at linear order in the SMEFT operator coefficients,
accounting for the interference between the SM and the insertion of a dimension-6 SMEFT
operator. The linear constraints can be viewed as provisional for operators where quadratic
contributions are non-negligible. Nevertheless, keeping those operators in the global fit
typically yields conservative marginalised limits that allows one to assess the impact on
other operators and whether this is significant to a first approximation. An analysis
including quadratic contributions requires a new methodology that does not rely on the
Monte-Carlo sampling method to propagate uncertainties [284], given that the latter fails
at reproducing the Bayesian confidence intervals once quadratic corrections are dominant,
as described in App. E of Ref. [48].

Our analysis comprises n,, = 40 operators in a simultaneous combination of the

constraints from nga. = 366 datapoints from the Higgs, EWPO, diboson and top sectors,
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Figure 3.19: Relative constraining power (in %) on each of the operators for each of the
processes entering the fit, as defined in Eq. (3.10).

as described in Sect. 3.2.2. Note that in the SIMUNET code there are more SMEFT
operators implemented, in particular the set of four-fermion operators that affect Drell-Yan
and DIS data. As demonstrated in [44, 45], the effect of the four fermion operators in
DIS and on the current Drell-Yan data, including the high-mass Drell-Yan data included
in NNPDF4.0 is not significant enough for this data to provide strong constraints on
the relevant set of four-fermion operators. On the contrary, the HL-LHC projections,
which include both neutral and charged current Drell-Yan data have a strong potential in
constraining such operators [47]. As a result, Drell-Yan data are not affected by SMEFT
corrections in this current analysis, but we leave the user the opportunity to include such
effects straightforwardly, should the measurements by the LHC increase the constraining
potential, or should the user combine those with flavour observables, as is done in Ref. [148].

In the following, we also omit from the results the 4 heavy quark production datasets
(four tops and t£bb). Their effect is practically negligible on all the operators affecting the
other sectors and they would simply constrain 2 directions in the 5-dimensional space of
the four heavy fermion operators. These observables are therefore de facto decoupled from
the rest of the dataset.

The input PDF set, which is kept fixed during the pure SMEFT fit, is the

nnpdf40nnlo_notop

baseline, corresponding to the NNPDF4.0 fit without the top data, to avoid possible
contamination between PDF and EFT effects in the top sector [48].

In Fig. 3.19 we use the Fisher information, as defined in Eq. (3.8), to assess the
relative impact of each sector of data included in our analysis on the SMEFT parameter
space by plotting the relative percentage constraining power of Eq. (3.10). We observe
that the coefficients ¢;7, ¢,y are dominantly constrained by the Higgs sector, while the
coefficient ¢, is now constrained both by the tf total cross sections and by the Higgs
measurements, as expected. Higgs measurements also provide the dominant constraints

on the bosonic coefficients c,q, cow, ¢y, c,n and on the Yukawa operators. Coefficients
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Figure 3.20: Comparison of the bounds for the SMEFT Wilson coefficients determined
in the pure SMEFT analysis presented in this work and the fitmaker analysis [142]. The
dashed horizontal line is the SM prediction. In each bound, the dot represents the central
value and the 95% CL interval is constructed from the envelope of two standard deviations
away from this central value.

coupling the Higgs to fermions, CSC)?, c@), c;_Q), cfp_) s Cous Cods cgl) and c,., receive their
dominant constraining power from the electroweak precision observables, as does the
four-fermion coefficient ¢;;. The coefficient ¢y is constrained by the diboson sector,
with measurements of Zjj production providing the leading constraints at linear order in
the SMEFT. From the top sector of the SMEFT, the four-fermion operators are constrained
by measurements of top quark pair production total cross sections, differential distributions

and charge asymmetries. The exception to this is CS[’]?’)

, which is constrained by both single
top production and single top production in association with a Z boson. Overall we find
qualitatively similar results to those shown in Refs. [142, 143].

To assess the strength of the bounds on the Wilson coefficients that we find in this
work and for reference, in Fig. 3.20 we compare the bounds that we obtain here against the
fixed-PDF SMEFT analysis presented by the fitmaker collaboration [142], which is the
global public SMEFT analysis that currently includes all sectors that are considered here.
We observe that the bounds are comparable, with a few differences. First of all fitmaker
uses LO QCD predictions for the SMEFT corrections in the top sector, hence most of the
singlet four fermion operators in the top sector are not included, while SIMUNET uses
NLO QCD predictions and obtains bounds on those, although weak [266]. Moreover, while
the other bounds overlap and are of comparable size, the O, is much more constrained in
the SIMUNET analysis, as compared to the fitmaker one. This is due to the combination
of all operators and observables, which collectively improves the constraints on this specific
operator, thanks to the interplay between O;; and the other operators that enter the same

observables.
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In Fig. 3.21 we show the comparison between the results of this current global SMEFT
analysis against the SMEFT analysis of the top sector presented in [48]. In general, the
results are very compatible, with bounds on most Wilson coefficients comparable between
the two fits. However, the increased dataset size results in a marked improvement on the
constraints of several Wilson coefficients, in particular cg4, ¢,z and cfﬁz)); see Table 3.16 for

comparisons. We observe that the bounds on ¢, become more stringent by nearly a factor

Operator Global fit Top fit

cot (-13,-0.22)  (-18, 3.1)
iz (-0.18, 0.37) (-1, 5.5)
cbg) (-3.6,-0.042)  (-9.4, 3.4)

Table 3.16: The 95% confidence intervals on three key Wilson coefficients included in
this analysis.

of 2, due to the extra constraints that come from the Higgs sector. Analogously, the Higgs
constraints reduce the size of the bounds on 02522) by a factor of 3. The most remarkable
effect is seen in ¢;z which is now strongly constrained by the top loop contribution to the
H — ~~ decay, for which we include experimental information on the signal strength from
LHC Run II.

It is interesting to compare the correlations between Wilson coefficients evaluated in
this analysis to the top-only SMEFT analysis of Ref. [48]. In Fig. 3.22 we note that the
additional sectors, particularly the Higgs one, introduce a degree of anti-correlation between

c((;g and cg and between cgf) and cgf), while the one between ¢, and ¢, goes away in
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Figure 3.21: Same as Fig. 3.20, now comparing the 95% CL bounds obtained in the
SMEFT top analysis of Ref. [48] (old dataset) with the 95% CL bounds obtained in this
global SMEFT analysis.

119



Reference Fit Current Fit

() ) (1l 1 1l 1 L1cl3.8 8 8 B 8 (8183 z o3
Cz Cw Ct6 Cot CoQ Cp0 CQd CQu Cat Cat Cut CQa Cda Cad CQu Cat Cat Cir CQa Coq NZ o PBTIIE Tes 8835600800 mmiES 2o s23a58g
------------------ -1.00 FESSTTTTE ST SETTTTETTTTTTTTG 0 IS0 5555556

| 1 ]
0.75 i ol | [ ] -0.75

--025 1 o -
§ui © = = 0.25

S
o058

u

|

q -0.50
Cop -
Cep - ]
(o
. . -0.75  cou- ~ -075
Cob - I

e
[ | - = il
9D -
-1.00 - —1.00

8381 8 8 8 B 8 (13cL1 1 ol 1 (1 ol ) o3
Cq Caa Cur Cqt Cdr Cqu Cqd Cdg Ca Cur Car Car Cu Cad Ceq CoQ Cot Ctc Crw Ciz

oo
H
HEE

Figure 3.22: The values of the correlation coefficients evaluated between all pairs of
Wilson coefficients entering the SMEFT fit of the top-only analysis (left) and the global
analysis (right).

the global analysis. In the EW sector, we find very strong correlations, in agreement with
similar studies in the literature. This suggests that there is room for improvement in the
sensitivity to the operators affecting EW observables once more optimal and targeted
measurements are employed in future searches [285, 286].

Finally, we display the correlations observed between the PDFs and Wilson coefficients,

as defined in Eq. (3.11). Fig. 3.23 displays a selection of the largest correlations. We
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Figure 3.23: The value of the correlation coefficient p between the PDFs and selected
EFT coefficients as a function of x and @) = 172.5 GeV. We show the results for the gluon,
the total singlet Y, total valence V', and non-singlet triplet 75 PDFs. We provide results
for representative EFT coefficients, namely ¢,z and cg.

observe that the gluon PDF in the medium to large-z region is significantly correlated with
the Wilson coefficients ¢;, as one would expect given that c¢; is strongly constrained by
the top loop contribution to the Higgs decay, which in turn is predominantly correlated to

the gluon-gluon parton luminosity. On the other hand cy is anticorrelated with the gluon
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and correlated to the singlet and triplet in the large-z region. This is not surprising, given
the impact of top quark pair production total cross sections and differential distributions in
constraining these PDFs and Wilson coefficients. Whilst these correlations are computed
from a determination of the SMEFT in which the PDFs are fixed to SM PDFs, the
emergence of non-zero correlations provides an indication of the potential for interplay
between the PDFs and the SMEFT coefficients; this interplay will be investigated in a

simultaneous determination in the following section.

3.6.2 Global simultaneous SMEFT and PDF fit

In this section we present the results of the simultaneous global fit of SMEFT Wilson
coefficients and PDFs. We compare the bounds on the coefficients obtained in the two
analyses as well as the resulting PDF sets, to assess whether the inclusion of more PDF-
independent observables modifies the interplay observed in the top-focussed analysis of
Ref. [48].

The first observation is that, similarly to the top-sector results observed in Ref. [48], in
the global fit presented here the interplay between PDFs and SMEFT Wilson coefficients
is weak. Indeed in Fig. 3.24 we observe that, including all data listed in Sect. 3.2.2, the
bounds on the SMEFT Wilson coefficients are essentially identical in a SMEFT-only fit
and in a simultaneous fit of SMEFT WCs and PDFs. The only mild sign of interplay
is shown by the operator cg, which undergoes a fair broadening in the simultaneous fit
compared to the fixed-PDF SMEFT fit.

The PDF fit is more interesting. It was shown in Ref. [48] that when comparing: (i) a
SM PDF fit excluding top data, (ii) a simultaneous PDF-SMEFT using top data, (iii) a
SM PDF fit including top data, there is a hierarchy of shifts in the gluon-gluon luminosity
at high invariant masses. In particular, the gluon-gluon luminosity of the simultaneous
fit (ii) is reduced at high invariant masses compared to fit (i), whilst the gluon-gluon
luminosity of the SM fit including all top data (iii) is even further reduced at high invariant
masses relative to the result of the simultaneous fit (ii). This can be explained due to the
additional SMEFT degrees of freedom in (ii) allowing for a better description of the top
data with the PDF remaining compatible with the no-top PDF.

As it can be observed in Fig. 3.25, in the new global fit presented in this chapter, there
is a shift in the gluon-gluon luminosity in the simultaneous PDF and SMEFT fit relative
to the baseline no-top PDF set, however the shift is much smaller than the shift that
one has by including all data in the SM, meaning that the effect of the inclusion of the
top, Higgs, EWPO and diboson data has a much smaller effect on the PDF's due to the
interplay between the pull of the SMEFT coefficients and the pull of the new data on the
PDFs. The shift is even smaller compared to the shift of the simultaneous top fit relative

to the no-top PDF presented in Ref. [48]. This is due to the inclusion of new high-mass
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Figure 3.24: Comparison of the 95% CL intervals on the 40 Wilson coefficients considered
in this work (in the linear EFT case) between the outcome of the joint SMEFT-PDF
determination and that of the fixed-PDF EFT analysis. The latter is based on SM and
EFT calculations performed with NNPDF4.0-notop as input. In both cases, results are
based on the global dataset being considered and SMEFT cross-sections are evaluated
up to linear, corrections. The dashed horizontal line indicates the SM prediction, ¢; = 0.
Note that some coefficients are multiplied by the indicated prefactor to facilitate the
visualisation of the results.
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Figure 3.25: The gluon-gluon partonic luminosities at /s = 13 TeV as a function of
the final-state invariant mass my. We compare the NNPDF4.0-notop baseline fit with
its SM-PDF counterpart including all new data presented in Sect. 3.2.2, as well as with
the simultaneous SMEFT-PDF determination. Results are presented as the ratio to the
central value of the NNPDF4.0-notop baseline.

Drell-Yan data in the new fit, which were not included in NNPDF4.0. These data favour

a softer singlet PDF combination in the high-mass region, and as a result they enhance
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the gluon in the same region, due to sum rules.

Finally, it is also interesting to compare the fit quality of the SMEFT fit keeping
PDF fixed and the simultaneous SMEFT-PDF fit. We display the x? per datapoint in
Tables 3.17, 3.19 and 3.20 for each dataset appearing in both the simultaneous SMEFT-
PDF fit and the fixed PDF SMEFT fit. The fit quality for inclusive and associated top
pair production is shown in Table 3.17, for inclusive and associated single top production
in Table 3.19 and for Higgs, diboson and electroweak precision observables in Table 3.20.
We also display the total fit quality of the 366 SMEF T-affected datapoints in Table 3.20.

Overall, we observe that the fit quality of the total dataset remains stable between
the SMEFT-PDF fit and the SMEFT fit, with a total x? of 0.91 for both fits, as shown
in Table 3.20. This is also observed in the Higgs and electroweak precision observables,
while in the diboson sector a small improvement from y? = 1.24 to x? = 1.23 is observed.
A similar improvement in the y? is observed in the inclusive top quark pair production
datasets in Tables 3.17 from y? = 1.03 to x? = 1.01, and in inclusive single top datasets in
Tables 3.19 from x? = 0.34 to x? = 0.33, indicating that in these sectors, the SMEFT-PDF
fit provides a better fit to the data. This improvement in the y? in these sectors is not
as significant as the improvement observed in Ref. [48], however. As discussed below

Fig. 3.25, this is due to the inclusion of new high-mass Drell-Yan data in the new fit.

3.7 Conclusion

In this chapter we have carried out a comprehensive study of the PDF-BSM interplay in
two cases: with the inclusion of the full LHC Run II top quark dataset, and in the context
of a global dataset also including the Higgs, diboson and electroweak sectors. Let us begin
by summarising what we have done in the context of the top sector.

We have integrated a global determination of PDFs with the fit of dimension-six
operators modifying top quark interactions into a simultaneous determination of the
SMEFT-PDFs and the EFT coefficients. The main outcome of our analysis is the
assessment of the conditions under which the usual assumptions of SM-PDF's and fixed-
PDF EFT analyses are valid, and establishing when the SMEFT-PDF interplay cannot be
neglected without introducing a sizeable bias to the results. Furthermore, we have provided
strategies to disentangle eventual BSM signals from QCD effects in the interpretation of
these top quark measurements.

As a by-product of this determination of the SMEFT-PDFs, we have also presented
state-of-the-art SM-PDF and fixed-PDF EFT interpretations of top quark data based on
the broadest LHC experimental dataset to date, therefore fully exploiting the information
contained in the legacy Run II top quark measurements. From the SM-PDF study, we

have quantified the impact of the recent Run II top quark production data on the large-x
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Dataset Ndat X2 /Ndat
SMEFT- | SMEFT
PDF fit fit
ATLAS o(tt), dilepton, 7 TeV 1 1.87 1.84
ATLAS o(tt), dilepton, 8 TeV 1 0.33 0.35
ATLAS 1/odo /dmyz, dilepton, 8 TeV 5 0.30 0.30
ATLAS o(tt), £+jets, 8 TeV 1 3.10~5 3.10~4
ATLAS 1/odo/d|y:|, (+jets, 8 TeV 4 1.27 1.22
ATLAS 1/odo/d|y;z|, ¢+jets, 8 TeV 4 2.8 2.95
ATLAS o(tt), dilepton, 13 TeV 1 2.1073 2.10~4
ATLAS o(tt), hadronic, 13 TeV 1 0.09 0.09
ATLAS 1/0d?0 /d|ysz|dm,g, hadronic, 13 TeV | 10 1.84 1.88
ATLAS o(tt), £+jets, 13 TeV 1 0.01 0.01
ATLAS 1/odo/dmy;, {+jets, 13 TeV 8 2.07 2.1
CMS o (tt), combined, 5 TeV 1 0.23 0.22
CMS o (tt), combined, 7 TeV 1 0.01 0.01
CMS o (tt), combined, 8 TeV 1 0.12 0.13
CMS 1/0d?c /d|y.z|dmy, dilepton, 8 TeV 16 0.51 0.53
CMS 1/odo/d|yz|, ¢+jets, 8 TeV 9 0.93 0.94
CMS o (tt), dilepton, 13 TeV 1 0.60 0.62
CMS 1/odo/dmy;, dilepton, 13 TeV 5 2.26 2.24
CMS o (tt), £+jets, 13 TeV 1 1.90 1.98
CMS 1/odo/dm.;, l+jets, 13 TeV 14 0.93 0.94
ATLAS charge asymmetry, 8 TeV 1 0.63 0.63
ATLAS charge asymmetry, 13 TeV 5 0.87 0.91
CMS charge asymmetry, 8 TeV 3 0.06 0.06
CMS charge asymmetry, 13 TeV 3 0.39 0.36
ATLAS & CMS combined charge asy., 8 TeV 6 0.60 0.61
ATLAS W-hel., 13 TeV 2 71075 1.10-8
ATLAS & CMS combined W-hel., 8 TeV 2 0.33 0.34
Total inclusive | 108 | 101 | 103

Table 3.17: The values of the x? per data point for the ¢ production datasets that enter
both the SMEFT-only fit and the simultaneous SMEFT-PDF fit. For each dataset, we
indicate the number of data points n4.; and the x? for the SMEFT-only fit with PDF fixed
to the input PDF NNPDF4.0-notop and for the simultaneous SMEFT-PDF determination.
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Dataset Ndat X*/ndat
SMEFT- | SMEFT
PDF fit fit
ATLAS o(ttZ), 8 TeV 1 1.40 1.33
ATLAS o (ttW), 8 TeV 1 0.62 0.71
ATLAS o(ttZ), 13 TeV 1 2:107¢ | 5.1073
ATLAS 1/odo(ttZ)/dpZ, 13 TeV | 5 1.85 1.84
ATLAS o (ttW), 13 TeV 1 2:1072 | 41073
ATLAS o(tty), 8 TeV 1 0.33 0.29
CMS o(ttZ), 8 TeV 1 2:107% | 51073
CMS o (ttW), 8 TeV 1 0.69 0.78
CMS o(ttZ), 13 TeV 1 0.10 0.15
CMS 1/odo(ttZ)/dp%, 13 TeV 3 0.86 0.88
CMS o (ttW), 13 TeV 1 0.48 0.35
CMS o (tty), 8 TeV 1 0.01 71073
Total associated tt 18 0.86 0.86

Table 3.18: Same as Table 3.17 for associate tt and vector boson production.
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Dataset Ndat X/ Ndat
SMEFT- | SMEFT
PDF fit fit

ATLAS t-channel o(t), 7 TeV 1 0.24 0.26
ATLAS t-channel o(t), 7 TeV 1 0.01 0.02
ATLAS t-channel 1/0do(tq)/dy:, 7 TeV | 3 0.9 0.89
ATLAS t-channel 1/odo(tq)/dyz, 7 TeV | 3 0.06 0.06
ATLAS t-channel o(t), 8 TeV 1 0.01 0.02
ATLAS t-channel o(t), 8 TeV 1 0.30 0.24
ATLAS t-channel 1/0do(tq)/dy:, 8 TeV | 3 0.28 0.28
ATLAS t-channel 1/0do(tq)/dyz, 8 TeV | 3 0.19 0.20
ATLAS s-channel o(t + ¢), 8 TeV 1 0.02 0.04
ATLAS t-channel o(t), 13 TeV 1 0.31 0.32
ATLAS t-channel o(t), 13 TeV 1 0.05 0.03
ATLAS s-channel o(t +¢), 13 TeV 1 0.05 0.03
CMS t-channel o(t) + o(t), 7 TeV 1 0.02 0.02
CMS t-channel o(t), 8 TeV 1 0.34 0.31
CMS t-channel o(t), 8 TeV 1 0.98 1.07
CMS s-channel o(t +t), 8 TeV 1 1.42 1.45
CMS t-channel o(t), 13 TeV 1 0.34 0.35
CMS t-channel o(t), 13 TeV 1 0.02 0.03
CMS t-channel 1/odo/d|y®|, 13 TeV 4 0.40 0.40
Total inclusive single top ‘ 30 ‘ 0.33 ‘ 0.34
ATLAS o(tW), dilepton, 8 TeV 1 0.07 0.05
ATLAS o(tW), single-lepton, 8 TeV 1 0.35 0.32
ATLAS o(¢W), dilepton, 13 TeV 1 0.74 0.71
ATLAS 04q(tZ7), dilepton, 13 TeV 1 0.30 0.24

CMS o(tW), dilepton, 8 TeV 1 0.08 0.07
CMS o(tW), dilepton, 13 TeV 1 2.21 2.41
CMS 04q(tZj), dilepton, 13 TeV 1 0.13 0.17
CMS doga(tZ5)/dply, dilepton, 13 TeV | 3 0.13 0.14
CMS o (tW), single-lepton, 13 TeV 1 1.51 1.42

Total associated single top ‘11‘ 0.53 ‘ 0.53

Table 3.19: Same as Tab. 3.17, now for inclusive and associated single top datasets.
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Dataset Ndat X%/ Ndat
SMEFT- | SMEFT
PDF fit fit
ATLAS STXS combination, uz, 13 TeV 25 0.49 0.50
ATLAS signal strength H — Z~v, 13 TeV 1 4-107° | 3.1073
ATLAS signal strength H — p*p~, 13 TeV 1 71073 | 21073
CMS signal strength combination, g, 13 TeV 24 0.66 0.67
ATLAS & CMS signal strength combination, pg, 7 and 8 TeV | 22 0.98 0.96
Total Higgs 73 0.68 0.68
ATLAS doy+w-/dmey, 13 TeV 13 1.69 1.70
ATLAS dowz/dmy, 13 TeV 6 0.77 0.77
ATLAS do(Zjj)/dAg¢;j, 13 TeV 12 0.79 0.79
CMS dowz/dpr, 13 TeV 11 1.42 1.43
LEP doww /dcos(0w ), 0.182 TeV 10 1.39 1.39
LEP doww /dcos(6w ), 0.189 TeV 10 0.91 0.92
LEP doww /dcos(Ow ), 0.198 TeV 10 1.58 1.57
LEP doww /dcos(0w ), 0.206 TeV 10 1.07 1.08
Total Diboson 82 1.23 1.24
LEP Z observables, 0.25 TeV 19 0.52 0.52
LEP B(W — [77;) 0.196 TeV 3 2.59 2.59
LEP o(efe™ — ete™) 0.189 TeV 21 1.02 1.03
LEP 6 (M) 0.209 TeV 1 0.47 0.25
Total EWPO 44 0.90 0.90
Total 366 0.91 0.91

Table 3.20: Same as Tab. 3.17, now for the Higgs, diboson and electroweak precision
observables.
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gluon, and assessed their compatibility with the information provided by the datasets
already included in previous global fits such as NNPDF4.0. From the fixed-PDF SMEFT
analysis, we have benchmarked the SIMUNET performance reproducing the SMEFIT
results, determined the improved constraints provided by the full-luminosity Run II data,
and compared our findings with the results presented from other groups. All in all, we
demonstrate the unparalleled sensitivity of Run II top quark data both to probe the
proton structure and to search for signatures of new physics arising as anomalous top
quark properties and interactions.

Additionally, in this chapter we have shown the first ever global simultaneous fit of
PDFs and Wilson coefficients. This new result shows that SIMUNET can be used to
produce fits combining the Higgs, top, diboson and electroweak sectors such as those in
Refs. [142, 143, 144], and that more data can be added in a rather straightforward way
to combine the sectors presented here alongside Drell-Yan and flavour observables, as it
is done in Ref. [148]. We have presented the results and compared them to existing fits.
We have shown that the interplay between PDFs and SMEFT coefficients, once they are
fitted simultaneously, has little effect on the Wilson coefficients, while it has the effect of
shifting the gluon-gluon luminosity and increasing its uncertainty in the large- My region.

The results presented in this chapter could be extended in a number of directions. One
of the most pressing matters is the provision of a simultaneous determination of PDFs
with EFT coefficients entering at quadratic order. This will involve significant modification
to the Monte-Carlo replica method used by SIMUNET, and will be the subject of future
work.

On a different note, top quark measurements at the LHC have also been used to
determine the strong coupling as(my) as well as the top quark mass m,, both independently
and simultaneously with the PDFs [92]. It could hence be interesting to extend the
SIMUNET framework to account for the determination of other SM parameters in addition
to the PDFs, as it is sketched in the original SIMUNET publication [47], and to study
their interplay with eventual new physics effects.

Additionally, it would be interesting to extend future versions of the SIMUNET
methodology to account for potential renormalisation group effects on the Wilson coeffi-
cients [34, 35, 36, 267].

One may also want to assess the SMEFT-PDF interplay for other types of processes
beyond those considered so far, and in particular study inclusive jet and di-jet production,
which are instrumental for PDF fits in the same region constrained by the top data [287]
and also provide information on a large number of poorly-known SMEFT operators.

Another possible development of the SIMUNET methodology would be to establish the
interplay between PDFs and model parameters such as masses and couplings in specific
UV-complete BSM scenarios by using the SMEFT as a matching bridge [288, 149].
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It would also be interesting to extend the joint SMEFT-PDF determination as im-
plemented in SIMUNET to novel types of observables with enhanced or even optimal
sensitivity to either the PDFs of the EFT coefficients, such as the ML-assisted unbinned
multivariate observables introduced in Ref. [285].

Finally, following along the lines of the HL-LHC projections for high-mass W and Z
production presented in [45], one can study the projected SMEFT-PDF synergies at future
colliders, certainly at the HL-LHC but also at the Electron Ion Collider [289], sensitive to
directions in the SMEFT parameter space not covered by LHC data, and at the Forward
Physics Facility [290, 291], where proton and nuclear structure can be probed while also
obtaining information on anomalous neutrino interactions parametrised by extensions of
the SMEFT.

As the LHC approaches its high-luminosity era, it becomes more and more important to
develop novel analysis frameworks that make possible the full exploitation of the information
contained in the legacy LHC measurements. The results presented in this chapter contribute
to the full exploitation of the information contained in LHC measurements by demonstrating
how to achieve a consistent simultaneous determination of the PDFs and EFT parameters
globally, bypassing the need for the assumptions required for the SM-PDF and fixed-PDF
EFT interpretations.

In this chapter we have discussed the PDF-BSM interplay in terms of simultaneous
and individual fits. In what follows, we will assess a complementary and crucial issue that
can arise when studying this interplay: the potential absorption of BSM physics effects in
PDF fits.
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Chapter 4

Hide and seek: how PDFs can

conceal new physics

Sapere aude.

Dare to know.

from The First Book of Letters,
by Horace.

This chapter is based on Ref. [19], and was written in collaboration with E. Hammou, Z.
Kassabov, M. Madigan, M. L. Mangano, L. Mantani, J. Moore, and M. Ubiali. My contri-
butions to this work include generating the theory predictions with contaminated PDF sets
m W Z production, implementing the high rapidity luminosities in the validphys module
to assess the effects of contamination in the forward region, and producing the observable
ratios in WW production to combine with Drell Yan projections, which disentangled the

effects of PDF contamination in collider observables.

The interpretation of LHC data, and the assessment of possible hints of new physics,
require the precise knowledge of the proton PDFs. In this chapter, we present an application
of the SIMUNET methodology, as described in Chapter 2, to determine whether and how
global PDF fits might inadvertently ‘fit away’ signs of new physics in the high-energy tails
of the distributions. We showcase a scenario for the High-Luminosity LHC, in which the
PDF's may completely absorb such signs of new physics, thus biasing theoretical predictions
and interpretations. We discuss strategies to single out the effects in this scenario, and

disentangle the inconsistencies that stem from them. Our study brings to light the synergy
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between the high luminosity programme at the LHC and future low-energy non-LHC
measurements of large-z sea quark distributions. The analysis code used in this work is
fully integrated in the SIMUNET methodology so that any users can test the robustness
of the signal associated to a given BSM model against absorption by the PDFs.

4.1 Introduction

The LHC data places significant constraints on the PDFs, with Drell-Yan high-mass
distributions providing a strong handle on the light quark and antiquark distributions in
the medium and large-z regions [292], and the high-FEr jet and top data constraining the
gluon in the large-z region [293]. Despite the wealth of constraints coming from LHC data,
the large-x region still displays the largest PDF uncertainty, thus limiting the discovery
potential for BSM signatures in the multi-TeV mass region. It is therefore paramount
to devise and include new observables that can give us a robust understanding of PDFs
and their uncertainties at large-x, such as, for example, the Drell-Yan forward-backward
asymmetry [294, 295, 296, 297, 298|.

In this chapter, we assess the potential contamination of PDFs by new physics in
the large-r region, by means of a contamination procedure that can be obtained via the
SIMUNET methodology applied to Drell-Yan and DIS data. In this study, after identifying
two showcase scenarios in which contamination might happen, we explore two natural
follow-up questions. First, if we were using a “contaminated” PDF set, would we miss
other signals of new physics that Nature would exhibit in other observables (typically not
included in a PDF fit)? Second, are there suitable observables that constrain the large-z
region but are unaffected by new physics, which would uncover the inconsistency of the
tails of the distributions that we include in a PDF fit? These datasets would help us
preventing the contamination of the PDFs from occurring. Alternatively, we could ask
whether a targeted analysis of the data included in a PDF fit would help detecting an
inconsistency due to the presence of new physics and distinguish it from an inconsistency
that has a different source.

The structure of this chapter is as follows. In Sect. 4.2 we present two UV scenarios
and their low-energy SMEFT parametrisation, determining the region of the EFT validity
in each of the scenarios that we consider. In Sect. 4.3 we present the main results of this
chapter. We show that in one of the two scenarios that we consider, namely in a flavour-
universal W/ model, contamination does happen, and we identify the phenomenological
consequences of the contamination. Finally in Sect. 4.4 we explore several ways to
disentangle contamination. We summarise our results and highlight how users can utilise
the tools developed here to explore other BSM scenarios in Sect. 4.5. Technical details
of the analysis are collected in the appendices. App. B.1 contains the details about the
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quality of the various fits presented in this analysis, App. B.2 shows the effect of new
physics contamination on individual partons, while App. B.3 explores the dependence of
the results on the random fluctuation of the Monte Carlo data that we produce in this

analysis, proving the stability and robustness of the results.

4.2 New physics scenarios

Now, following the methodology presented in Sect. 2.5.2, we extend the SM to UV-
complete models by introducing heavy new fields. We choose simple extensions of the
SM corresponding to “universal theories” [299], the effect of which can be well-described
with an EFT approximation using the oblique corrections Y and W (300, 301, 302]. It
is important to bear in mind that such theories can be considered "universal” only if
the RGE running of the Wilson coefficients [34, 35, 36, 267] is neglected or additional
prescriptions are devised [303]. Neglecting the RGE running of the Wilson coefficients is
an approximation that is completely adequate for our case studies, given that the running
of the Wilson coefficients of the four-fermion operators and their mixing are expected
to be sub-dominant for the observables considered in the study [304]. We consider the

following two scenarios:

e Scenario I: A flavour universal Z’, charged under a U(1)y gauge symmetry. We
give a mass to the field assuming it is generated by some higher energy physics. It
corresponds to a new heavy neutral bosonic particle. At the EFT level, the effect of

this model on our dataset can be described by the Y parameter.

e Scenario II: A flavour universal W’ charged under SU(2);. Once again, we directly
add a mass term to the Lagrangian. This gives rise to two new heavy charged bosonic
particles (W'* and W'~) as well as a new heavy neutral boson, similar to a Z’ that
only couples to left-handed fermions. At the EFT level, the effect of this model on

our dataset can be described by the W parameter.

The following subsections are devoted to describing each of these NP scenarios. In
particular, in each case we use tree-level matching to obtain a parametrisation of the
model in terms of dim-6 operators of the SMEFT, making use of the matching provided
in Ref. [305] to do so. We identify the observables in our dataset affected by each NP
scenario, and in each case we compare the UV and EFT predictions. Finally, we identify
values of the model parameters for which the EFT description is justified at the projected

energy of the HL-LHC, and for which existing constraints on the models are avoided.
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4.2.1 Scenario I: A flavour-universal 7’ model

The addition to the SM of a new spin-1 boson Z’ associated to a gauge symmetry U(1)y,

a mass My and a coupling coefficient g yields the following Lagrangian:

: 1 , 1
L2 = Lom — ZZ;WZ’“ +5 YA

i , (4.1)
— 922,y VA" f = Yogz (Z)@hiD g + huc.) .
!

We sum the interactions with the fermions f € {Q%, u’, di, 0%, et for i € {1,2,3}} , where

Yg@) - (%7 %7 _%7 _%7 _17 %)

The kinetic term is given by Z/,, = 0,Z], — 0,Z,,. We neglect the mixing between the 2’

Y} is the corresponding hypercharge: (Yo, , Yu,, Y, Y1, Ye

ER?
and SM gauge bosons!. The covariant derivative is given by
|y ayyra . ! . 1
D, =0,+ 5190 Wi +igY,B, +i92Y,Z,, (4.2)

where 0% are the Pauli matrices for a € {1,2,3}. Note that quark and lepton flavour
indices are suppressed, and that the couplings to quark and leptons are flavour diagonal.
The new gauge interaction is anomaly free, as it has the same hypercharge-dependent
couplings to fermions as the SM fields [308]. Models of Z’' bosons and their impact on
LHC data have been widely studied; see for example Refs. [309, 310, 311, 312].

Bosonic | O,p, O,0, Q(pll), (9<(p1q), Oges Opus Opa

A-fermion (LL)(LL) | Oy, O, OV

lq

4-fermion (RR)(RR) Oee, Ouu: Odd7 Oed7 Oeu? Ofii)

4-fermion (LL)(RR) | O, O, Oy, O(St), Oéil)

Table 4.1: Warsaw basis operators generated by the Z’ model of Eq. (4.1).

Tree-level matching of £ to the dim-6 SMEFT produces the Warsaw basis [305]

In general, mixing terms can be written in a gauge invariant way and, therefore, are allowed in the
Lagrangian. They can have phenomenological implications [306, 307] (e.g. on Mz, exclusion limits) which
are beyond the scope of this chapter.
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operators in Table 4.1. The complete SMEFT Lagrangian is given by:

2
9 1
‘CSMEFT Lsn — ]\/[Z%/ <2Y30¢D + §Y£O¢D

+ Y, Y04 + Y, Y,00) + Y, .0, + Y, YaOpu + Y, YO
1 1

+ 5 Y Ou + §Y;fog;> + Y, Y05 (4.3)
1 1 1

+ 5YO0c + 5V Omi+ 5 YO + YoYiOet + YoYuOuu + Y,v,0%

+ Y YiOh + Yo YiOh + YaYiOuy + Y., 04 + Y, Y, 00 + Ydyqogig) .

The leading effect of this model on the data entering our analysis is to modify the Drell-
Yan and Deep Inelastic Scattering datasets; in particular the high-mass neutral current
Drell-Yan tails [304] will be affected. The Z’ may have an additional impact on top quark
and dijet data through four-quark operators such as qu , however the effect is negligible
and we do not consider it here.

The effect of the Z' on high-mass Drell-Yan is dominated by the energy-growing
four-fermion operators [313, 314, 312]. By neglecting the subdominant operators involving
the Higgs doublet ¢, we can add the operators of the last three lines of Eq. (4.3) in the

following way:

/ g / _
‘CSZMEFT = Lsm — 2]\52 Sy Iy, Jy = Z Yify'f. (4.4)
z 7

We can describe the new physics introduced in this type of scenario with the Y parameter:

g%y o gy miy
L% =Lsu — =—5J¢J Y = . 4.5
SMEFT SM om, %V Y,ps M%, g,2 ( )

The Y parameter allows us to write the Lagrangian using SM parameters. We can write

the relation between Y and the Z’ parameters gz, My as follows,

2 2
92 _ 436, (m_zmw) , (4.6)

2
MZ/ W

where we make use of the {my, mz, Gp} electroweak input scheme, and take the following

as input parameters:
Gp =1.16639 x 107° GeV, myw = 80.352 GeV, my = 91.1876 GeV .

In Fig. 4.1 we compare the predictions of the UV-complete Z’ model and the corre-

sponding EFT parametrisation for the differential cross section of the Drell-Yan process

135



pp — LT0~, where ¢ = e, u. The predictions are computed assuming /s = 14 TeV, using
MadGraph5_aMC@ONLO and setting pup = g = myy, where my, is the centre of each invariant
mass bin. We compare the SM, the full UV-complete model, the linear-only O(A~?) EFT
and linear-plus-quadratic O(A~*) EFT predictions assuming gz = 1, for three benchmark
values of the Z’ mass: My = 14.5 TeV, Mz = 18.7 TeV and Mz = 32.5 TeV. Such
large values of My are clearly well beyond the possible direct reach of direct Z’ searches
at ATLAS and CMS [271]. In the top panel we plot the differential cross section with
respect to the dilepton invariant mass, in the middle panel we plot the ratio of the full Z’
model to the SM, and in the lower panel we plot the ratio of the EFT to the full Z’ model
predictions.

First, we observe that the UV model predictions differ from the SM predictions by
more than 20% for the smaller masses of the Z’. In the lower panels, we observe the point
at which the linear EFT corrections fail to describe the UV physics, and the quadratic
EFT contributions begin to become non-negligible; in the same way, the quadratic dim-6
EFT description starts failing when the dim-8 SMEFT operators become important [315].

As displayed in the top right panel of Fig. 4.1, for Mz = 14.5 TeV the linear EFT
corrections start failing to describe the UV model at higher energies. For My = 18.7
TeV and heavier the linear EFT describes the UV physics faithfully for dilepton invariant
masses up to 4 TeV. The deviations from new physics are over 20% for M, = 18.7 and
My = 14.5 TeV. We will implement our PDF “contamination” by working in the area of
the parameter space where the linear EF'T describes the UV physics faithfully and where
the UV extension to the SM impacts significantly the observables.

Finally, it is worth noting that we have compared those SMEFT predictions involving
only four-fermion operators with those obtained additionally including the SMEFT opera-
tors containing the Higgs doublet, such as O(wll) and O,.. We find that these operators have
no visible impact on the observables. They are only competitive with the four-fermion
corrections at lower energies (around 500 GeV), and at this scale the new physics has very
little impact on the SM predictions. When the influence of the heavy new physics starts
to be noticeable at higher invariant mass, the four-fermion operators, whose impact grows
faster with energy, completely dominate the SMEFT corrections. Thus, we have verified
that our parametrisation in terms of the Y parameter reflects the UV physics to a very

good degree.

4.2.2 Scenario II: A flavour universal W’ model

We now consider a new SU(2)y, triplet field W'*", where a € {1,2,3} denotes an SU(2),
index. We add a mass My, and denote the W’ coupling coefficient by gy-. Similarly
to what happens with the SM W field, the W' and W’? components mix to form the

W'+ and W'~ particles, while the W’ component gives a neutral boson similar to the
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Figure 4.1: Predictions for neutral current Drell-Yan inclusive cross sections differential in
the dilepton invariant mass my,, with £ = (e, u). Factorisation and renormalisation scales
are set to g = pur = My, where my, is the centre of each invariant mass bin. We show
the SM predictions compared to the predictions for a Z " of different masses corresponding
to different YV’ values, assuming gz = 1. Top left: mass of 14.5 TeV, corresponding to
Y = 25-107%. Top right: mass of 18.7 TeV, corresponding to Y =15-107%. Bottom:
mass of 32.5 TeV, corresponding to Y = 5-1075.
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Z', but which only couples to left-handed fields. The model is described by the following

Lagrangian:

/ 1 a a,uv 1 a a
LY = Loy — VW " 5M2 W

— gw W' Z FLT A" fr = gw (W o T Do + hoc)
fr

(4.7)

where we sum over the left-handed fermions: f; € {Q%, 0%, for i € {1,2,3}}. The SU(2)r
generators are given by 7% = %J“ where o are the Pauli matrices. The kinetic term is
given by W;;?/ = 0 W', = O,W', —igw:[W",,W’'7]. The covariant derivative is given by

]. . a a .7 ]- . a a
D,=0,+ 5i90 Wi +ig Y,B, + S lgwo W’ (4.8)
As above, we neglect the mixing with the SM gauge fields.

Tree-level matching of L%, to the dim-6 SMEFT produces the Warsaw basis operators
in Table 4.2, where we have distinguished the operators (Oy);; = (Liv*l;)({;7";) and
(O5)i; = (Liny*1;)(1;+*1;) [43]. The complete SMEFT Lagrangian is given by [305]:

Bosonic | Oun, O, OS)7 og)
Yukawa O&p, Od@, Oucp
4-fermion (LL)(LL) | Oy,0y, Oéz), Ol(j)

Table 4.2: Warsaw basis operators generated by the W’ model of Eq. (4.7).

w’ 912/1/ 1 1 / 1 (3) 1 (3)
Lsyprr = Lsm — M_I%/< - goll + Zoll + goqq + Zolq
3 1 1
+ 2,0, + 2 0p0 + 105 + Zofjf (4.9)
1 1

+ ;l(?/e)z’j(Oeso)z‘j + Z(?Ju)z‘j(ow)z‘j + i(yd)ij(odgp)ij) :

As in the case of the Z’, the leading effect of this model on our dataset is to modify
the Drell-Yan and Deep Inelastic Scattering datasets; however, this time both charged
current and neutral current Drell-Yan will be affected. This impact is dominated by the

four-fermion interactions in the first line of Eq. (4.9), which sum to:

2
Lémer = Lsv — ﬂJE’”Jﬁ,w Jpt = Z e fr . (4.10)
fL
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We can describe the new physics introduced in this type of scenario with the W parameter:

211 2 2
’ g W a, a A g M
LY pr = Lsv — o JEIE . W= g_VgMVg; . (4.11)

Using Fermi’s constant, we can write the relation between the UV parameters and W in

the following way:

2
W' 4G | (4.12)

Again, by fixing gy = 1, each My can be associated to a value of w.

In Fig. 4.2 we perform a comparison of the UV-complete W’ model and the EFT
predictions. We assess the differences between the EFT parametrisation and the UV
model description by studying the charged current Drell-Yan process, pp — ¢~ v, assuming
gw = 1, at three benchmark values of the W’ mass: My, = 10 TeV, My = 13.8 TeV
and My = 22.5 TeV. A similar comparison could be made in neutral current Drell-Yan;
however, we expect the dominant effect of the W’ to occur in charged current Drell-Yan,
and therefore this process will provide the leading sensitivity to differences between the
UV model and the EFT parametrisation. As displayed in the top right panel of Fig. 4.2,
for My = 10 TeV the linear EFT corrections start failing to describe the UV model
at higher energies. For My, = 13.8 TeV and heavier the linear EFT describes the UV
physics faithfully for dilepton invariant masses up to 4 TeV. The deviations from new
physics are over 20% for My, = 13.8 and My = 10 TeV. We will again implement our
PDF “contamination” by working in the area of the parameter space where the linear
EFT describes the UV physics faithfully and where the UV extension to the SM impacts
the observables noticeably. Finally, our analysis also reveals that the SMEFT operators
involving a Higgs doublet ¢ have no impact on the predictions, for the same reason we
presented in the Z’ case. This means that this model built with the 1474 parameters also
describes the UV physics faithfully.

4.3 Contamination from Drell-Yan large invariant

mass distributions

In this Section, after presenting the analysis settings in terms of theory predictions and
data, we explore in detail the effects of new heavy vector bosons in the high-mass Drell-Yan
distribution tails and how fitting this data assuming the SM would modify the data-theory
agreement and the PDFs. We will see that in some scenarios the PDFs manage to mimic
the effects of new physics in the high tails without deteriorating the data-theory agreement

in any visible way. In this cases PDFs can actually “fit away” the effects of new physics.
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Figure 4.2: Predictions for charged current Drell-Yan (pp — [~ 7 inclusive cross sections
differential in My, with ¢ = (e, u). Factorisation and renormalisation scales are set to
pr = pr = My, where Mrp is the transverse mass of each bin. We show the SM predictions
compared to the predictions for a W’ of different masses corresponding to different W
values, assuming gy = 1. Top left: mass of 10 TeV, corresponding to W =15-1075.
Top right: mass of 13.8 TeV, corresponding to W =8-1075. Bottom: mass of 22.5 TeV,
corresponding to W = 3-107°.
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In the following sections we will explore the phenomenological consequences of using
such “contaminated” PDF sets and we will see that they might significantly distort the
interpretation of HL-LHC measurements. Subsequently, in Sect. 4.4, we conclude by
devising strategies to spot the contamination by including in a PDF fit complementary
observables that highlight the incompatibility of the high-mass Drell-Yan tails with the
bulk of the data.

4.3.1 Analysis settings

For this analysis we generate a set of artificial Monte Carlo data, which comprises 4771
data points, spanning a broad range of processes. The Monte Carlo data that we generate
are either taken from current Run I and Run II LHC data or from HL-LHC projections.
The uncertainties in the former category are more realistic, as they are taken from the
experimental papers (we remind the reader that the central measurement is generated by
the underlying law of Nature according to Eq. (2.14)), while the uncertainties on projected
HL-LHC data are generated according to specific projections.

As far as the current data is concerned, we generate MC data that cover all the
observables included in the NNPDF4.0analysis [83]. In particular, in the category of
Drell-Yan, we include the NC Drell-Yan that follows the kinematic distributions and the
errors analysed by ATLAS at 7 and 8 TeV [316, 317], and CMS at 7, 8, and 13 TeV
[318, 319, 320]. These LHC measurements are not only used to constrain the PDFs, but
are also sufficiently sensitive to the BSM scenarios considered in Sect. 4.2.

For the HL-LHC pseudo-data, we include the high-mass Drell-Yan projections that
we produced in Ref. [304], inspired by the HL-LHC projections studied in Ref. [281].
The invariant mass distribution projections are generated at /s = 14 TeV, assuming an
integrated luminosity of £ = 6 ab™! (3 ab™! collected by ATLAS and 3 ab™* by CMS).
Both in the case of NC and CC Drell-Yan cross sections, the MC data were generated
using the MadGraph5_aMCatNLO NLO Monte Carlo event generator [257] with additional
K-factors to include the NNLO QCD and NLO EW corrections. The MC data consist
of four datasets (associated with NC/CC distributions with muons/electrons in the final
state), each comprising 16 bins in the my invariant mass distribution or transverse mass
mr distributions with both my and mr greater than 500 GeV ;| with the highest energy
bins reaching my = 4 TeV (mr = 3.5 TeV) for NC (CC) data. The rationale behind
the choice of number of bins and the width of each bin was outlined in Ref. [304], and
stemmed from the requirement that the expected number of events per bin was big enough
to ensure the applicability of Gaussian statistics. The choice of binning for the my (mr)
distribution at the HL-LHC is displayed in Fig. 5.1 of Ref. [304].

The kinematic coverage of the data points used in this study are shown in Fig. 4.3.

The points are shown in (z,Q?) space with the data points that are modified by the
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Figure 4.3: Kinematic coverage of data points included in the fit. The EFT corrections
for this study have been computed for the points which are highlighted with a black edge.
The values of x have been computed using a linear order approximation.

EFT operators highlighted with a black border; such points thus constrain the Wilson
coefficients as well as the PDFs. We note that, while DIS theory predictions are modified
by the operators we consider in the two benchmark scenarios, the change in the HERA
DIS cross sections upon the variation of the Wilson coefficients under consideration is
minimal, as is explicitly assessed in Ref. [304].

In what follows, we will assess the impact of the injection of NP in the data on the
fitted PDFs by looking at the integrated luminosity for the parton pair ¢, j, which is
defined as:

1 - . s ) .
Eij(mxm/g):g/dy Ji m—\/gey,mx fi %6 Ymx |+ (@< J)|, (4.13)

-y
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where f; = fi(x, Q) is the PDF corresponding to the parton flavour i , and the integration

s (), a1

In particular we will focus on the luminosities that are most constrained by the Neutral
Current (NC) and Charged Current (CC) Drell-Yan data respectively, namely

limits are defined by:

‘CNC(mX7 \/5) = 'Cuﬂ(mXa \/g) + LdJ(mXa \/5)7 (415)

LY (mx, V') = Log(mx, V's) + Laa(mx, v/s). (4.16)

4.3.2 Effects of new heavy bosons in PDF fits

In Fig. 4.4 we display the benchmark points that we consider, corresponding to the two
scenarios described in Sect. 4.2. Namely, the points along the vertical axis correspond to
the flavour-universal Z’ model (Scenario I), while those along the horizontal axis correspond
to the flavour-universal W’ model (Scenario IT). The benchmark points are compared to
projected constraints from the HL-LHC. In particular, we consider the most up-to-date
constraints from the analysis of a fully-differential Drell-Yan projection in the HL-LHC
regime, as given by Ref. [312].

In order to estimate the effect of a heavy Z’ (W’) in Nature and the ability of PDFs
to fit it away, we inject new physics in the artificial Monte Carlo data by setting ¥ #0

® ¥=0.00025

® ¥=0.00015

.9: -05
=3e-05 W=8e-05 W=0.00015
A A A
HL-LHC projections, \j
—— 2103.10532

Benchmark points
e v
A W

Y (x10%)

-2 -1 0 1 2

Figure 4.4: Benchmark Y and W points explored in this analysis compared to the
constraints at 95% CL as given by the analysis of fully-differential Drell-Yan projections
given in Ref. [312].
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(W # 0) to the values that we consider in our benchmark (see Fig. 4.4) and we measure
the effect on the fit quality and on the PDFs. To assess the fit quality, we generate
L1 pseudodata, as in Eq. (2.14), according to 1000 variations of the random seed k and

2(k

compare the distributions of the corresponding y2-statistic per data point, y2*) /MNdat, and

the number of standard deviations from the expected 2, ngk), across the 1000 random
seed variations for the baseline and the 3 benchmark values in each of the two scenarios.
If the distributions shift above the critical levels defined in Chapter 2, then the PDFs
have not been able to absorb the effects of new physics and the datasets that display a
bad data-theory agreement would be excluded from a PDF fit. If instead the distributions
remain statistically compatible with those of the baseline PDF fit, then the PDF's have
been able to absorb new physics.

Note that in this exercise the distribution across random seed values is calculated
by keeping the PDF fixed to the value obtained with a given random seed, while if we
were refitting them for each random seed, we would obtain slightly different PDFs. A
comparison at the level of PDFs and parton luminosities is then performed to assess
whether the absorption of new physics shifts them significantly with respect to the baseline
PDFs. We have verified that the effect is negligible and does not modify the results. A
more detailed account of the contaminated PDF’s random seed dependence is given in
App. B.3. The goal of this exercise is to estimate the maximum strength of new physics
effects beyond which PDF's are no longer able to absorb the effect, and subsequently assess

whether the effect is significant or not.

(i) Scenario I

In the case of the flavour-universal Z’ model, we inject three non-zero values of Y =
5107, 15107, 25 - 10~°. In Fig. 4.5 we display the v2® and n{" distributions across
the 1000 k£ random seeds for a selection of the datasets included in each of the fits. In
particular, we display the datasets in which a shift occurs either because of the direct effect
of the non-zero Wilson coefficients in the partonic cross sections (such as the high-mass
Drell-Yan in the HL-LHC projections) or because of the indirect effect of the change of
PDF's, which can alter the behaviour of other datasets that probe the large-z light quark
and antiquark distributions. Full details about the trend in the fit quality for all datasets
are given in App. B.1.

As far as the quality of the fit is concerned, we observe that, for Y =5. 1075, the
global fit is equivalent to the SM baseline, while as Y is increased to 15 - 1077 the quality
of the fit deteriorates. This is due mostly to a worse description of the HL-LHC neutral
current data (top left panel in Fig. 4.5) data, while the other datasets remain roughly

equivalent. This is an indication that there is a bulk of data points in the global dataset
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Figure 4.5: Distribution of y2 and n, for selected datasets in the Y contamination
scenarios.

that constrains the £NC luminosity behaviour at high-z and does not allow the PDF
to shift and accommodate the HL-LHC Drell-Yan NC data. According to the selection
criteria outlined in Sect. 2.5.3, the deterioration of both the x? and the n, indicators would
single out the high-mass Drell-Yan data and indicate that they are incompatible with the
rest of the data included in the PDF fit. As a consequence, they would be excluded from
the fit and no contamination would occur. Hence, in this scenario, Y =15-1075 falls in
the interval of NP values in which the disagreement in the data metrics would flag the
incompatibility of the high-mass Drell-Yan tails with the rest of the datasets.

We now want to check whether, for such values, there is any significant shift in the

relevant NC and CC parton luminosities at the HL-LHC centre-of-mass energy of /s = 14
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Figure 4.6: Contaminated versus baseline LN and £°€ (defined in Eq. (4.15), at /s =
14 TeV in the central rapidity region. The results are normalised to the baseline SM
luminosities and the 68% C.L. band is displayed. Contaminated PDFs have been obtained
by fitting the MC data in which Y =5-1077 (orange line), ¥ = 15- 10~ (blue line) and
Y = 251077 (pink line) has been injected.

TeV. They are displayed in Fig. 4.6. We observe that in general the PDFs do not manage
to shift much to accommodate the Z’ induced contamination. The plots of the individual
PDFs are displayed in App. B.2. In general the CC luminosity remains compatible with
the baseline SM one up to large values of Y, while, as soon as the NC luminosity manages
to shift beyond the 1o level, the fit quality of the NC high-mass data deteriorates. For the
maximum value of new physics contamination that the PDFs can absorb in this scenario,
Y =5-107° (corresponding to a Z’' mass above 30 TeV), the parton luminosity shift is
contained within the baseline 1o error bar. Overall, we see that there is a certain sturdiness
in the fit, such that even in the presence of big Y values, the parton luminosity does not

deviate much from the underlying law.

(ii) Scenario II

In the flavour-universal W’ model we inject three non-zero values of W=3-1075,8-
1075, 15- 1075, In Fig. 4.7 we display the x2® and n{¥ distributions across the 1000
random seeds k for a selection of the datasets included in each of the fits. In particular
we display the datasets in which a shift occurs either because of the direct effect of the
non-zero Wilson coefficients in the partonic cross sections (such as the high-mass Drell-Yan
in the HL-LHC projections) or because of the indirect effect of the change of PDF's on
other datasets that probe the large-z light quark and antiquark distributions. Full details
about the trend in the fit quality for all datasets is given in App. B.1.

In this case, concerning the quality of the fit, we observe that up to W=38- 1073,
the global fit shows equivalent behaviours to the SM baseline, while as W is increased

to 15-107°, the quality of the fit markedly deteriorates. This is due mostly to a worse
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Figure 4.7: Distribution of y2 and n, for selected datasets in the W contamination
scenarios.

description of the HL-LHC charged current ev, (top right panel in Fig. 4.7) as well as the
pv,, data. It is interesting to observe that also the low-mass fixed-target Drell-Yan data
from the E886 experiment experiences a deterioration in the fit quality due to the shift
that occurs in the large-x quark and antiquark PDFs. For this largest value, W =15-1075,
according to the selection criteria outlined in Sect. 2.5.3, the deterioration of both the x?
and the n, indicators would highlight the high-mass Drell-Yan data as being incompatible
with the bulk of the data included in the PDF fit, thus excluding them from the fit; thus,
no contamination would occur. Hence, in this scenario, W = 15-1075 falls in the NP
parameter region in which the disagreement between the data and theory predictions

would unveil the presence of incompatibility of the high-mass Drell-Yan tails with the rest
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Figure 4.8: Same as Fig. 4.6 for W =3-1075 (orange line), W = 8-107? (blue line) and
W =15-10"° (pink line).

of the data; on the other hand, the contamination would go undetected for W =8-1075.

We now check whether, for such W values, there is any significant shift in the PDFs
and in the parton luminosities. Individual PDFs are displayed in App. B.2. In Fig. 4.8 we
observe that in this scenario the NC and CC luminosities defined in Eq. (4.15) can both
shift significantly in the high-mass region, even for low values of W (myy above 20 TeV).
Contrary to the case outlined in the Y scenario, the fit does have enough flexibility to
absorb significant deviations in the high-mass Drell-Yan without impacting the rest of
the dataset. In particular, until the deviations become too large, the NC and CC sectors,

which are both affected by the W’ boson, manage to compensate each other.

(iii) Summary

Overall, we find that in Scenario I the presence of a new heavy Z’ of about 18 TeV would
affect the high-energy tails of the Drell-Yan distributions in such a way that they are no
longer compatible with the bulk of the data included in a PDF analysis. On the other
hand, in Scenario II, a model of new physics involving a W’ of about 14 TeV would affect
the high-energy tails of the Drell-Yan distributions in a way that can be compensated by
the PDFs. As a result, if there is such a W’ in Nature, then this would yield a good x? for
the high-mass Drell-Yan tails that one includes in a PDF fit as well as for the bulk of the
data included in a PDF fit, but it would significantly modify PDFs. Thus, in this case
new physics contamination does occur.

These results are in agreement with the results of Ref. [304], which generalises the
analysis of Ref. [314] by allowing the PDFs to vary along with the ¥ and W coefficients,
finding less stringent constraints from the same HL-LHC projections. In particular, it was
found that W = 8- 10~® would have been excluded by the HL-LHC under the assumption
of SM PDFs, but that this value of W was allowed by the constraints at 95% CL obtained
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by varying the PDFs along with the SMEFT. Ref. [304] also indicated that the impact of
varying the PDFs along with the W coefficient was more significant than the impact in
the Y direction, indicating a greater possibility to absorb the effects of new physics into
the PDFs in the 1 direction.

Comparing the two scenarios considered in this section, one might wonder why the Z’
scenario does not yield any contamination, while the W’ does. Looking at the effect of
the Z’ and W' bosons on the observables included in a PDF fit (see Egs. (4.4) and (4.10)
respectively), we see that the main difference lies in the fact that the Z’ scenario only
affects the NC DY high-mass data, while the W’ scenario affects both the NC and the CC
DY high-mass data. Hence, in the former scenario, the shift required in £N¢ = (uu + dd)
to accommodate the effect of a Z’ in the tail of the my distribution would cause a shift in
LCC = (ud + du), thus spoiling its agreement with the data, in particular the tails of the
mr distribution — which is unaffected by the presence of a Z’.

On the other hand, in the W’ scenario, the shift in the (u@ + dd) parton channel that
accommodates the effect of a W’ in the tail of the NC DY my; distribution is compensated
by the shift in the (ud + du) parton channel that accommodates the presence of a W’ in
the tail of the CC DY my distribution (as, in this scenario, they are both affected by new
physics). It is as if there is a flat direction in the luminosity versus the matrix element
space. This continues until, for sufficiently large W, a critical point is reached in which the
two effects do not manage to compensate each other as they start affecting significantly
the luminosities at lower 7 = M/4/s, hence spoiling the agreement with the other less
precise datasets included in a PDF fit which are sensitive to large-z antiquarks.

To see this more clearly, we plot in Fig. 4.9 the data-theory comparison for the HL-LHC
NC and CC Drell-Yan Monte Carlo data that we include in the fit. The points labelled
as “Data” correspond to the ‘truth’ in the presence of the new physics, namely they
are obtained by convolving the DY prediction with non-zero Y, 144 parameters with a
non-contaminated PDF set. The bands labelled as “Theory” represent the theoretical
predictions for pure SM DY production, but obtained with the PDFs fitted with the
inclusion of the DY data modified by the effect of non-zero Y, W parameters. We observe
that the SM predictions obtained with the contaminated PDFs do fit the data well in
the case of W = 8- 10~?, because the significant depletion of the (ui + dd) and (ud + di)
parton luminosities observed in Fig. 4.8 compensates the enhancement in the partonic
cross section observed in Fig. 4.2. This is not the case for Y =15 1075, where instead the
much milder modification of the parton luminosities observed in Fig. 4.6 does not manage
to compensate the enhancement of the partonic cross section observed in Fig. 4.1. We can
also notice that W = 8- 107 is within a region in the W parameter space beyond which
the parton luminosities do not manage to move enough to compensate the shift in the

matrix elements of the m¢ distribution. To find the exact critical value of W one would
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Figure 4.9: For two of the representative scenarios that we consider, W =8-107° and
Y =15- 1075, we show the comparison between the data expected in the presence of
new physics (“Data” points) and the SM theory predictions obtained with the potentially
contaminated PDFs (“Theory” bands). Left panel: NC Drell-Yan my; distribution. Right
panel: CC Drell-Yan my distribution.

need a finer scan. Analogously, Y =15-107% is in the region of Y such that contamination
in the PDF's does not occur. However, these values have been determined assuming a
given statistical uncertainty in the distributions; the regions in which these values fall
clearly depend on the actual statistical uncertainty that the ms and my distributions will
reach in the HL-LHC phase.

4.3.3 Consequence of new physics contamination in PDF fits

In the previous section, we showed that in the presence of heavy new physics effects in
DY observables, the flexible PDF parametrisation is able to accommodate the deviations
and absorb the effects coming from the new interactions. In particular, we observe that
when data are contaminated with the presence of a W’, we generally find good fits and are
able to accommodate even large deviations from the SM. However, it is worth reminding
the reader that the leading source of contaminated data are the HL-LHC projections, as
present data would not be as susceptible to the W’ effects. Hence, from now on we will
focus on the scenario in which data include the presence of a heavy W’ that induces a
modified interaction parametrised by the W parameter with value W =8-107".

In this section we examine the consequences of using unknowingly contaminated PDFs,
and the implications of this for possible new physics searches. The first interesting con-

sequence is that, if we use the contaminated PDF as an input set in a SMEFT study of
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HL-LHC projected data to gather knowledge on the W parameter, we find that the analysis
excludes the “true” value of the SMEFT coefficients that the data should reveal. Indeed, in
Fig. 4.10 we observe that, in both scenarios under consideration, and in particular for the
one corresponding to W =8 1072, the 95% C.L. bounds on the Wilson coefficients that one
would extract from the precise HL-LHC data discussed in Sect. 4.3.2 would agree with the
SM and would not contain the true “values” of the underlying law of Nature that the data
should reveal. In fact, the measured value would exclude the true value with a significance
that ranges from ~ 1.50 to ~ 4.50. A comparison of whether the bounds generated by
the different contaminated PDFs considered in this study contain the true value is shown

in Fig. 4.10. This is all very expected, as the quark-antiquark luminosity for this specific
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Y =0.00015 A
Y =0.00005 A
W =0.00015 -
W =0.00008 A
W = 0.00003 A . | | .
-2.0 -1.5 -1.0 -0.5 0.0
Bounds minus truth x10~4

Figure 4.10: A comparison of the 95% C. L. bounds obtained using different contaminated
PDFs to fit the W, Y parameters to HL-LHC high-mass Drell-Yan projected data, relative
to the true values of W,Y. In some cases, the true value is not contained in the 95%
C. L. bounds.

scenario does exhibit signs of new physics absorption in a significant amount, as can be seen
in Fig. 4.8. As a matter of fact, we expect all data that entered in the PDF fit to be well
described by the combination of the PDF set and the SM theory. This simple fact is once
again reminding us that it might be dangerous to perform SMEFT studies on overlapping
datasets and that simultaneous studies should be preferred or, at least, a conservative
approach with disjoint datasets should be undertaken. This was discussed in Ref. [47],
for instance, where it was shown that by means of a simultaneous study, one is able to
recover both the underlying true PDFs and the presence of a new interaction. It is worth
mentioning that the use of conservative PDF sets, while appealing given the simplicity,
might also come with its own shortcomings, see Ref. [304] and Ref. [48] for detailed studies
on the matter in the Drell-Yan sector and the top quark sector respectively. In particular,

the extrapolated PDF's might both underestimate the error band and have a significant bias.

We now turn to study the effects of the contaminated PDF's in observables and processes

that did not enter the PDF fit. We focus in particular on the EW sector, given its relevance
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for NP searches and the fact that the contaminated PDFs show deviations from the true
PDFs mostly in the quark-antiquark luminosities, which are particularly relevant for
theoretical predictions involving EW interactions. The study is performed by producing
projected data according to the true laws of Nature, i.e. the true PDFs of choice and the
SM + W = 8- 107" in the matrix elements.

In particular, we produce MC data for several diboson processes, including H production
in association with EW bosons. Given that the W operator induces only four-fermion
interactions, W does not have an effect on these observables, and the hard scattering
amplitudes are given by the SM ones. For each observable we build HL-LHC projections and
devise bins with the objective of probing the high-energy tails of the distributions, scouting
for new physics effects, although we know these do not exist in the “true” law of Nature for
these observables. We then produce predictions by convolving the contaminated PDF set
obtained with a value of W = 8- 1075 and the SM matrix elements. Given our knowledge
of the “true” law of Nature, the possible deviations between theory and data are therefore
only a consequence of the shift in the PDFs coming from the contaminated Drell-Yan data.
Whenever in the presence of W bosons, we decided to split the contributions of W*X and
W =X as they probe different luminosities and in particular, from the contaminated fits,
we know that the luminosity ud deviates more severely than da from the true luminosity.

Both SM theory and data have been produced at NLO in QCD making use of the
Monte Carlo generator MadGraph5_aMCONLQO. In the case of ZH production, the gluon
fusion channel has also been taken into account. Data are obtained by fluctuating around
the central value, assuming a Gaussian distribution with total covariance matrix given
by the sum of the statistical, luminosity and systematic covariance matrices. Regarding
the theory predictions, we also provide an estimate of the PDF uncertainty. We assume
a luminosity of 3 ab™! and we estimate the systematic uncertainties on each observable
by referring to the experimental papers [321, 278, 322] . These systematic uncertainties
can be experimental or come from other additional sources such as background and signal
theoretical calculations. We also include estimates of the luminosity uncertainty by taking
as a reference the CMS measurement at 13 TeV [320]. Statistical uncertainties are given
by v/N, where N is the number of expected events in each bin. Performing a fully realistic
simulation, with acceptance cuts and detector effects, is beyond the scope of the current
study, and we simply simulate events at parton level and apply the branching ratios into
relevant decay channels. Specifically, in the case of W bosons we apply a branching ratio
of Br(W — lv) = 0.213 with [ = e, y, for the H boson we use Br(H — bb) = 0.582 and
for the Z boson we use Br(Z — [T17) = 0.066 with [ = e, pu [271]. Multiple sources of
uncertainty are simply added in quadrature.

In Table 4.3, for each process considered, we collect the computed x? and the corre-

sponding value of n,. These numbers are obtained by performing several fluctuations of
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‘ HL-LHC Stat. improved

Dataset | X*/ndac | 70 | X*/ndat | no |
WtH 117 | 041 | 177 | 1.97
W~H 1.08 | 019 | 108 | 0.19
Wtz 1.08 | 019 | 149 | 1.20
w7 0.99 |-003| 1.02 | 005
ZH 119 | 044 | 167 | 1.58
WHW = 2.19 | 3.04 | 269 | 431
VBF - H | 070 |-074| 062 |-0.90

Table 4.3: Values of the y? and n, for the projected observables at HL-LHC in the EW
sector. In the left column we report the values from a realistic estimate of the statistical
uncertainties, while in the right columns we show what would be obtained if statistics
were to improve by a factor 10.

the data and then taking the average y? from all the replicas. As a consequence, the quoted
x? are considered the expected x? and are not associated to a specific random fluctuation.
The numbers are provided both in a realistic scenario, with a reasonable estimate of the
statistical uncertainties, and in a scenario in which the statistics are improved by a factor
10. The latter could be both the result of an increased luminosity and/or additional decay
channels of the EW bosons, e.g. decays into jets. As it can be seen by inspection of the
table, the processes that would lead to the most notable deviations between data and
theory are W+ H and W*W~, with the latter being in significant tension already in the
scenario of a realistic uncertainty estimation. With improved statistics, slight tensions
start to appear in ZH and W' Z, both exhibiting a deviation just above 1o. Interestingly,
the clear smoking gun process here seems to be W+W~, which just by itself would point
towards a significant tension with the SM, which could potentially and erroneously be
interpreted in terms of new interactions.

In Figs. 4.11 and 4.12, we show plots of the two most affected observables considered
in this section, namely W H and WTW ™ respectively. While in all other processes the
deviations between the true central values and the theoretical predictions obtained with
the contaminated PDFs are limited, in the case of W+ H and WW ~, they are substantial.
It is clear that the true limiting factor is that as soon as we are in the high energy tails
of the distributions and potentially sensitive to the PDF contamination, the pseudodata
become statistically dominated and therefore we lose resolution. This is particularly true
in the case of W H, while W*TW ™ is predicted to have a higher number of events and
could potentially probe higher energies.

We also assess the ratios WTZ/W~Z and W+ H/W~H, and observe that in this case
the deviations resulting from contaminated PDFs are no longer visible. In general the

ratios cancel the effect of any possible contamination in the parton luminosities if they are
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Figure 4.11: Predictions (with the contaminated PDF) for W+ H at the HL-LHC
compared with the projected data. Left: HL-LHC projection. Right: statistics improved
by a factor 10 (futuristic scenario). In the latter, an additional bin is added at high energy
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Figure 4.12: Predictions (with contaminated PDF) for W*W ™ at the HL-LHC compared
with the projected data. Left: HL-LHC projection. Right: statistics improved by a factor
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are highly correlated and the contamination effects are compatible.

In summary, the PDF contamination has the potential to generate substantial deviations
in observables and processes generally considered to be good portals to new physics, which

could nonetheless be unaffected by the presence of heavy states at the current probed

energies, as in the scenarios considered in this work.
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4.4 How to disentangle new physics effects

In this section we discuss several strategies that might be proposed in order to disentangle
new physics effects in a global fit of PDFs. In Sect. 4.4.1 we start by assessing the
potential of precise on-shell forward vector boson production data in the HL-LHC phase
and check whether their inclusion in a PDF fit helps to disentangle new physics effects
in the high-mass Drell-Yan tails. In Sect. 4.4.2 we scrutinise whether the data-theory
agreement displays a deterioration that scales with the maximum energy probed by the
data included in the fit. We will see that neither of these strategies helps to disentangle
the contamination that arises in the scenario that we have highlighted in our study and we
outline the reason for this. We then turn to analyse the behaviour of suitable observable
ratios in Sect. 4.4.3; we will see that such ratios do correctly indicate the presence of new
physics in the observables that are affected by it, although they would not be able to
distinguish between the two observables that enter the ratio. Finally in Sect. 4.4.4 we will
determine the observables in current PDF fits that are correlated to the large-x antiquarks
and we will highlight the signs of tension with the “contaminated” high-mass Drell-Yan
data via suitably devised weighted fits. The result of these tests points to the need for the
inclusion of independent low-energy /large-z constraints in future PDF analyses, if one
wishes to safely exploit the constraining power of high-energy data without inadvertently

absorbing signs of new physics in the high-energy tails.

4.4.1 On-shell forward boson production

The most obvious way to disentangle any possible contamination effects in the PDF is
the inclusion of observables that probe the large-z region in the PDFs at low energies,
where NP-induced energy growing effects are not present. In this section we assess whether
the inclusion of precise forward LHCb distributions measured at the W and Z on-shell
energy at the HL-LHC might help spotting NP-induced inconsistencies in the high-mass
distributions measured by ATLAS and CMS.

In order to test this, we compute HL-LHC projections for LHCb, taking 0.3 ab™! as
benchmark luminosity [282] and focusing on the forward production of W/Z. The Z boson
is produced on-shell (60 GeV < my < 120 GeV), while no explicit cuts are applied on
the transverse mass my in the case of a produced W boson decaying into a muon and
a muonic neutrino, which is dominated by the mass-shell region. We impose the LHCb
forward cuts on the lepton transverse momentum (p} > 20 GeV) and on both the Z
rapidity and pseudo-rapidity of the p originated by W (2.0 < |yz,| < 4.5). Fig. 4.13 shows
a comparison between the pseudodata generated with the “true” PDFs and NP-corrected

matrix elements,? and the theory predictions obtained with the W =8-10~° contaminated

2Note that at the energy probed by the forward W/Z production the NP contribution associated to

155



fit and the SM matrix element, for each of the two processes. We observe that there are
no significant deviations between the theory predictions obtained from a contaminated

PDF set and the true underlying law. Intuitively this can be understood, as the produced
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Figure 4.13: Predictions (with W = 8107 contaminated PDF) for forward vector
bosons production in the HL-LHC phase at LHCb compared with the projected data. Left
panel: on-shell Z production cross section as a function of the Z boson rapidity y;. Right
panel: W production cross section as a function of the final-state muon pseudo-rapidity

Yu-

leptons are in the forward region measured at LHCb, and one of the initial partons must
have more longitudinal momentum than the other.

To visualise more precisely the regions in x that are constrained by a measurement of a
given final state at the energy E ~ mx and at a given rapidity y, we display in Figure. 4.14
the scatter plot for z1 2 = mx/+/s exp(£y) in the large-mx and central region, namely
ly| < 2.0 and 1 TeV < mx < 4TeV, and compare it to the low-to-intermediate-mx and
forward rapidity region, namely 2.0 < |y| < 4.5 and 10GeV < my < 1TeV. We can
see that, while the measurements of large-invariant mass objects in the central rapidity
region constrain solely the large-z region, and where both partons carry a fraction x of
the proton’s momentum in the region 0.01 < z < 0.8, the low-to-intermediate invariant
mass region in the forward rapidity region constrains both the small and the large x
region, given that at |y| ~ 4.0 the z-region probed is around 0.1 < x < 0.8 for one parton
and around 107° < 2 < 107 for the other parton. Given that the valence quarks are
much more abundant at large x than the sea quarks, in most collisions the up or down
quarks will be the partons carrying a large fraction x of the proton’s momentum, while

the antiquarks will carry a small fraction x. Hence, this observable will not be sensitive to

the presence of a W’ boson is negligible
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Figure 4.14: Leading order kinematic plot of z1 5 = mx/+/s exp(£y) in the large-M and
central region, |y| < 2.0, 1TeV <myx < 4TeV, (black dots) and in the low-intermediate-
myx and forward region, 2.0 < |y| < 4.5 10GeV < mx < 1TeV (red dots). Here
Vs =14 TeV.

the shift in the large-x anti-up and anti-down that the global PDF fit yields in order to
compensate the effect of NP in the tails.

4.4.2 Sliding m; cut

Another way to potentially disentangle EFT effects in PDF fits was explored in Ref. [304]
where, in the context of the W and ¥ parameters, the authors exploited the energy-growing
effects of the EFT operators at high invariant dilepton mass. They introduced a ratio
evaluation metric R,2 (in the notation of the original reference) which described how much
the PDF fit quality deteriorated when data-points at high dilepton invariant mass were
included in the computation of the x2, with respect to a fit that only used low invariant
mass bins. In this way, R,2 ~ 1 indicated a fit quality similar to a purely SM scenario, as
the sensitivity to energy-growing EFT effects is suppressed.

They found that, when including higher dilepton invariant mass measurements (where
the effect of EFT operators is enhanced) in the computation of the x?, the fit quality
deteriorated and R,» growth almost monotonically away from 1. With this metric other
sources of PDF deterioration are minimised and the tension arises fundamentally because
of the EFT effects.

For our study, we show in Fig. 4.15 the y? values for the NC and CC HL-LHC datasets,

combining the two lepton channels, in the SM and W = 8- 10~ contaminated cases. M
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is the maximum value of the dilepton invariant mass that we include in the computation of
the x2. We see that after M., ~ 2 TeV, the x? values in both the SM and contaminated
scenario stagnate and no persistent deterioration is observed. This means that it is not
possible to isolate the EFT effects, which are enhanced at higher masses, in the worsening
of the fit quality. In this way, it is not possible to disentangle the EFT effects on the PDF

fit and other options have to be explored.
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Figure 4.15: Value of the x? per HL-LHC dataset as a function of the maximum value
of the invariant mass allowed in the kinematics M,.x. This parameter is analogous to
ml(lm ™) of Sect. 4 of [304] . Left: baseline SM fit. Right: contaminated W = 8-107°.

4.4.3 Observable ratios

In order to disentangle PDF contamination, another quantity worth studying is the ratio
between observables whose processes have similar parton channels. Indeed, in this case
the impact of the PDF is much reduced and any discrepancy between data and theory
predictions can be more confidently attributed to new physics in the partonic cross-section.
Practically, a deviation would mean that one of the two datasets involved in the ratio is
“contaminated” by new physics and should therefore be excluded from the PDF fit.

We have studied the ratio between the number of events in WW production and
Neutral Current Drell-Yan (NC DY), as well as between W H production and Charged
Current Drell-Yan (CC DY). In each pair both processes are initiated from the same
parton channels.

The Drell-Yan events we use are displayed in Fig. 4.9. The diboson events can
be seen in Fig. 4.12 for WW and in Fig. 4.11 for W+ H. However, note that we also
include the W~ H channel to measure the ratio of W H and CC DY here. We plot the

ratio of those quantities in Fig. 4.16. We compare data and theory predictions where,
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as in Fig. 4.9, data corresponds to a baseline PDF and a BSM partonic cross-section
(fBaseline @ 0psa) and theory is computed from a contaminated PDF and a SM partonic
cross-section (foont ® dsar). We also compare those results to K-factors which are obtained
by taking the ratio of Drell-Yan BSM predictions over the SM ones. Practically the

. . . . . oA DY A DY
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Figure 4.16: Ratio between diboson production and Drell-Yan processes for the HL-LHC
predictions. On the left, we show the ratio of W+W~ to NC DY binned in invariant mass
and on the right, we show the ratio of WH to CC DY binned in transverse mass. In the
top panel we plot the ratios of number of events for data and theory predictions. In the
middle panel, we plot the ratio of those ratios (theory over data) alongside the K-factors.
The lower panel displays the uncertainties.

We see in both cases a deviation between data and theory predictions growing with
the energy. The uncertainties are smaller in the ratio WW/NC DY, which allows the
discrepancy to be over 1o in the last bin. Furthermore, we also witness that the deviation
follows the K-factors, which reinforces our initial assumption that using ratios greatly
diminishes the impact of the PDFs.

As we mentioned earlier, the lesson we can get from this plot is that there is some
new physics in either the DY or the diboson datasets. Unfortunately, without further
information it is not possible to identify in which of those datasets the new physics is.
Therefore, with just this plot in hand, the only reasonable decision would be to exclude
the two datasets involved in the ratio where the deviation is observed from the fit. The
downside of this disentangling method is that it might worsen the overall quality of the fit
and increase the PDF uncertainties in certain regions of the parameter space. However, it
proves to be an efficient solution against the sort of contamination we studied. Indeed, by

excluding the DY datasets in this case, one would exclude the contamination we manually
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introduced there from the PDF fit.

4.4.4 Alternative constraints on large-r antiquarks

In Sect. 4.4.1, it was shown that the inclusion of precise on-shell forward W and Z
production measurements does not disentangle the contamination that new physics in the
high-energy tails might yield. In this section, we ask ourselves whether there are any other
future low-energy observables that might constrain large-xr antiquarks and show tension
with the high-energy data in case the latter are affected by NP-induced incompatibilities.

We start by looking at the correlation between the data that are currently included in
our baseline PDF fit and the various PDF flavours. To assess the level of correlation, we

plot the correlation defined in Ref. [323]. The correlation function is defined as:

Niep ((f](l", Q) O)reps — (fi(x, Q))rep8<0>rep8) : (4.17)

,x,0) =
p(] ) Nrep -1 APDFf(xv Q) APDFO

where the PDFs are evaluated at a given scale () and the observable O is computed with
the set of PDF's f, j is the PDF flavour, V., is the number of replicas in the baseline PDF
set and Appr are the PDF uncertainties. In Figs. 4.17 and 4.18 we show the correlation
between the PDFs in the flavour basis and the observables which are strongly correlated
with the antiquark distributions. The region highlighted in blue is the region in = such
that the correlation coefficient defined in Eq. (4.17) is larger than 0.9 pyax, Where prax
is the maximum value that the correlation coefficient takes over the grid of points in z
and over the flavours j. From Fig. 4.17 we observe that while the largest invariant mass
bins of the HL-LHC NC are most strongly correlated with the up antiquark distribution
in the 1072 < 2 < 3- 107! region, the HL-LHC CC, particularly the lowest invariant
mass bins, are most strongly correlated with the down antiquark distribution in the
7-1073 <2 <5-1072 region. This observation is quite interesting as it gives us a further
insight into the difference between the Z' and the W’ scenarios discussed at the end of
Sect. 4.2. Indeed the W’ scenario affecting both the NC and CC distributions manages to
compensate the @ shift with the d shift in a slightly smaller region, hence the successful
contamination.

We now ask ourselves whether there are other observables that display a similar
correlation pattern with the light antiquark distributions. In Fig. 4.18 we show the
three most interesting showcases. In the left panel, we see that the FNAL E866/NuSea
measurements of the Drell-Yan muon pair production cross section from an 800 GeV
proton beam incident on proton and deuterium targets [324] yields constraints on the ratio
of anti-down to anti-up quark distributions in the proton in the large Bjorken-x region, and
the correlation is particularly strong with the anti-up in the 5-1072 < 2 < 3- 107! region.

The central panel shows that the Tevatron DO muon charge asymmetry [325] exhibits
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[Baseline fit]
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Figure 4.17: Correlation coefficient p defined in Eq. (4.17) between the flavour PDFs of
the baseline set and the HL-LHC neutral current Drell-Yan data (left panel); the HL-LHC
charged current Drell-Yan data (right panel). The highlighted region corresponds to
p > 0.9 prax-

a strong correlation with the up antiquark around z ~ 0.3 and the down quark around
x =~ 0.1. This is understood, as by charge conjugation the anti-up distribution of the
proton corresponds to the up distribution of the anti-proton. Finally, on the right panel
we see that the precise ATLAS measurements of the W and Z differential cross-section
at /s =7 TeV [326] have a strong constraining power on the up antiquark in a slightly
lower  region around 3- 1073 <z <2-1072.

The results presented in Sect. 4.3 show that the tension with the low-energy datasets
that constrain the same region in x as the high-mass Drell-Yan HL-LHC data is not strong
enough to flag the HL-LHC datasets. Hence, the conditions highlighted in Sect. 2.5.3
are necessary in order to determine a bulk of maximally consistent datasets, but they
are not sufficient, as they still allow new physics contamination to go undetected. A way
to emphasise the tension is to produce weighted fits which give a larger weight to the
high-energy data that are affected by new physics effects. The rationale behind this is
that, if some energy-growing effect associated to the presence of new physics in the data

shows up in the tails of the distributions, PDFs might accommodate this effect without
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Figure 4.18: Same as Fig. 4.17 for the FNAL E866 data measuring the ratio between
low energy Drell-Yan muon pair production on proton and deuteron targets [324] (left
panel), the Tevatron DO muon charge asymmetry [325] (central panel) and the ATLAS
measurements of the W and Z differential cross-section at /s = 7 TeV in the central
rapidity region[326] (right panel).

deteriorating the agreement with the other datasets only up to a point. If the datasets that
are affected by new physics are given a large weight in the fit, the tension with the datasets
constraining the large-x region that are perfectly described by the SM could in principle get
worse. Hence by giving a larger weight to a specific NP-affected dataset, the disagreement
with the datasets highlighted above should become more apparent. Depending on the
kind of new physics model that Nature might display in the data, the effect might affect
either of the three classes of the high energy processes entering PDF fits, namely: (i) jets
and dijets, (ii) top and (iii) Drell-Yan. In our example, in order to emphasise the tension
with the low-energy Drell-Yan data and the Tevatron data, we would have to give more
weight to the HL-LHC high-mass Drell Yan data. However, performing this exercise we
observe that, although the y? of the HL-LHC Drell-Yan further improves and the ones of
the highlighted data deteriorates, the level of deterioration is never strong enough to flag
the tension. The result of this test points to the fact that one should include independent
and more precise low-energy/large-x constraints in future PDF analyses® if one wants to
safely exploit the constraining power of high-energy data without inadvertently absorbing
signs of new physics in the high-energy tails. In this sense the EIC programme [327, 328],
as well as other low-energy data which are not exploited in the standard PDF global fits,

3Note that some of this data have the disadvantage of being affected by additional uncertainties
associated with nuclear corrections, target mass corrections, higher twists and other low-energy effects.
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such as JLAB [329, 330] or STAR and SeaQuest measurements [331, 332, 333], will be a

precious input in future PDF analyses, alongside the constraints from lattice data [334].

4.5 Conclusion

In this chapter we have analysed two concrete new physics scenarios that would distort
the high energy Drell-Yan invariant mass distributions that enter PDF fits. We considered
scenarios of flavour universal NP, manifested in the form of a heavy Z’ and W’ coupled
to both quarks and leptons. For simplicity, we parametrised the modified interactions
by means of an EFT, where the corresponding Wilson coefficients are denoted Y and
W respectively. By generating pseudodata in different benchmark scenarios, we assessed
the ability of the PDF fitting framework to absorb the modified interactions in the
PDF parametrisation, effectively hiding NP inside the modelling of the proton. For
this exploratory study we chose values of the Wilson coefficients that are not strongly
disfavoured from global EFT fits. In terms of data, we considered the state-of-the-art
NNPDF4.0 dataset and its extension with future HL-LHC projections.

The first important conclusion from our study is that current Drell-Yan data is not
precise enough to lead to a contaminated PDF set. The uncertainties on the Drell-Yan
tails of the distribution are big enough to render the NP effects sub-leading corrections
with respect to the PDF uncertainty. On the other had, when HL-LHC projections are
included, we see that more interesting effects occur. In particular, while the heavy Z’
scenario does not lead to any contamination, a flexible enough PDF parametrisation would
be able to fit away signs of a heavy W’ boson when performing a global PDF determination
and thus introduce spurious contamination in the large-x structure of the proton.

In particular, this has been assessed by looking at possible contamination in both the
neutral and charged currents, finding that it is when both charged current and neutral
current observables are effected by NP that we have the highest freedom of parametrisation.
This is ultimately traced back to the lack of data constraining the large-x antiquark PDFs,
in particular the d PDF. For this reason, we observe that, when data are contaminated
with the presence of a W', we generally find good fits and are able to accommodate
even large deviations from the SM. It is however worth noting that the leading source of
contaminated data are the high-statistics data expected from the HL-LHC, as present
data would not be as susceptible to the W' effects.

One could argue that, for a safe use of PDF's in the context of searches for new physics,
datasets possibly susceptible to contamination from new physics should be systematically
left out of PDF fits. But this would be naive: if a deviation from a SM projection based on
available PDF fits were found in the large-x tails of some distribution, the first systematics

to double check would be the robustness of the PDF parametrisation in the region of the
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anomaly. This should be assessed by means such as those presented in this work, namely
checking whether the deviation can be washed away by modifying the PDF's in a way that
does not significantly impact the overall quality of the global fit. If it can, the deviation
should be attributed to the PDF systematics, rather than to new physics.

We discussed possible consequences of having a contaminated PDF set, finding that
such NP contamination would have consequences in the interpretation of the LHC data.
On the one hand, by computing predictions with the aforementioned set of PDF's, one
would likely hinder searches for new physics affected by the presence of the W’ leading to
biased exclusion bounds. On the other hand, one would also potentially see deviations
from the SM predictions in processes not affected by the presence of the heavy state,
purely as a consequence of the spurious behaviour of the PDFs at large-x.

We discussed possible strategies to disentangle the NP effects from the PDF determi-
nation. In particular, we verified that a post-fit sliding invariant mass cut on the data
entering the y? calculation would not highlight any trend, indicating that the PDF set
describes the high invariant mass data-points across the dataset well. We also checked
whether the contaminated PDF set could be flagged by HL-LHC projections of on-shell
forward Z/W production, an observable that would probe high-x but not high-Q. However,
as previously mentioned, the contamination seems to be related more to the flexibility
in the antiquark PDF flavours, which in the case of forward EW boson production are
mostly probed in the low-x regime.

However, a more effective strategy of disentangling PDFs and NP is given by the study
of the ratio of differential cross sections. By exploiting the fact that different processes
might be dependent on the same parton luminosity channels, one could devise observables
that remove the dependence on the PDF set by taking ratios of cross sections in similar
kinematical regions. In the case of W’ contamination, a promising test would be to take for
instance the ratio of neutral/charged current Drell-Yan against neutral/charged diboson
production. We found that this test could in principle ascertain the presence of NP
independently of the PDF set, with the ultimate caveat that the source of the deviation
could either be affecting the numerator, the denominator or both.

Finally, we discussed the potential for low-energy observables to provide complementary
constraints on the large-z sea quarks. Such low-energy observables would not be as
susceptible to the effects of new physics, and could therefore show a tension with the
NP-affected high-energy data. We found that, although the PDF fit includes low-energy
observables that exhibit a large correlation with the large-z d and @ PDFs, the precision
offered by these measurements is not sufficient to create a tension with the high-energy
data. Future precision measurements of the large-r sea quarks, for example the EIC
programme, will provide important inputs in PDF fits to avoid the contamination studied

here.
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To conclude, in this work we tackled the problem of inconsistent data in PDF de-
termination. Although it is well known that inconsistencies between experimental data
entering a global PDF determination can distort the statistical interpretation of PDF
uncertainties and although there are mechanisms to select a sufficiently consistent bulk
of data to use as an input of a global PDF analysis, the inconsistency of any individual
dataset with the bulk of the global fit may suggest that its understanding, either from the
theoretical or experimental point of view, is not complete. How can we establish whether
the inconsistency comes from missing higher order uncertainties, data inconsistencies
or unaccounted new physics effects? In this work we tackled the latter, trying to take
advantage of the fact that NP contamination has a different energy-scaling behaviour
compared to effects that might arise from missing higher orders or from experimental
inconsistencies. We tackled it by setting up a set of tools and analyses built on statistical
closure tests in a specific and simple test-case scenario.

We have provided a concrete example of the issues that can emerge from possible
new physics effects in the data used in a fit of PDFs, and how to possibly address those
issues, when trying to expose new physics from departures of SM predictions in the tails

of kinematical distributions at large energy.
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Chapter 5

SMEFT effects in PDF evolution

Non hominibus tantum, sed rebus persona

demenda est et reddenda facies sua.

Not only from people, but also from things, the
mask must be removed and their true face

revealed.

from Moral Letters to Lucilius,

by Seneca.

This chapter is based on a forthcoming publication in collaboration with L. Mantani
and M. Ubiali. My contributions include the original idea, the calculation of the SMEFT
splitting functions via on-shell methods (to be compared with L. Mantani’s results from
helicity amplitudes), and the calculation of the SMEFT corrections to the running of the

strong coupling constant in different setups.

This chapter focuses specifically on the potential impact of higher dimensional operators
in the SMEFT on the DGLAP equations, which govern the scale dependence of the PDFs.
In this study, we discuss thoroughly for the first time whether the SMEFT affects the
DGLAP evolution equations by focussing on the leading order splitting functions and on
the running of the strong coupling constant. We calculate the relevant matrix elements in
the collinear limit and show how the kinematic enhancement of the SMEFT operators
does not alter them. We also assess the impact of SMEFT corrections in the running of

the strong coupling and verify that it is highly suppressed.
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5.1 Introduction

As previously discussed, the DGLAP equations describe the evolution of PDFs with respect
to the energy scale, and have been computed, in the SM, to high precision in perturbation
theory: at NNLO [17, 18, 19, 20], and partially to N®LO [21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29,
30, 31].

In the context of BSM theories, the effect of new light particles (both coloured and
colourless) on the DGLAP evolution equations has been investigated in several publications
by considering, in the early days before the start of the LHC, light gluinos [335] and
color-octet fermions [336]. Then, with LHC constraints making bounds more stringent in
general, the potential effects of non-coloured partons such as leptophobic dark photons [337]
has been considered.

This chapter aims to complement the study of PDFs and their evolution in the context
of BSM theories but, this time, by means of a SMEFT parametrisation of the new physics
effects. This thesis has addressed the PDF-BSM interplay from different angles, but this
is the first instance in which we explicitly consider potential heavy new physics effects in
the context of PDF evolution.

The effects of the SMEFT dimension-six operators on the RGE running of SM parame-
ters and Wilson coefficients up to one loop was computed in Refs. [338, 35, 34, 36], and
the potential effect of higher dimensional operators on a4 as an input parameter in the
SMEFT has been studied in Ref. [339]. Additionally, the potential modification of parton
shower algorithms induced by the EFT was discussed in Ref. [340]. Although there are
formal arguments that explain why higher dimensional operators do not modify the IR
behaviour of an effective theory (and its collinear structure, in particular), as discussed in
Ref. [32], in recent publications EFT effects in the IR were advocated, particularly hinting
on the effects of EFT in the modification of the collinear splitting functions [341].

In this chapter we would like to clarify the discussion and look at the EFT effects
on all ingredients entering the leading order DGLAP evolution equations, which to our
knowledge have not been discussed yet in a comprehensive manner in the literature. We
fill this gap and embark on a more comprehensive exploration of the theoretical framework.
We prove that such changes are only due to the effects of the SMEFT on the RGE running
of the strong coupling constants, as the splitting functions with SMEFT operators are left
unchanged.

We organise the chapter as follows. In Sect. 5.2 we set the formalism that allows us to
systematically explore the effect of dimension-six operators on the leading-order collinear
splitting functions, and prove that the SMEFT does not modify them. In Sect. 5.3 we
calculate the SMEFT effects on the running of a,(u). We conclude in Sect. 5.4 with a

summary of the investigation and future directions.
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5.2 SMEFT corrections to collinear splitting functions

The splitting functions are a key ingredient in the DGLAP evolution equations. In this
section, we will address the leading order splitting functions at tree level, and we will study
the potential effects of (CP-even) dimension-6 SMEFT operators on them. As described in
Eq. (1.58), the splitting functions can be expressed as an expansion in the strong coupling
a,. In this chapter, we retain the leading contributions, and drop the superscript (0) to
reduce the clutter. At this order, the splitting functions at this order are just a function
of z, and not of as.

To parametrise SMEFT corrections in this chapter, we will work with the basis of
operators used by the SMEFTatNLO framework [266], which is very similar to the Warsaw
basis [42]. We do this to have consistent definitions with its UFO implementation, which
has been widely used in phenomenological studies. Since we are interested in SMEFT
corrections to these QCD splitting functions, we need to consider only the operators that
modify the 3-gluon and quark-gluon vertices, which reduces the number of operators
to consider when compared to the whole basis. In this case, all the relevant SMEFT
contributions must have at least one gluon field (encoded in one QCD field strength tensor,
in this basis).

Let us now discuss the relevant vertices that define the splitting functions: the 3-gluon
vertex and the quark-gluon vertex.

3-gluon vertex. The corrections at tree level to the 3-gluon vertex that define P, (%)

come from the operator
Og = g, [*PCGIGEGSr, (5.1)

where g, is the strong coupling constant, f452¢ is the SU(3) structure constant, and G;‘V

is the gluon field strength tensor
ny = 8qu — 8,,Gﬁ — gszBCGfo.

Notice the extra factor of gy in the definition of the operator in Eq. (5.1) when compared
to the original definition in the Warsaw basis. This is just a matter of convention, and it
is done to simplify the comparison with existing phenomenological studies.

The corrections to the quark-gluon vertex that defines P,,(2), Pp,(2), and P,,(2) come

from

— _uvmA_ YA
O’LLG —= gSqU'u T ’LLHGW,, (52)
Ouc = gsqo T"dH G;‘m

where ¢ is the left-handed quark doublet, o*” = %[7“, V], TA = %)\A are the SU(3)
generators, u and d are respectively the right-handed up-type and down-type quark singlets,
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and H; = €;;(H;)*, with €12 = +1 being totally antisymmetric.
We now study if the inclusion of these operators can affect the splitting functions. In
what follows, it will be useful to define an expression to account for the matrix elements

and phase space factors of Eq.(1.59) before taking the collinear limit,

1 = [Maspicl?
Ppa=52(1- )y Y e (5.3)

2
pols. cols. Pr

where the parton B is radiated from the parton A, and such that Pyp = lim,, o PABl.
We now study the potential corrections to the P, splitting function. The relevant

SMEFT operators are the ones of Eq. (5.2) and, after computing the matrix elements, we

find
P (z)—% C ey —|—4<Cu—G>2 20° ! (5.4)
L G A2) Pty ) '

Eq. (5.4) applies for both up-type and down-type quarks. We see that the linear

interference with the SM amplitude vanishes, as the dipole operator contributes only to
helicity configurations that are vanishing in the SM. This is due to the fact that the QCD
vertex in the SM preserves the fermion helicity, while the dipole operator introduces an
interaction that causes an helicity flip, much like a mass term. Since we are dealing with
massless partons, only the quadratic SMEFT contribution, kinematically enhanced by p?,
survives. At this point we see that the matrix element of this 3-point function changes.
However, this is not enough to modify the collinear structure of the theory. Indeed, when

we take the collinear limit of Eq. (5.3) we obtain

. oA as . 1+ 22
plTlr—]%qu(z) o Pl
with no contributions from SMEFT Wilson coefficients. The expression above translates
into the well known SM splitting function after regularising the soft singularity with the +
prescription. We have found that SMEFT contributions, which are kinematically enhanced
by powers of pr, vanish in the collinear limit, as expected from the Appelquist-Carazzone
theorem [32]. This is a general feature of the theory that persists in the other splitting
functions.

For the Py, (%) and Py,(z) splitting functions we obtain

2 2
R — 2y P CuG\* 20
P(z) = o (CF ((1 z) +Z)+p2(1—z)2 +2<A2) P ),

. o (1-2)2+1 Py c\? 1 5 5
M—%(CF( . )+3p2<1_z>2+2<ﬁ) )

I'Note that the hat’ above the splitting function does not denote in this case the splitting function
before dealing with the soft and collinear singularity, as it is sometimes written in the literature.

(5.5)

g
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where we recover the SM expressions with contributions from SMEFT operators. In both

cases the kinematic enhancement of the SMEFT contributions keeps the collinear limit

unaltered o
. ~ S 2 2
Jim Pog(2) = 5 _Crr ((L=2)*+2%),
.o Qs (1—2)2+1
lim, Pa(e) = oo (U222,

and the SM splitting functions are recovered.
Now, we turn our attention to the 3-gluon vertex, which is used to calculate the P,,(2)
splitting function. This time, the relevant operator is Og, defined in Egs. (5.1). We obtain
z 1—=z

. 1—-z2c¢
ng(z)ZQC’A((l_Z)—l— . + 2(1 — 2) — 3pF . A_GQ>’ (5.6)

for which we also obtain

lim Pyg(2) = 204 ((1 - 5+ ! — 4 2(1- z)) :
In general, we find that the kinematic enhancement of the SMEFT operators by extra pow-
ers of transverse momentum py keeps the collinear limit unaltered by SMEFT corrections.
This is consistent with the Appelquist-Carazzone theorem [32], which states that the IR
behaviour of the theory is not modified by integrating out heavy degrees of freedom.
Now, we turn our attention to the potential SMEFT modifications in the running of

the strong coupling a.

5.3 SMEFT corrections to the running of ag

The DGLAP evolution equations depend on the strong coupling «g, which follows the
running described in Egs. (1.10), (1.11), and (1.12). To obtain the RGE of aj, we have to
renormalise the bare theory by considering quantum corrections to the propagator of the
gluon and the quarks, and loop amplitudes in the theory. The divergences that appear in
the loop integrals have to be absorbed by counterterms, which are then used to calculate
the running of the parameters of the theory and, in particular, of a;. To obtain the running
of ay we have to calculate divergences in three types of diagrams: the quark self-energy, the
gluon self-energy, and the quark-gluon vertex. Their associated counterterms are shown in
Fig. 5.1. In what follows, we work in the MS scheme and, following the usual conventions,

we define the counterterm of the quark-gluon vertex represented in Fig. 5.1 (a) to be

igsyHT 0. (5.7)
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(a) Counterterm for the (b) Counterterm for the self-  (c) Counterterm for the self-
quark-gluon vertex. energy of the quark. energy of the gluon.

Figure 5.1: Counterterms required to obtain the running of a.

Additionally, the self-energy wavefunction counterterm for a quark with momentum p
shown in Fig. 5.1 (b) is
102" D, (5.8)

and the gluon self-energy counterterm in Fig. 5.1 (c), for a gluon with momentum p, is
10567 (p'p” — p*g™), (5.9)

where a and b are gluon indices. The inclusion of higher dimensional operator in the
theory can change the divergences that have to be absorbed by the counterterms and,
therefore, they can depend on Wilson coefficients. In what follows, we will study the effects
of SMEFT operators in the running of o, by calculating the counterterms that appear in
the diagrams of Fig. 5.1 when higher-dimensional operators are included in the theory.

In this section we will work in the theory with manifest SU(2) x U(1) symmetry, namely
the unbroken phase. In this approach, the SMEFT contributions to the running of as,
at dimension-6, are limited. The argument stems from dimensional consistency [34, 339],
and the available energy scales in the theory. The corrections from higher dimensional
operators to the running of the strong coupling must all be proportional to the square
mass of the Higgs, m? ~ (126 GeV)?, as this is the only mass scale of the theory in this
phase. In this way, SMEFT corrections are limited, and the only relevant contributions
come from operators that can form closed scalar loops. At dimension-6, these corrections
come from

Onc = (H'H —v*/2)G,, G, (5.10)

The Oy operator does not contribute to the quark self-energy diagrams as it is a purely
bosonic operator and does not contain fermion fields. It also does not contribute at one-loop
order to the quark-gluon vertex. However, it can contribute to the gluon self-energy via

a closed Higgs loop, as shown in Fig. 5.2. To obtain the modified one-loop £ function,
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Figure 5.2: Example of Og¢ contribution in the self-energy of the gluon via a closed
scalar loop.

we have to calculate the UV divergences in the self-energy diagrams and the quark-gluon
vertex, and absorb them in the counterterms of Egs. (5.7), (5.8), and (5.9). The diagrams
that contribute to the quark self-energy and the quark-gluon vertex are purely SM, and
they are well known. In the case of the gluon self-energy, most of the diagrams are purely
SM. However, we have to consider the extra diagram with the insertion of Oy¢ and the
closed scalar loop, and we summarise the calculation in the following. Using dimensional
regularisation in D dimensions, from the diagram in Fig. 5.2 we obtain the correction to

the gluon propagator

Hab( 2) i _E/ dPl 1 45abcHG( 2 _ ) (5 11)
w\P ) = 9 (QW)DZQ—m%L—i—ie A2 P 9w — Pulv); .

where p is the momentum of the gluon, [ is the loop momentum of the closed scalar loop,
and cp¢ is the Wilson coefficient of the Ogg operator. With Egs. (5.9) and (5.11), we
have all the ingredients to obtain the counterterm for the gluon self-energy. This can be

done by imposing that
Div (T8, (p%)) + i636“ (pupy — D Gjur) = 0, (5.12)

where Div(---) denotes an action that retains the UV divergent part of the expression.

The divergences arise from the loop integral in Eq. (5.11), given by

[ dPl 1
[:/( (5.13)

2m)P 12 —m? + i€

Let us take a closer look at this expression. After a Wick rotation that takes (° — il°, we

can write it in Euclidean space as

I = —i(Qi)D /lel2 +1m§' (5.14)
We can now perform the angular integration in D dimensions, which allows us to write
1 I
[ —@'WSD/O o (5.15)
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where Sp is the unit sphere surface area in D dimensions. It can be calculated by

considering that

D

v = [ Tldne

P

:SD/ dr rP=te"
0
_Sop (D)

2 2

27TD/2
S0 = 152 (5.16)

Now we are left with a radial integral. In this context, it is useful to remember that

so we have that

integrals like these can be expressed in terms of the Euler Beta function, defined as

1
B(z,y) = / dtt" (1 — ) (5.17)
0
which are related to the Gamma function by

['()I'(y)

NERE (5.18)

B(x,y) =

Let us work the integral in Eq. (5.15) to write it in a more convenient way. To make
use of the identities of Egs. (5.17) and (5.18) it would be useful to have the integration

variable in the numerator and the denominator. We can write

00 |Pp-1 1 00 12 D/2—-1
I z/ dl-—s = —/ dl2L. (5.19)
0 0

P+m2 2 2+m?2

where dI? = 2ldl. Using a change of variables

m? m? ) k2
R e (e ERAT R e
we can write
b=zl b=2 b=2p(1-D/2)I(D/2
r="= / w1 )PPy = ™ p(1-pj2, pJ2) = T DI2TD/2)
2 J 2 2 (1)
(5.20)
Now, putting everything together, we have so far
: D/2 _
jo_ ¢ 2m lmD—QF(l D/2)F(D/2)' (5.21)

(2m)PT(D/2) 2 T(1)
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Some simplifications can be performed right away. In what follows, we will take the small

€ limit in D = 4 — 2¢ dimensions, we can work out the remaining Gamma function

F(1—=D/2)=T(1=2+¢)=D(=1+¢) = —Fl(i)e’

where we have used the property I'(z + 1) = 2I'(z). Using the expansion of the Gamma

function around € = 0, we have
1
[(e) = -7 + O(e), (5.22)
where v ~ 0.57722 is the Euler-Mascheroni constant. In this way, we obtain
1
'1-D/2)=—4+~y—1+4---. (5.23)
€

where the dots represent other finite terms. Using Eq. (5.23) in (5.21), we are left with

' 1
Izﬁmi<g—y+1+m>. (5.24)

With the expression above, it is straightforward to calculate the divergence in Eq. (5.12)
and obtain the relevant counterterm with the Oyg SMEFT contribution. It is given by
y = —CHE T e 5.25

=T Az T (5:25)

At one-loop, this is the only counterterm that is affected by Op¢, while §; and 5 do not

receive any contributions

With these counterterms we can calculate the one of the strong coupling 07, . It can be
extracted from the gauge-fermion term in the renormalised Lagrangian, and it satisfies the
following expression
1
0 = 563 + 90+ 02,,. (5.27)
We find ) )
57 — 933 =2ns)  cug m
9 9672 A? 1672€

where we find the well known SM contribution at one-loop, the first term, and we see a

(5.28)

new contribution from the SMEFT operator. We are left with

dgs _g§(33 —2ng)  cyg mi

Hau 4872 AZ 872’

175



which, after defining a, = ¢?/(47) and using

das 1 das g5 dgs

== = 5.29
dt 2" dp  4n dp’ (5:29)
gives, at one loop,
dov, 5 (33 —2n; cag m
= — _— s ——. 5.30
a ( 127 ) TR g (5:30)

Eq. (5.30) is one of the main result of this section. It shows the running of the
strong coupling «; in the presence of the Oy SMEFT operator working in the unbroken
phase. The first term is the usual SM running of «a;, while the second term is the SMEFT
contribution. This result is similar to the one obtained in Ref. [34], modulo a factor
of —1/2. The result of Eq. (5.30) is the one that we will use in the following sections
to study the running of ay in the presence of SMEFT operators. The complete study
of the running has to account not only for the running of ay, but also for the running
of the Wilson coefficients and the mixing among them, and the running of other SM
parameters. However, here we simply aim to provide an estimate of the effects of ¢y in a
phenomenological context.

At A =1 TeV, current bounds allow for ¢y = 0.01 [143, 150]. At this value, in Fig.
5.3 we show the absolute difference between the SM /3 function at 1-loop (reference), and
the 2-loop SM and 1-loop with SMEFT contribution runnigs.

|B(as) — BEN(s)]|

101 4 === 2-loop SM
1-loop SMEFT

10—3.

10791

Value

10—7.

1079+

0.0 02 0.4 06 0.8
ag

Figure 5.3: Absolute differences in 3 functions: 2-loop SM and 1-loop SMEFT (1/A?)
compared to the SM 1-loop.

We can see that, at current bounds, the effect of cyg on the § function is very

suppressed. The shift it produces is very small compared to the 2-loop contribution in
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the SM. This is expected, as the Wilson coefficient is very small and the scale A is high.
In principle, it is unlikely that the effects of cyg on the running of the strong coupling
will make a difference in current experiments, at the level of precision that is available.
However, it is important to keep in mind that the SMEFT is a very general framework,
and it is important to study the effects of all operators in the theory jointly. The study of
the running of oy in the presence of the cyg operator is a first step in this direction.
Additionally, another phenomenologically relevant scenario to consider is the potential
effects of SMEFT operators on the running of oy working in the broken phase of the theory,
where particles have acquired mass. This increases the number of SMEFT operators
to consider, and corrections proportional to the masses of the quarks, for example, can
appear. Relatively recent calculations have been performed in this direction [342], but
only considering the effect of a single SMEFT operator at a time, namely O;s. In the
aforementioned reference, however, it is argued that the top-loop contributions decouple
from the running of ay, in the same way as in the SM. This implies that the argument

could not be extended to high energy measurements above the scale of the top quark mass.

5.4 Conclusion

In this chapter we have explored the potential corrections to the DGLAP evolution
equations of PDF's that can arise from higher dimensional operators in the SMEFT. We
have focused on the leading order splitting functions and on the running of the strong
coupling, with the aim of determining whether SMEFT effects can modify the PDF
evolution in a significant manner.

Regarding the splitting functions, our primary focus was on the CP-even dimension-6
operators that can modify the quark-gluon vertex and 3-gluon vertex at tree level. Our
analysis revealed that SMEFT contributions, which are kinematically enhanced by powers
of transverse momentum, do not alter the collinear limit of the splitting functions. This
finding is consistent with the Appelquist-Carazzone theorem, which sustains that the
infrared behaviour of the theory remains unaffected by integrating out heavy degrees of
freedom.

We also studied the potential effects of the SMEFT on the running of the strong
coupling, determined by its § function. To calculate the running of a,, we renormalised
the bare theory, which involved considering quantum corrections to the propagators of
gluons and quarks, as well as to the quark-gluon vertex. The divergences that emerge in
loop integrals are absorbed by counterterms, which are subsequently used to calculate
the running of the parameters of the theory, including a,. We carried out this process
in the presence of the Ogg SMEFT operator. While the quark-gluon vertex and the
quark self-energy counterterms were not affected by the SMEFT operator, the gluon
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self-energy counterterm was modified by the presence of the Ogg. From our calculations,
we derived the modified £ function with SMEFT corrections. We found that while SMEFT
contributions modify the gluon self-energy, the overall impact on the £ function is minimal
at current bounds for the relevant Wilson coefficient. This result suggests that SMEFT
corrections to the running of o are small compared to even higher-order SM contributions,
and its effect is negligible in a phenomenological context.

Under these conditions, SMEFT effects on the DGLAP evolution of PDF's can be safely
ignored, as the leading order splitting functions are not modified by SMEFT operators
and, while the running of ay is affected by SMEFT contributions, its impact is minimal.
This work provides a foundation for further investigations into the collective impact of
all SMEFT operators on the running of oy and other SM parameters. Several additional
directions can be taken for the future publication of this work, including the study of
the SMEFT on the DGLAP evolution equations at higher orders closer to the current
state of the art, by including SMEFT operators at higher dimensions, higher loops in the
running of the strong coupling, and an assessment of the calculation in the broken phase

to consider quark mass effects, as studies for a single SMEFT operator in [342].
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Chapter 6

Symbolic regression for precision
LHC physics

Je n’ai fait celle-ci plus longue que parce que je

n’ai pas eu le loisir de la faire plus courte.

If I had more time, I would have written a

shorter letter.

from Lettres Provinciales,
by B. Pascal.

This chapter is based on a forthcoming publication in collaboration with J. Bendavid,
D. Conde, V. Sanz, and M. Ubiali. My contributions include the generation of events and
all the results displayed in this chapter. Additional results, not shown in this section, are

to be included in the final publication.

In this chapter we explore how symbolic regression can be used to infer simple, accurate,
and closed form analytic expressions that can be exploited to improve the accuracy of
phenomenological analysis at the LHC. We will carry a thorough study of QED processes,
whose analytical description is well known from QFT principles, to assess the correctness
of the method. This will provide a benchmark to test the robustness of the method to

then apply it to angular coefficients in W and Z production in the future publication.
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6.1 Introduction

Symbolic Regression (SR) is a type of machine learning (ML) technique which aims to
discover human-interpretable symbolic models. SR describes a supervised learning task
where the model space is spanned by analytic expressions. This is commonly solved in a
multi-objective optimisation framework, jointly minimizing prediction error and model
complexity. In this family of algorithms, instead of fitting concrete parameters in some
(potentially overparametrised) general model, one searches the space of simple analytic
expressions for accurate and simple models. SR is a way to combine the power of ML with
the advantage of analytical intuition. In analogy to training a neural network, one can
use SR to learn a general, analytic function the describes a dataset. SR gives us a way to
extract relatively simple human-readable formulas from complex datasets or simulations.

The PySR software package [343] is an open-source library for SR, based on a multi-
population evolutionary algorithm. The population consists of symbolic expressions
represented as binary expressions tree and consisting of nodes with can be features,
constants, or operators.

PySR has been deployed in a variety of domains, including collider phenomenology. It
was used in Ref. [344] to derive a kinematic variable that is sensitive to the mass of the Higgs
boson in the W channel. Subsequently, in Ref. [345] it was used to construct optimal
observables for LHC processes. In Ref. [346] it was used to simplify the mathematical
expression of polylogarithms. In Ref. [347] SR was used to derive analytical formulas for
the stransverse mass My o kinematical variable, which is usually defined algorithmically
through an optimisation procedure and not in terms of an analytical formula. Furthermore,
an analytical approximation for the NLO kinematic distributions after detector simulation
was derived, for which no known analytical formulas currently exist.

Standard analyses of at (LHC) at CERN involve the study of distributions of kinematic
variables, which are typically defined in terms of the energies and momenta of the particles
observed in the detector. Many of these variables, such as invariant mass or missing
transverse momentum, are defined in terms of simple analytical expressions and can be
readily computed from the collections of particle 4-momenta in the event. However, there
also kinematic variables which are defined algorithmically, i.e., through a well-defined
optimisation procedure which involves the minimisation of a relevant kinematic function.
In that case, the kinematic variable is a quantity that can be computed only once the
algorithm has converged, and typically there is no a priori known analytical expression for
it in the general case.

In this ongoing study our aim is to infer analytic expressions for angular coefficients in
W and Z production. These coefficients are very important in the context of precision
physics at the LHC. The study of Z boson production and their decay into lepton pairs

or lepton and neutrino have been extensively covered in LHC experiments, as described
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in the previous chapters of this thesis. The high precision of these measurements has
driven significant advancements over the past decade in PDF fitting and QCD theoretical
predictions in general. Achieving sub-percent precision in absolute and normalized fiducial
cross-section measurements of the Z-boson transverse momentum, pr, as a function of its
rapidity, |y|, at the Z pole, imposes stringent constraints on state-of-the-art theoretical
calculations.

However, before being able to apply SR to the angular coefficients in W and Z
production, we need to validate the method. We will do this by studying QED processes,
which are well known from QFT principles. We will start by considering the production
of a lepton pairs in eTe™ collisions. Then, we will stress test the method by adding
Poissonian and Gaussian noise to the distributions and assessing the stability of the results.
Further results will be included at a later stage. In this text, we aim to demonstrate the
potential of SR to derive interpretable and efficient models from complex datasets, thereby

contributing to advancements in collider phenomenology

6.2 Angular variables

The production of vector bosons has been extensively studied at the LHC. Measurements
of processes involving weak vector bosons are important both for confirming SM EW
predictions and searching for evidence of New Physics!.

Recent LHC analyses have delivered extremely precise measurements involving W and
Z bosons. In particular, ATLAS [349] has released double-differential measurements in pZ
and 37 of absolute and normalised cross-sections at the Z pole at y/s = 8 TeV. This kind of
measurement can be done by using a methodology that relies on the decomposition of the
lepton angular distributions in the Collins-Soper frame [350] into nine spherical harmonic
polynomials P;, multiplied by angular coefficients A; [351, 352, 353, 354]. For both W-
and Z-boson production, the full five-dimensional differential cross section describing the

kinematics of the two Born-level leptons can be written as:

7

(L+cos0)+ > Pi(0,¢)Ai|, (6.1

=0

bo 3 PBoUtE
dpr dndm dcos 6 do " 167 dpr dndm

where pr is the transverse momentum of the electroweak boson, 7 its rapidity, m its

1Recently, the CMS collaboration reported the most precise measurement of the W boson mass to
date [348]. The careful determination of angular coefficients was essential to model the angular distributions
in W and Z leptonic decays.
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invariant mass, 6 and ¢ are respectively the polar and azimuthal angle of the lepton, and

Py(0,¢) = (1 — 3cos? ),
Pi(0,¢) = sin 26 cos ¢,
Py(0,¢) = —sm 20 cos 20,
Ps(0,¢) = 1n€cos¢
Py(0,¢) = cos¥,

Ps(6, ) = sin” §sin 2,
Ps(0, ¢) = sin 20 sin ¢,
P:(0,¢) = sinfsin ¢.

The dependence of the differential cross section on pr, |n| and m is entirely contained in
the unpolarised cross section o+ and in the A; angular coefficients. In QCD, the angular
coefficients can be extracted [355] by running Monte Carlo at a given perturbative order

and computing

Ag = 4 — 10{cos? 0), (6.2)
Ay = (5sin 26 cos ¢),
= (10sin® @ cos 2¢),
= (4sin 0 cos ¢),
Ay = (4dcosb),
As = (sin 0 sin ¢),
Ag = (5sin 20 sin ¢),
= (5sin® #sin 2¢).

To study the angular coefficients it is useful to layout different scenarios in increasing
levels of complexity. Different processes at different orders can be considered in such a
way that the method can be tested and validated, and that progressively more angular

coefficients appear in the decomposition of the cross section. One potential path is

1. Level 1: efe™ — v* — putp~. At this level, the differential cross section is fully
known from QED, and the quality of the SR results can be assessed directly from
first principles. There are no angular coefficients but just the 1 + cos?# angular

dependence.

2. Level 2: pp — v — ptu~. Same angular dependence as level 1, but now adding the

PDF dependence from initial hadronic states.
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3. Level 3: pp — Z — putp~. Same as level 2, but now Ay # 0.

4. Level 4: pp — Z — ptp~ at NLO QCD (O(ag)). Same as level 3, but now also
Ap..3#0.

5. Level 5: pp — Z — pTu~ at NNLO QCD (O(a%)). Same as level 4, but now also
Ase7 # 0.

In this chapter, we will only assess level 1. Highlighting the importance of this level is
crucial as it serves as a fundamental validation of the SR method against well-understood
QED processes and performing equation recovery. By establishing the method’s reliability
in this simplest scenario, we lay a solid foundation for its application to more complex
processes involving angular coefficients in vector boson production. The full set of results

will be included in the final publication.

6.3 Symbolic regression

SR is a supervised learning task that aims to find closed analytical expressions to describe
a mapping between inputs and outputs. It presents an alternative to other regression
techniques as it does not fix the functional form that the mapping has to have, as in
linear regression, for example, where the gradient and the intercept of the mapping have
to be found via the optimisation of some quality metric, or in a neural network, where
the weights and biases of the network have to be found via backpropagation and gradient
descent, but the form of the mapping is fixed by the architecture of the network and the
activation functions. SR aims to find a mapping that is accurate and simple (unlike a
neural network which potentially has thousands of trainable parameters). Compared to
other ML techniques, SR presents the key advantage that it provides simple equations to
describe relations between variables, facilitating scientific discovery, and the interpretability
of the results.

For this study, we make use of the PySR package [343], which makes use of a multi-
population evolutionary algorithm that evaluates symbolic expressions (equations) rep-
resented by expressions trees. In Fig. 6.1 we show an example of a tree that represent
the equation 3.1y - (2 + 1). The nodes of the tree can be either features, constants, or
operations. In this tree, x and + represent the binary operations of multiplication and
sum, respectively. The node at the top of the tree is called the root node, and each node
can have either 0, 1, or 2 children nodes. The quality of the equations is evaluated by a
loss function, which is minimised during the optimisation process. The loss function can be
any of the well-known metrics used in regression problems, such as the mean squared error

(MSE) between the predicted values and the actual values, the mean absolute error, or it
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Figure 6.1: Example of an expression Figure 6.2: Mutation of an expression
tree. tree.

can be a tailored loss function specific to the problem at hand. In PySR, the loss function
can even be a non-differentiable function, as fittest trees are not found via backpropagation.

During the PySR optimisation, expression trees mutate during a given number of
iterations (to be defined by the user according to the specific problem to be solved) to find
better equations according to a given selection criterion. A mutation of a tree can be seen
in Fig. 6.2, where where the '+’ of the expression tree in Fig. 6.1 has been mutated to a
'—’. Fitter trees can also combine to produce better trees, a process known as crossover.

The selection criterion is a metric that guides the evolutionary algorithm in selecting
the fittest expression trees. In PySR, there are three selection criteria: accuracy, score,

and best. These criteria are defined as follows:

Accuracy: The fittest trees are the ones that minimise the loss function, whatever the
definition of the loss and the complexity of the tree and the expression it represents. For
example, if the MSE is chosen as the loss function, the fittest trees are the ones that

minimise

i=1
where Y; are the values predicted by the expression tree, Y; are the actual values, and n is

the number of data points.

Score: This metric maximises the decrease in the logarithm ot the loss function L with
respect to the complexity ¢ of the tree, defined as the number of nodes in the tree. In this

way, the score criterion maximises

_ Olog(L)
Jc
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In this case, the fittest trees are the ones that minimise the loss function while keeping
the complexity of the tree low. A marginal decrease in the loss function is penalised if it
comes with a significant increase in the complexity of the tree, so this criterion is useful to

avoid overfitting.

Best: This metric selects the tree with the highest score, as defined in the previous point,
as long as its loss L is within 1.5 times the loss L,;, of the most accurate tree, as defined
in the accuracy criterion:

L <1.5 X Ly

This criterion is a compromise between the accuracy and score criteria, as it selects the
most accurate tree that is not too complex.

The selection criterion is a key aspect of the optimisation process, as it determines the
balance between the accuracy of the model and its complexity. In the presence of noisy
datasets, the stability and robustness of the algorithm is a key aspect to consider. In the
following sections, we will use the three selection criteria, and their interplay with the
binning in the distributions and different degrees of noise, to find the best equations to

describe collider observables.

6.4 Equation recovery with symbolic regression

In this section we will show the results of the SR algorithm applied to the process
ete” = v* — pTu~ at leading order. We will see if the method can recover the well-
known angular distribution of the cross section (in the massless limit), and the constant if
the angular dependence is factored out. Additionally, we will assess the stability of the
results in the presence of Poissonian and Gaussian noise, and in the presence of different
binning in the distributions.

The differential cross section for this process is given by

j—g = Z—z (1+ cos?6) , (6.3)
where d€) = d(cosf) d¢ is a differential solid angle measure, 6 is the angle between the
outgoing muon and axis of the incoming electrons, ¢ is the azimuthal angle, « is the QED
coupling, and s the squared centre of mass energy.

To train the regressor, we generate events using MADGRAPH5_AMC@NLO [258, 257] and
show the regressor different distributions in terms of the number of bins, and introducing
different levels of Poissonian and Gaussian noise.

To introduce Poissonian noise, we understand the event count in the ¢-th bin, N, as a

Poisson-distributed variable with mean equal to the actual count in the bin. The noisy
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count is then given by
N; ~ Poisson(No"™), (6.4)

where N i the actual count in the bin from the simulation.

Additionally, to stress test the methodology even further we introduce Gaussian noise
to the counts in the bins, potentially already affected by Poissonian noise. Gaussian noise
is characterized by the normal distribution. The noise is added to each bin count of the
histogram, neglecting correlations for the sake of simplicity. The event count in each bin
is then given by

N; ~ Nt 4 (6.5)

where € ~ N(0,n0?) is a normally distributed random variable. The standard deviation is
given by o = v/N;, consistent with the Poissonian distribution, and we have introduced a
factor n to control the level of noise in the distribution.

We begin by studying how the three selection criteria perform in the recovery of the
angular distribution of the cross section for different binning. To do this, we will use the
MSE as the loss function and expect to find the 1 + cos? § dependence. In Tab. 6.1 we
show the results for each case. We see that, in all cases, the accuracy criterion misses the
correct functional form by overfitting. Odd powers of the cosine account for a measure of
asymmetry in the distribution which does not come from the underlying theory but from
the binning and the Monte Carlo integration error of the cross section. The expressions
are overcorrected by even higher powers of the cosine that effectively are fitting the noise
in the distribution.

The best criterion misses the correct functional form in the case of 10 and 20 bins, but
it recovers the correct form for 30 bins and above. This could happen because of the fact
that, with fewer bins, the amount of datapoints to train over is smaller, and more complex
(and potentially overfitting) solutions can cause more damage. Since the best criterion
has a hard constraint on the accuracy of the expression, and the accuracy criterion is
overfitting, the best criterion can miss the correct form in the case of fewer bins. For a
higher number of datapoints, the best criterion can recover the correct form. Still, in the
case of unknown functional forms, it is useful to consider the best criterion to ensure that
accuracy is not sacrificed for simplicity.

The score criterion is able to recover the correct functional form for all bin sizes. The
correct form for the distribution that is well-known and simple, and so it makes sense that
the score criterion is able to recover it. In the case of unknown functional forms, the
score criterion can be a good choice to look for the simplest expression that describes the
data but it is important that accuracy does not deteriorate significantly.

In Fig. 6.3 we show a graphical comparison between the data and the predictions of

the SR algorithm for the case of 30 bins, showing very good agreement.
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Bins Accuracy Best Score

2o(wo + 0.00798)(0.00111 - 22(0.00111 - 2o + .
10 05 1 0.03459) + 0.03503 0.03459) + 0.03503 0.03459 - 2 +0.03503
2o(20+0.01825)(—0.00155- .
20 zo(zo — 0.05138) + 05”(;)()(862?)’%70 6’“";4;8 0.03447 - 22 + 0.03498
0.03579) + 0.03485 ‘ '
2 _ .
50 o(o(0-00098 = 0.00257 0.03439 - 22 + 0.03499 0.03439 - 22 + 0.03499

xo) + 0.03659) + 0.03477

20 (20+0.00096)(—0.00119-
50 22 + 0.00096 - 20 + 0.03445 - 22 + 0.03496 0.03445 - 22 + 0.03496
0.03547) + 0.03486

22(—0.00125 - o(z2 + o —
100 1.60285) + 0.03553) + 0.03446 - 23 + 0.03496 0.03446 - 23 + 0.03496
0.03485

22(—0.64647 - 26(0.00119 -
200 2o — 0.00151) + 0.03495) 4+ | 0.03447 - 22 + 0.03495 0.03447 - 22 + 0.03495
0.03495

ZL'()(ZL'() +
0.00604) (20(0.00069 —
0.00118 - o) + 0.03548) +
0.03485

0.03447 - 2(0.01821 - 22 +
2o + 0.00723) + 0.03495

500 0.03447 - 23 + 0.03495 0.03447 - 23 + 0.03495

1000

0.03447 - 23 + 0.03495 0.03447 - 23 + 0.03495

Table 6.1: Equations according to the three selection criteria for different bin sizes with
xo = cos . The numbers that appear in these expressions have been approximated to the
5th decimal place.

Not only the correct functional dependence in cos? f is recovered, but also the constants

to a very good accuracy. We can assess this by parametrising the SR prediction as
SR(cos ) = ¢; + ¢y - cos b, (6.6)

wth ¢; and ¢y being constants of the prediction. In Fig. 6.4 we show their relative size
when training the regressor on distributions with different numbers of bins. We see that the
constants are recovered within a 2% precision, even in the case of very granular binnings.
Now, we carry out a detailed analyses of the SR predictions in the presence of noisy data
to different levels. We fix the number of bins to 30, and we inject noise in the simulation
using the prescription described earlier. In Figs. 6.5 we show the measured cross section,
the noisy data that is used to train the regressor, and the SR prediction, for different levels

of noise ranging from purely Poissonian noise to n = 1,2,5 Gaussian noise. The correct

187



Differential cross section

0.07 \ \
I Data

0.06 I SR prediction

0.05 1
a
=
wn
3
= 003
S
=

0.02 1

0.01 1

0.00 -

—-1.00 —-0.75 —-0.50 —-0.25 0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
cos @
Figure 6.3: Distribution in cos 6.
Ratio of normalisation factors
1.04
1.02
< 1.00
<
0.98
0.96
0 200 400 600 800 1000

Bins

Figure 6.4: Normalisation coefficients.

analytical formula from QED is recovered in all cases by the regressor. In Figs. 6.6 we
see the results in the presence of high and extreme noisy. In the case of n = 10 Gaussian
noise the SR show still a good description of the underlying distribution, although the
values of the constants has slightly changed. In the presence of extreme noise n = 100,
the signal stops being descriptive and, naturally, the SR results is not correct any more.
These results show that, at least in the case of relatively simple analytical formulas, SR is
able to produce good results even in the case of underlying noise. Robustness to noise
is a key feature in any regression method that uses real data and, in this way, it can be
used to contribute to scientific discovery. SR can be used to study distributions whose

analytical description from first principles is just partially known. If we look at Eq. (6.1)
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Figure 6.5: Distributions in the presence of low to moderate noise.
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Figure 6.6: Distributions in the presence of high to extreme noise.
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factor and train the regressor on a reweighted distribution which is simply described by
PDF's and structure functions, whose analytical form is not known. In this way, we use
our knowledge of the underlying theory to isolate the data that cannot be described by
known formulas, and train a regressor on it.

This procedure, which implies functional constraints on the equation that has to be
worked out by the regressor, is the one that we are currently developing to study the full

angular coefficients in W and Z production, to be completed in the near future.

6.5 Conclusion

In this chapter we have discussed the potential of SR to obtain simple and accurate
formulas from simulated and potentially complex datasets, in particular in the context of
phenomenological analyses of collider data. By focusing on well-understood QED processes,
we established a robust benchmark to validate the SR framework. Our study demonstrated
that SR could effectively recover known analytic distributions from simulated data, even
in the presence of varying levels of noise, and subject to different binning conditions.

We implemented SR using the PySR software package, which uses a multi-population
evolutionary algorithm. This approach allowed us to optimise for both accuracy and

simplicity, crucial for ensuring the interpretability of the derived models. Our results

190



confirmed that SR could recover the expected angular distributions at very good accuracy,
even with fine binning and high noise levels. The stability of the SR results under different
noise conditions was thoroughly assessed, underscoring the robustness of this method in
handling data uncertainties and fluctuations.

We also outlined a strategic pathway to progressively apply SR to more complex
processes involving angular coefficients in W and Z boson production. This involves initial
validation using simpler processes and gradually introducing complexity by considering
the effects of PDFs, EW corrections, and higher order QCD corrections. This is mapped
into more complex functional forms to be fitted, and higher number of angular coefficients
to account for the decomposition of the cross section. By reweighting distributions to
isolate unknown components, we can effectively use SR to gain new insights into these
coefficients.

The successful recovery of known analytic expressions from simulated data and the
stability of SR under noise conditions highlight its potential to contribute significantly to
collider phenomenology and to enhance scientific discovery. The ongoing development aims
to apply this validated SR approach to infer analytic expressions for angular coefficients
in vector boson production, which is critical for precision measurements at the LHC.

There are a number of ways in which this work can be extended aiming towards
interpretable ML for scientific discovery in theoretical physics. One reason for this is that,
while in experimental particle physics ML is used as a data science tool, in theoretical
particle physics the problems tend to be of symbolic nature: looking for patterns, working
in approximations, generalising from examples, proving theorems, and so on, as it has
been discussed in Refs. [356, 357]. ML frameworks for symbolic problems have also been
able to find new solutions to long standing problems in mathematics [358], simplifying
polylogarithms [346] and spinor-helicity amplitudes.

SR presents a powerful tool for combining ML with analytical intuition, providing a
means to derive interpretable and efficient models from complex datasets. This chapter
lays the groundwork for future applications of SR in collider phenomenology, promising
advancements in our understanding and analysis of high energy physics processes. Further
results and detailed studies will be included in the final publication, contributing to the
ongoing efforts in precision physics at the LHC and, more in general, to ML-assisted

scientific discovery in theoretical physics.
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Chapter 7
Conclusions

Gracias a la vida que me ha dado tanto
Me dio el corazén que agita su marco

Cuando miro el fruto del cerebro humano

Thanks to life, which has given me so much
It gave me a heart that shakes in its frame

When I see the fruit of the human brain

from Gracias o la vida,
by Violeta Parra (trad. M. M. A.).

In this thesis we have explored the PDF-BSM interplay. We have addressed it in the
context of simultaneous fits and their comparison with PDF-only and BSM-only fits, and
by assessing the potential absorption of BSM effects by the PDFs. This is an important
discussion that has been largely overlooked in the literature since the PDF and BSM
communities do not always interact. A more integrated approach is crucial in the era of
precision physics, where the LHC is probing the high energy frontier with unprecedented
accuracy.

The development of SIMUNET, an open-source deep learning methodology, stands
out as a significant contribution to the high energy physics toolkit by enabling, among
other possibilities, simultaneous global fits of EFT Wilson coefficients and PDFs, and
the assessment of the potential absorption of BSM physics by the PDFs using heavy new
physics models defined by the user.

Our application of the SIMUNET methodology in the top quark sector and in a global
dataset has shown the importance of integrated PDF-BSM fits. Naturally, our results in
SM PDF fits, and fixed-PDF fits recover the literature results, but from a simultaneous
determination we have obtained improved constraints that take into account the cross talk

between the structure of the proton and BSM physics. In this way, more accurate and
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reliable PDF and BSM fits can be achieved.

We also showed the potential of the SIMUNET methodology in assessing the potential
absorption of BSM effects by the PDFs. We have shown that PDF's, when fitted under
the assumption of the SM, can absorb BSM physics. This can render the interpretation of
experimental data ambiguous by missing the presence of new physics. Additionally, we
have shown how the use of BSM ‘contaminated’ PDF sets can lead to apparent but spurious
tensions between theoretical predictions and experimental measurements, detecting the
presence of new physics where there is none. We have also devised a methodology to
minimise the impact of this absorption in collider observables. This is an important point
to consider in the interpretation of experimental data in searches of BSM physics.

We have also explored how potential BSM effects, parametrised in terms of the SMEFT,
can affect the evolution of the PDFs with the energy scale, as described by the DGLAP
equations. We have shown that the kinematic enhancement of SMEFT operators keeps
the collinear limit safe from BSM effects, leaving the splitting functions unchanged. We
have also discussed how SMEFT operators can change the running of the strong coupling,
a crucial parameter in PDF evolution. We showed that, although SMEFT corrections
enter the running, their impact is numerically small.

Neural networks are at the core of the SIMUNET methodology. In this thesis, however,
we have also explored the potential of other machine learning techniques. We have shown
how symbolic regression can be used to provide simple and highly accurate models for
collider physics. We have done this by recovering first principle calculations in QFT from
experimental distributions in the presence of even severe noise. Our findings pave the
way for future research to integrate novel machine learning tools which could enhance the
precision and interpretability of theoretical models.

The results obtained in this thesis are simply a step in the direction of a more
comprehensive and integrated approach to study the interplay between PDFs and BSM
physics and the study of fundamental physics through the lens of new machine learning
techniques, but much work remains to be done.

The SIMUNET methodology is tailored to perform fits with an arbitrary number of
operators and using data from different experiments, current and future, and processes. It
will be interesting to see how new experimental measurements improve the constraints
on BSM coefficients, and how an increasing number of operators can account for the
presence of new physics in a global footing. In the future, it would be important that the
methodology is adapted to perform simultaneous fits along SM parameters, that takes
fully into account the potential effects of quadratic EFT corrections, that is able to include
the action of higher dimensional EFT operators, and that considers the running of SM
and BSM parameters. It is also relevant that, in the future, the constraints coming from

simultaneous PDF-BSM fits can be mapped to explicit UV-completions.
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To carefully assess the uncertainties in PDF and BSM fits, and to incorporate prior
knowledge on future analyses, it could be relevant to perform a full Bayesian analysis
of the PDF-BSM interplay. Naturally, as the computational complexity of a Bayesian
analysis is high, it would be important to develop new methodologies to perform such
analysis in a computationally efficient way. Additionally, methods that allow for a more
flexible treatment of the likelihood, such as simulation based inference, could be explored.

More in general, the rapid development in machine learning techniques to solve problems
in science and technology presents a good opportunity to explore fundamental physics
through novel approaches. As we discussed in this thesis, symbolic regression can be used
to provide simple and highly accurate models that describe experimental data, and it
would be interesting see if PDFs can be parametrised in a similar way: this would provide
the flexibility that fixed PDF parametrisations lack, and the simplicity and interpretability
that a neural network parametrisation lacks. Machine learning is already widely used in
experimental particle physics in the context of data analysis, but it is still underused in
theoretical particle physics, where problems tend to be of symbolic nature. Still, big scale
machine learning systems such as foundation models or large language models have seen
impressive applications across different fields, and it would be interesting to see how they
can be applied to fundamental physics.

As physicists, we get the immense privilege of exploring nature at the most fundamental
level. With open and curious minds we can push the boundaries of human knowledge for
the pleasure of understanding and, hopefully, for the benefit of society. The search for
new physics is a long and arduous journey, but it can also be a journey full of surprises

and opportunities. Let us be ready to seize them!
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Appendix A

Group generators and algebra

In this appendix we provide the explicit group generators and algebra discussed in Chapter
1 of this thesis.

The Pauli matrices 7/

are defined as

01 0 —1 1 0
. 1 DA e . (A1)
10 t 0 0 -1
The Gell-Mann matrices A4 are given by
010 0 — 1 0 0
AM=[10 0], =i AM=10 -1 0],
0 00 0 0 0 0
0 01 0 0 —2 000
M=100 0], NM=100 0 M=10o0 1], (A.2)
1 00 1 0 0 010
00 O ) 10
M=100 —i|], MN=—7][01
. V3
0 ¢ O 0 0

The commutation relations for the group generators of SU(2);, and SU(3)¢ are given

by

[TA,TB] — ,l'f'ABCTC’
[SI,SJ] — ’iEIJKSK.
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Appendix B

Additional resources for the study of
possible contamination in PDF fits

from new physics

In this appendix we provide additional material that complements Chapter 4 of this thesis.

B.1 Fit quality

In this appendix we give details about the fit-quality of the closure tests presented in this
work. In Table B.1 and B.2, we list the value of the reduced x? /Naas as well as of the
n, estimator (see Sect. 2.5.3 for details) for each dataset included in the fit, under all
the contamination scenarios we have tested. We have highlighted the datasets whose fit
quality deteriorates the most in Figs. B.1 and B.2. In particular, the two figures showcase
the tension between the fixed-target datasets and the HL-LHC projected data as the value

of the W increases.

B.2 PDF comparison

In Fig. B.3, we display the PDF's that are mostly affected by the new physics contamination
in Scenario I, namely the anti-up and anti-down distributions at () = 2 TeV in the large-x

region. We see that for Y =5-1075, PDFs are statistically equivalent to the baseline ones.

In Fig. B.4, we display the PDFs that are mostly affected by the Scenario I new
physics contamination, namely the up, down, anti-up and anti-down distributions at ) =
2 TeV in the large-x region. We see that for the critical value W =8-1075 the shift in
the antiquark PDFs is above the 20 level for all of the distributions from x 2 0.2, apart
from the up-quark PDF in which the shift is visible but below the 20 level.
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Figure B.1: Value of n,, defined in Eq. (3.2) for all datasets that pass the threshold
criterion of n, > 2 discussed in Sect. 2.5.3 in each of the three fits performed by injecting
various degrees of new physics. The figure on the left, new physics signals in the data are
added according to Scenario I (flavour-universal Z' model), namely the baseline Y =0
(green bars), Y = 5- 10~ (orange bars), ¥ = 15- 107 (blue bars) and ¥ = 25 - 1075
(pink bars). In the figure on the right, signals are added according to Scenario I (flavour-
universal W' model), namely the baseline W = 0 (again, green bars), W = 3- 1077 (light
green bars), W = 8- 10~° (yellow bars) and W = 15- 10~ (brown bars)

B.3 Random seed dependence

As described in Eq. (2.14), the pseudodata used in this study is stochastic, fluctuated
around the supposed law of Nature in order to simulate random experimental noise. This
noise is generated in a reproducible manner using the NNPDF closure test code by selecting
a particular seed for the generation algorithm; different choices of seed lead to different
choices of noise.

This has consequences for the resulting contaminated PDF fits, which in principle
can depend on the seed used for the random noise. In certain parts of this work, in
particular in the production of Figs. 4.5 and 4.7, we have made the approximation that
the contaminated PDFs do not depend significantly on the choice of random seed; rather,
we hope that their behaviour is most importantly affected by whether or not new physics
is present in the pseudodata or not. This is a useful approximation to make, since it
avoids the requirement of running a large quantity of PDF fits, which is computationally
expensive.

We justify this approximation in this brief appendix by comparing the PDF luminosities
in various contaminated fits produced using different seeds for the random pseudodata.
The luminosities are the relevant quantity to compare, since these are the quantities which

enter the theoretical predictions for the hadronic data, in particular the Drell-Yan data,
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Figure B.3: Contaminated versus baseline anti-up (top-left panel), anti-down (top-right
panel), up (bottom-left panel) and down (bottom-right panel) PDFs at () = 2 TeV. The
results are normalised to the baseline SM PDFs and the 68% C.L. band is displayed.
Contaminated PDFs have been obtained by fitting the Monte Carlo pseudodata produced
with ¥ = 5-107° (orange line), ¥ = 15- 107 (blue line) and ¥ = 25 - 1077 (pink line)
assuming the SM in the theory predictions.
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Figure B.4: Same as Fig. B.3 for W =3-1075 (orange line), W = 8- 107? (blue line)
and W = 15-107° (pink line).

the focus of this study.

In Fig. B.5, we plot the luminosities obtained from contaminated fits resulting from
setting the W parameter to the benchmark values W =3 x 1072, W =8 x 107% and
W =15x 1075, We display the results for two separate contaminated fits for each of
the benchmark values; in each case, one of the fits results from the use of a particular
random seed (called seed 1 in the plots), whilst the other results from the use of another
random seed (called seed 2 in the plots). We observe that the luminosities are completely
statistically equivalent between the two seeds, but that across different benchmark values of
W, there is indeed a statistical difference between the luminosities. This justifies that the
leading effect on the contaminated fits is the injection of new physics into the pseudodata,
rather than the random noise added to the pseudodata. In particular, the approximation

in Sect. 4.3 is fully justified. Similar conclusions hold for the ¥ parameter.
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Figure B.5: Comparison between luminosities obtained in contaminated fits using
two different random seeds in the generation of pseudodata. In each case, we display six
contaminated fits: two fits for each of the benchmark values W = 3x107%,8x 1075, 15x 107,
trained on pseudodata generated with random seed 1 and random seed 2 respectively.
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baseline Y=5e-5 Y=15e-5 Y=25e-5

x> ne X ne X% ne X% no

NMC d/p 1.02 0.14 1.02 0.12 1.03 0.24 1.06 0.45
NMC p 1.03 0.26 1.02 0.23 1.02 0.18 1.02 0.18
SLAC p 1.02 0.06 1.01 0.05 1.01 0.03 1.02 0.07
SLAC d 1.00 -0.01 0.98 -0.07 0.99 -0.02 0.99 -0.04
BCDMS p 1.02 0.20 1.00 0.06 1.02 0.21 1.01 0.11
BCDMS d 1.01 0.07 1.00 0.01 1.01 0.08 1.00 0.03
CHORUS o¢ ¢ 1.00 0.02 1.00 -0.06 1.00 0.06 1.00 0.01
CHORUS o¢ ¢ 0.99 -0.13 0.99 -0.13 1.00 -0.03 0.99 -0.08
NuTeV o 0.99 -0.06 0.99 -0.05 0.99 -0.02 1.00 0.02
NuTeV o/ 0.96 -0.19 0.98 -0.08 1.00 0.00 1.05 0.23
HERA I+1II inclusive NC e™ p 1.00 -0.02 1.01 0.12 1.00 0.02 1.02 0.17
HERA I+1II inclusive NC e+p 460 GeV 1.01 0.08 1.01 0.12 1.01 0.13 1.02 0.18
HERA I+I1 inclusive NC eTp 575 GeV 0.98 -0.21 1.00 0.01 0.99 -0.17 1.01 0.07
HERA I+II inclusive NC eTp 820 GeV 1.00 -0.00 1.01 0.07 1.00 -0.01 1.01 0.09
HERA I+II inclusive NC eTp 920 GeV 1.02 0.29 1.05 0.63 1.03 0.35 1.05 0.67
HERA I+1II inclusive CC e™ p 0.99 -0.05 1.03 0.13 0.99 -0.03 1.03 0.15
HERA I+II inclusive CC e+p 1.02 0.08 1.02 0.07 1.03 0.11 1.04 0.18
HERA comb. oféd 1.00 0.02 1.02 0.09 1.01 0.05 1.03 0.11
HERA comb. Gll;%d 1.12 0.43 1.13 0.45 1.14 0.49 1.13 0.48
DYE 866 o']d}y/o'gy 1.14 0.40 1.04 0.12 1.22 0.59 1.34 0.94
DY E886 o‘pY 1.02 0.14 1.02 0.13 1.04 0.26 1.05 0.36
DY E605 oy 1.08 0.53 1.07 0.43 1.06 0.42 1.06 0.39
DYE 906 UDY/UT]SY 1.80 1.39 1.14 0.25 1.41 0.70 1.46 0.80
CDF Z rapidity (new) 1.06 0.21 1.03 0.12 1.06 0.21 1.01 0.06
DO Z rapidity 1.03 0.10 1.02 0.08 1.04 0.17 1.03 0.11
DO W — pv asymmetry 1.23 0.50 1.06 0.13 1.32 0.69 1.18 0.38
ATLAS W, Z 7 TeV 2010 1.05 0.20 1.04 0.17 1.05 0.20 1.05 0.20
ATLAS HM DY 7 TeV 1.02 0.04 1.05 0.12 1.01 0.02 1.03 0.09
ATLAS low-mass DY 2011 0.90 -0.17 1.04 0.07 0.87 -0.22 1.01 0.01
ATLAS W, Z 7 TeV 2011 Central selection 1.06 0.28 1.07 0.36 1.07 0.31 1.07 0.35
ATLAS W, Z 7 TeV 2011 Forward selection 0.91 -0.25 1.33 0.90 0.90 -0.29 1.32 0.87
ATLAS DY 2D 8 TeV high mass 1.02 0.11 1.03 0.13 1.02 0.08 1.03 0.12
ATLAS DY 2D 8 TeV low mass 1.03 0.16 1.00 0.00 1.02 0.13 0.99 -0.04
ATLAS W, Z inclusive 13 TeV 1.07 0.09 1.08 0.10 1.09 0.11 1.13 0.16
ATLAS Wt 4jet 8 Tev 1.17 0.46 0.96 -0.11 1.17 0.48 0.95 -0.13
ATLAS W™ 4jet 8 TeV 1.19 0.51 0.97 -0.09 1.20 0.56 0.97 -0.08
ATLAS Z pp 8 TeV (p”, M) 1.01 0.03 0.98 -0.07 1.01 0.04 0.99 -0.05
ATLAS Z pp 8 TeV (pTl‘,y”) 0.98 -0.10 0.94 -0.31 0.98 -0.10 0.93 -0.36
ATLAS o%?t 1.03 0.02 1.14 0.10 1.05 0.03 1.19 0.14
ATLAS ot?t’ 8 TeV 1.31 0.22 1.12 0.08 1.27 0.19 1.08 0.06
ATLAS o}f?t 13 TeV Run II full lumi 0.92 -0.06 0.93 -0.05 0.97 -0.02 0.98 -0.01
ATLAS tt y¢ 1.03 0.05 1.06 0.08 1.04 0.06 1.04 0.05
ATLAS tf y;z 1.04 0.05 1.04 0.05 1.06 0.08 1.05 0.07
ATLAS tf normalised |y¢| 1.13 0.21 1.13 0.20 1.15 0.24 1.17 0.26
ATLAS jets 8 TeV, R=0.6 0.83 -1.53 0.94 -0.58 0.83 -1.55 0.94 -0.60
ATLAS dijets 7 TeV, R=0.6 1.03 0.19 1.00 -0.00 1.04 0.24 1.01 0.09
ATLAS direct photon production 13 TeV 0.97 -0.16 1.03 0.14 0.98 -0.11 1.04 0.21
ATLAS single top Ry 7 TeV 1.14 0.10 1.26 0.18 1.05 0.03 1.15 0.11
ATLAS single top Rt 13 TeV 0.91 -0.07 1.01 0.01 0.93 -0.05 1.04 0.03
ATLAS single top y; (normalised) 0.94 -0.07 1.07 0.09 0.93 -0.09 1.04 0.04
ATLAS single antitop y (normalised) 0.92 -0.10 0.91 -0.11 0.97 -0.04 0.98 -0.03
CMS W asymmetry 840 pb 0.99 -0.03 0.98 -0.04 0.98 -0.04 1.00 -0.01
CMS W asymmetry 4.7 fb 0.97 -0.07 0.97 -0.06 0.97 -0.08 1.00 0.00
CMS Drell-Yan 2D 7 TeV 2011 1.01 0.05 1.01 0.07 1.00 0.04 1.01 0.10
CMS W rapidity 8 TeV 1.06 0.21 1.12 0.39 1.07 0.22 1.13 0.42
CMS Z pp 8 TeV (pljé,y”) 1.03 0.12 1.03 0.11 1.03 0.12 1.04 0.14
CMS dijets 7 TeV 0.97 -0.15 1.05 0.24 0.97 -0.14 1.05 0.25
CMS jets 8 TeV 0.99 -0.11 1.00 -0.03 0.99 -0.09 1.00 -0.01
CMS crt‘t)t 7 TeV 0.86 -0.10 0.95 -0.03 0.86 -0.10 1.00 0.00
CMS o ?t 8 TeV 1.18 0.13 1.09 0.06 1.21 0.15 1.07 0.05
CMS at?t 13 TeV 0.98 -0.01 1.11 0.08 0.99 -0.00 1.12 0.09
CMS tt rapidity y;z 1.06 0.12 1.04 0.08 1.04 0.09 1.01 0.02
CMS a%?t 5 TeV 0.86 -0.10 0.77 -0.17 0.82 -0.13 0.75 -0.18
CMS tt double differential (m g, y:7) 0.99 -0.04 1.00 0.01 1.02 0.04 1.03 0.07
CMS tt absolute y¢ 1.01 0.03 1.02 0.04 1.02 0.05 1.03 0.06
CMS tt absolute |y¢| 0.98 -0.05 0.99 -0.03 0.97 -0.06 0.96 -0.09
CMS single top o¢ 4+ of 7 TeV 0.93 -0.05 0.91 -0.06 0.89 -0.08 0.86 -0.10
CMS single top Rt 8 TeV 0.64 -0.26 1.21 0.15 0.63 -0.26 1.14 0.10
CMS single top Ry 13 TeV 1.50 0.35 1.44 0.31 1.46 0.33 1.42 0.30
LHCb Z 940 pb 1.08 0.17 0.96 -0.09 1.11 0.24 0.97 -0.06
LHCb Z — ee 2 fb 1.03 0.08 1.04 0.13 1.01 0.02 1.04 0.11
LHCb W, Z — p 7 TeV 0.98 -0.07 0.97 -0.10 1.02 0.06 1.01 0.05
LHCb W, Z — p 8 TeV 1.08 0.32 1.13 0.51 1.09 0.35 1.18 0.68
LHCb Z — pp 1.09 0.26 1.05 0.15 1.10 0.27 1.05 0.13
LHCb Z — ee 1.07 0.19 1.03 0.08 1.07 0.19 1.04 0.10
CMS HM DY 8 TeV 0.98 -0.09 0.98 -0.08 0.97 -0.13 0.98 -0.10
CMS HM DY 13 TeV - combined channel 0.97 -0.14 0.97 -0.16 0.97 -0.14 0.97 -0.15
HL-LHC HM DY 14 TeV - neutral current - electron channel 1.01 0.03 1.15 0.36 2.08 2.64 4.22 7.88
HL-LHC HM DY 14 TeV - neutral current - muon channel 1.02 0.04 1.15 0.37 2.09 2.66 4.16 7.75
HL-LHC HM DY 14 TeV - charged current - electron channel 1.01 0.02 0.98 -0.07 1.03 0.08 0.99 -0.03
HL-LHC HM DY 14 TeV - charged current - muon channel 0.97 -0.09 0.95 -0.14 1.01 0.02 0.98 -0.05

Table B.1: Fit quality in fits contaminated with the Y parameter.
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baseline W=3e-5 W=8e-5 W=15e-5

x> ne X ne X ne X% no

NMC d/p 1.02 0.14 1.01 0.04 1.04 0.31 1.05 0.42
NMC p 1.03 0.26 1.03 0.27 1.02 0.22 1.03 0.28
SLAC p 1.02 0.06 1.02 0.07 1.01 0.03 1.02 0.06
SLAC d 1.00 -0.01 0.98 -0.07 0.99 -0.05 1.00 0.02
BCDMS p 1.02 0.20 1.01 0.07 1.02 0.24 1.01 0.11
BCDMS d 1.01 0.07 1.00 0.01 1.01 0.10 1.00 0.02
CHORUS o¢ ¢ 1.00 0.02 1.00 -0.07 1.00 0.06 1.00 0.04
CHORUS o¢ ¢ 0.99 -0.13 0.99 -0.13 1.00 -0.00 1.00 -0.02
NuTeV o 0.99 -0.06 0.99 -0.05 1.01 0.05 1.00 0.01
NuTeV o/ 0.96 -0.19 1.02 0.09 1.06 0.27 1.47 2.03
HERA I+II inclusive NC e p 1.00 -0.02 1.01 0.13  1.00 0.03  1.02 0.19
HERA I+II inclusive NC e+p 460 GeV 1.01 0.08 1.01 0.12 1.01 0.12 1.02 0.20
HERA I+1I inclusive NC etp 575 GeV 0.98 -0.21 1.00 0.01 0.98 -0.18 1.01 0.10
HERA I+II inclusive NC et p 820 GeV 1.00 -0.00 1.01 0.07 1.00 -0.02 1.02 0.10
HERA I+II inclusive NC e+p 920 GeV 1.02 0.29 1.06 0.76 1.04 0.54 1.09 1.23
HERA I+II inclusive CC e p 0.99 -0.05 1.03 0.13 1.00 -0.00 1.03 0.15
HERA I+I1I inclusive CC e+p 1.02 0.08 1.02 0.08 1.04 0.19 1.10 0.45
HERA comb. of:%d 1.00 0.02 1.02 0.08 1.01 0.02 1.01 0.04
HERA comb. U;%d 1.12 0.43 1.13 0.45 1.13 0.48 1.13 0.47
DYE 866 0'%\,/0"]5\,— 1.14 0.40 1.07 0.20 1.40 1.11 1.72 1.98
DY E886 o‘pY 1.02 0.14 1.02 0.16 1.13 0.87 1.48 3.20
DY E605 oy 1.08 0.53 1.07 0.44 1.07 0.47 1.08 0.50
DYE 906 UDY/UTISY 1.80 1.39 1.44 0.77 1.96 1.66 2.20 2.08
CDF Z rapidity (new) 1.06 0.21 1.03 0.12 1.06 0.22 1.02 0.07
DO Z rapidity 1.03 0.10 1.02 0.07 1.04 0.16 1.02 0.07
DO W — pv asymmetry 1.23 0.50 1.16 0.33 1.24 0.50 1.82 1.73
ATLAS W, Z 7 TeV 2010 1.05 0.20 1.04 0.17 1.06 0.22 1.05 0.18
ATLAS HM DY 7 TeV 1.02 0.04 1.05 0.12 1.01 0.04 1.03 0.06
ATLAS low-mass DY 2011 0.90 -0.17 1.04 0.07 0.87 -0.23 0.99 -0.02
ATLAS W, Z 7 TeV 2011 Central selection 1.06 0.28 1.07 0.35 1.06 0.28 1.08 0.37
ATLAS W, Z 7 TeV 2011 Forward selection 0.91 -0.25 1.33 0.90 0.90 -0.29 1.31 0.84
ATLAS DY 2D 8 TeV high mass 1.02 0.11 1.03 0.14 1.02 0.10 1.04 0.20
ATLAS DY 2D 8 TeV low mass 1.03 0.16 1.00 0.00 1.03 0.16 0.99 -0.04
ATLAS W, Z inclusive 13 TeV 1.07 0.09 1.07 0.09 1.09 0.11 1.08 0.10
ATLAS Wt 4jet 8 TeV 1.17 0.46 0.96 -0.10 1.17 0.48 0.96 -0.12
ATLAS W™ +jet 8 TeV 1.19 0.51 0.97 -0.10 1.21 0.58 0.98 -0.06
ATLAS Z pp 8 TeV (p”7 M) 1.01 0.03 0.98 -0.07 1.01 0.03 0.99 -0.05
ATLAS Z pp 8 TeV (pqé,y”) 0.98 -0.10 0.94 -0.29 0.99 -0.06 0.96 -0.21
ATLAS U{?t 1.03 0.02 1.14 0.10 1.04 0.03 1.17 0.12
ATLAS o ?t 8 TeV 1.31 0.22 1.12 0.09 1.30 0.21 1.13 0.09
ATLAS at?t 13 TeV Run II full lumi 0.92 -0.06 0.93 -0.05 0.93 -0.05 0.97 -0.02
ATLAS tt y¢ 1.03 0.05 1.06 0.09 1.03 0.04 1.06 0.08
ATLAS tf y;z 1.04 0.05 1.04 0.06 1.05 0.08 1.09 0.12
ATLAS tf normalised |y¢| 1.13 0.21 1.13 0.21 1.14 0.22 1.18 0.28
ATLAS jets 8 TeV, R=0.6 0.83 -1.53 0.94 -0.57 0.83 -1.53 0.94 -0.54
ATLAS dijets 7 TeV, R=0.6 1.03 0.19 1.00 0.00 1.03 0.18 1.01 0.10
ATLAS direct photon production 13 TeV 0.97 -0.16 1.03 0.14 0.98 -0.13 1.03 0.16
ATLAS single top Rt 7 TeV 1.14 0.10 1.25 0.18 1.06 0.04 1.16 0.11
ATLAS single top Rt 13 TeV 0.91 -0.07 1.01 0.01 0.94 -0.04 1.05 0.03
ATLAS single top y; (normalised) 0.94 -0.07 1.07 0.09 0.94 -0.08 1.04 0.04
ATLAS single antitop y (normalised) 0.92 -0.10 0.91 -0.11 0.94 -0.07 0.98 -0.03
CMS W asymmetry 840 pb 0.99 -0.03 0.99 -0.02 0.97 -0.08 1.05 0.12
CMS W asymmetry 4.7 fb 0.97 -0.07 0.97 -0.06 0.97 -0.06 0.97 -0.06
CMS Drell-Yan 2D 7 TeV 2011 1.01 0.05 1.01 0.07 1.01 0.04 1.01 0.08
CMS W rapidity 8 TeV 1.06 0.21 1.11 0.38 1.07 0.25 1.11 0.38
CMS Z pp 8 TeV (p%é, i) 1.03 0.12 1.03 0.12 1.04 0.13 1.06 0.21
CMS dijets 7 TeV 0.97 -0.15 1.05 0.24 0.97 -0.13 1.05 0.28
CMS jets 8 TeV 0.99 -0.11 1.00 -0.02 0.99 -0.05 1.01 0.06
CMS o’t,?t 7 TeV 0.86 -0.10 0.95 -0.03 0.86 -0.10 0.99 -0.00
CMS o ?t 8 TeV 1.18 0.13 1.08 0.06 1.22 0.16 1.07 0.05
CMS Ut?t 13 TeV 0.98 -0.01 1.11 0.08 0.99 -0.01 1.13 0.09
CMS tt rapidity y:z 1.06 0.12 1.04 0.08 1.03 0.07 1.02 0.05
CMS crgffl)t 5 TeV 0.86 -0.10 0.77 -0.16 0.81 -0.13 0.73 -0.19
CMS tt double differential (m g, y:7) 0.99 -0.04 1.01 0.02 1.01 0.04 1.03 0.08
CMS tt absolute y¢ 1.01 0.03 1.02 0.04 1.02 0.04 1.05 0.11
CMS tt absolute |y¢| 0.98 -0.05 0.99 -0.03 0.98 -0.05 0.96 -0.10
CMS single top o¢ + o 7 TeV 0.93 -0.05 0.91 -0.06 0.88 -0.09 0.86 -0.10
CMS single top Rt 8 TeV 0.64 -0.26 1.21 0.15 0.65 -0.25 1.15 0.10
CMS single top Rt 13 TeV 1.50 0.35 1.44 0.31 1.46 0.32 1.40 0.28
LHCb Z 940 pb 1.08 0.17 0.95 -0.10 1.12 0.25 0.96 -0.08
LHCb Z — ee 2 fb 1.03 0.08 1.04 0.12 1.01 0.02 1.01 0.03
LHCb W, Z — p 7 TeV 0.98 -0.07 0.96 -0.17 1.07 0.26 1.13 0.48
LHCb W, Z — n 8 TeV 1.08 0.32 1.12 0.45 1.17 0.65 1.32 1.22
LHCb Z — pp 1.09 0.26 1.05 0.14 1.10 0.28 1.05 0.15
LHCb Z — ee 1.07 0.19 1.03 0.08 1.08 0.22 1.04 0.11
CMS HM DY 8 TeV 0.98 -0.09 0.98 -0.08 0.99 -0.05 1.00 -0.02
CMS HM DY 13 TeV - combined channel 0.97 -0.14 0.97 -0.16 0.97 -0.14 0.97 -0.12
HL-LHC HM DY 14 TeV - neutral current - electron channel 1.01 0.03 1.03 0.08 1.04 0.10 1.21 0.53
HL-LHC HM DY 14 TeV - neutral current - muon channel 1.02 0.04 1.03 0.07 1.02 0.06 1.20 0.49
HL-LHC HM DY 14 TeV - charged current - electron channel 1.01 0.02 1.00 -0.00 1.15 0.42 2.97 5.56
HL-LHC HM DY 14 TeV - charged current - muon channel 0.97 -0.09 0.98 -0.07 1.11 0.31 2.75 4.94

Table B.2: Fit quality in fits contaminated with the W parameter.
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