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Abstract: We present a two-loop analysis of the contributions to Higgs production via
gluon-gluon fusion arising from the triple-gluon operator in the Standard Model effective
field theory (SMEFT). Our discussion covers all aspects of renormalization group (RG) im-
proved perturbation theory, including matching and running within the SMEFT. This study
can therefore be seen as a blueprint of the intricacies and subtleties that arise in RG im-
proved SMEFT calculations for collider processes beyond the leading order.
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1 Introduction

This year marks the 40th anniversary of the effective Lagrangian for new interactions and
flavor conservation [1], which is now known as the Standard Model effective field the-
ory (SMEFT) [2–4]. Since its introduction, the SMEFT has made significant strides and
has become a well-established framework for constraining indirect signs of beyond the Stan-
dard Model (BSM) physics at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC). This effort places rigorous
demands on the theoretical Standard Model (SM) predictions and increasingly also on the
precision of the BSM calculations.

While one-loop QCD matching calculations in the SMEFT for LHC processes have seen
a degree of automation [5], and the one-loop renormalization group (RG) evolution of the
Wilson coefficients for dimension-six SMEFT operators is a solved problem [6–8], two-loop
calculations within the SMEFT have only emerged in recent years. Recent progress includes,
but is not limited to, the calculations and studies presented in [9–16]. These works share
the common feature of achieving two-loop accuracy either in the matching or the running
within the SMEFT, but not both. This article seeks to illustrate the full complexity of
RG improved perturbation theory beyond the one-loop level in the SMEFT through a
nontrivial yet instructive example. The example we consider is the contribution of the
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triple-gluon operator to Higgs production in gluon-gluon fusion (gg → h). Assuming that
this operator is the dominant ultraviolet (UV) deformation, the gg → h production cross
section is modified first at the two-loop level. These corrections stem from three distinct
types of contributions, which involve matching and running effects at different perturbative
orders. The unphysical dependence on the renormalization scale cancels order by order
in perturbation theory only when these corrections are properly combined. By using the
relevant SMEFT RG equations (RGEs), one can then resum the large logarithms that
appear in the gg → h prediction, going beyond leading logarithmic (LL) accuracy.

Another reason for considering the triple-gluon operator contribution to gg → h pro-
duction is that its Wilson coefficient remains relatively weakly constrained by jet observables
and top-quark processes [17–22]. In fact, the nominally strongest constraints come from
multijet production and rely on the strong enhancement of the quadratic contributions in
the Wilson coefficient within the high-energy tails of multijet distributions. This raises
questions about the reliability of the effective field theory (EFT) expansion when extract-
ing bounds on the Wilson coefficient of the triple-gluon operator from multijet observables.
Given these limitations, indirect precision tests of the triple-gluon operator are of particular
interest. In this work, we show that precise LHC measurements of the gg → h production
cross section can serve as complementary probes of anomalous gluon dynamics.

This article is organized as follows: in Section 2, we present the subset of dimension-six
operators relevant to our study. Section 3 provides a brief overview of the key steps in
computing the SMEFT corrections to gg → h. The relevant beta functions are discussed
in Section 4, while Section 5 dissects the structure of the SMEFT corrections to the gg → h

form factor. Section 6 explores the solutions of the RGEs. In Section 7, we analyze the
phenomenological implications of our findings. Our conclusions are presented in Section 8.
Additional technical details are provided in Appendix A, Appendix B, and Appendix C.

2 Framework

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

LSMEFT =
∑
i

Ci(µ)Qi . (2.1)

Here, Ci(µ) denotes the dimensionful Wilson coefficients evaluated at the renormalization
scale µ, which are associated with the corresponding effective operators Qi. For the entirety
of this article, we assume that all Wilson coefficients are real.

In the Warsaw basis of operators [2], the full set of dimension-six operators relevant to
this study includes

QG = fabcGa,ν
µ Gb,ρ

ν Gc,µ
ρ , QtG = q̄σµνH̃T atGa

µν , QHG = H†HGa
µνG

a,µν . (2.2)

In this context, Ga
µν is the field strength tensor of SU(3)C , with T a = λa/2 the generators

of the group, where λa are the Gell-Mann matrices and fabc are the structure constants.
The corresponding gauge coupling will be denoted by gs. H represents the SM Higgs
doublet, and we used H̃ = ε ·H∗, where ε = iσ2 is the antisymmetric SU(2) tensor. The
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Figure 1. Examples of two-loop contributions to the gg → h process involving an insertion of the
operator QG defined in (2.2). The operator insertions are represented by black boxes, gluons and
the Higgs are depicted by wiggly lines and dashed lines, respectively, while the solid lines depict
quarks. See the main text for further details.

symbol q represents the left-handed third-generation quark SU(2)L doublets, while t denotes
the right-handed top-quark SU(2)L singlet. Lastly, notice that for the operator QtG the
sum of the hermitian conjugate is implied in (2.1).

Below, we concentrate on a particular class of BSM scenarios in which, at the high-
energy scale Λ, the initial conditions of the Wilson coefficients follow the hierarchy:

CG(Λ) ≫ CtG(Λ) ≫ CHG(Λ) ≃ 0 . (2.3)

We remain agnostic about how such scenarios are realized, as the primary goal of this
article is to elucidate the rich structure of RG improved perturbation theory in the SMEFT.
Indeed, we will see below, obtaining the full leading SMEFT correction to gg → h in BSM
scenarios of the form (2.3) requires accounting for three types of contributions: (i) two-
loop matching contributions involving the tree-level Wilson coefficient CG, (ii) one-loop
matching contributions involving the one-loop evolved Wilson coefficient CtG, and (iii) tree-
level matching contributions involving the two-loop evolved Wilson coefficient CHG.

3 Calculation

In our loop calculations, we use dimensional regularization to handle UV singularities in
d = 4− 2ϵ dimensions, supplemented by the renormalization scale µ and a naive anticom-
muting γ5 (NDR) [23]. As traces involving γ5 do not appear in the calculation, the use
of the NDR scheme is evidently consistent. The actual computation was performed using
the Mathematica packages FeynRules [24], FeynArts [25], FormCalc [26], and LiteRed [27].
Specifically, FeynRules is used to implement the SMEFT operators (2.2) and generate a
FeynArts model file. FeynArts constructs the relevant Feynman diagrams and amplitudes,
while FormCalc performs the projection onto form factors (see, e.g., [28]) and handles color
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Figure 2. Left: Examples of one-loop diagrams for gg → h with a single insertion of QtG.
Right: The tree-level contribution to gg → h featuring an insertion of QHG. The plot styles follow
the same conventions as in Figure 1.

and Dirac algebra. Finally, the scalar integrals are reduced to one-loop and two-loop mas-
ter integrals (MIs) using LiteRed. The analytical form of all MIs, except one, is known
from the publication [29]. The missing two-loop MI is calculated using differential equa-
tion techniques (see, e.g., [30–34]). All MIs can be expressed as Laurent series in ϵ using
harmonic polylogarithms (HPLs). As a cross-check, the MIs were numerically evaluated
using AMFlow [35], and the results agreed with the analytical expressions.

Figure 1 displays representative two-loop Feynman diagrams with a single insertion
of the tripe-gluon operator QG introduced in (2.2), which contribute to the gg → h pro-
cess. The corresponding unrenrormalized amplitude contains both 1/ϵ2 and 1/ϵ poles of
UV origin. To achieve a UV-finite result, one must account for the fact that QG mixes
into the chromomagnetic top-quark dipole operator QtG at one loop, which in turn mixes
into the Higgs-gluon operator QHG at the same order. All relevant one-loop anomalous
dimensions can be found in [7, 8]. After subtracting the appropriate counterterm con-
tributions in the modified minimal subtraction (MS) scheme [36], the remaining 1/ϵ pole
becomes local (for general discussions of this point see, e.g., [37, 38]). The left-over UV
divergence determines the two-loop anomalous dimensions that govern the mixing of QG

into QHG. Observe that, numerically, only top-quark loops are important due to the strong
Yukawa suppression of all other quarks. Therefore, in the results below, we consider only
contributions involving the top-quark Yukawa coupling yt.

Since the operator QG mixes at one-loop and two-loop into QtG and QHG, respectively,
additional contributions to the gg → h process arise from the one-loop and tree-level ma-
trix elements with insertions of these operators. Figure 2 depicts representative graphs.
The unrenormalized one-loop amplitude with a QtG insertion contains a local 1/ϵ, which
is removed via MS operator renormalization. The corresponding one-loop counterterm can
be determined using the SMEFT anomalous dimensions provided in [7, 8]. Finally, the
tree-level amplitude with a single insertion of QHG yields a finite contribution to gg → h.
Further details on the matching calculation can be found in Appendix A.

4 Beta functions

The RG evolution of the Wilson coefficients Ci is dictated by the beta functions:

dCi

d lnµ
= βi =

∞∑
l=1

β
(l)
i

(16π2)l
. (4.1)
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The one-loop beta functions β
(1)
i for the operators in (2.2) relevant to our study are

β
(1)
G = 15g2sCG ,

β
(1)
tG =

(
−17

3
g2s +

15

2
y2t

)
CtG + 9g2s ytCG − 4gsytCHG ,

β
(1)
HG =

(
− 14g2s + 6y2t

)
CHG − 4gsytCtG .

(4.2)

They have been computed in [7, 8]. Note that the coefficients proportional to g2s in the beta
functions β(1)

G and β
(1)
HG depend on the number of active quark flavors. The given values are

based on the assumption of six active quark flavors. Above the dependence of gs and yt as
well as the Wilson coefficients Ci on the renormalization scale µ has been omitted.

As discussed in the previous section, the local 1/ϵ pole that remains in our two-loop
computation of the gg → h amplitude can be used to extract the unknown two-loop beta
function in the SMEFT1 that describes the mixing of QG into QHG. We find

β
(2)
HG = 207g3s y

2
t CG . (4.3)

5 Form factor

We now proceed to present the matching corrections to the gg → h process involving the
Wilson coefficients of the operators (2.2). To establish our notation and normalization, we
begin by giving the one-loop contribution to the gg → form factor in the SM, induced by
the top quark:

G(1) = − 6x

(x− 1)2
+

3x (x+ 1)2

(x− 1)4
H(0, 0;x) , (5.1)

with

x =

√
1− τ − 1√
1− τ + 1

, τ =
4m2

t

m2
h

. (5.2)

Here, H(0, 0;x) is a HPL of weight 2 that represents the ϵ0 contribution to the massive one-
loop triangle integral. The expressions for all HPLs appearing in our calculations in terms
of logarithms, dilogarithms, and other well-known functions can be found in Appendix B.
Note that the HPL above depends on a single variable, x, known as the Landau variable,
which is especially well-suited for describing two-scale Feynman integrals, such as those
arising in our work. In the infinite top-quark mass limit, i.e., as τ → ∞, one has x → 1.
In this limit, G(1) → 1, which fixes the normalization of the one-loop SM gg → h form factor.

The SMEFT corrections of interest to the gg → h form factor can be expressed as the
sum of three separate contributions

G(2) =

(
gsy

2
t

16π2
FGCG +

yt
gs

FtGCtG +
16π2

g2s
FHGCHG

)
v2 , (5.3)

where v = 246.22GeV denotes the Higgs vacuum expectation value.
1Other two-loop anomalous dimensions in the SMEFT have been calculated in [10, 12–14, 39–43].
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The function FG encodes the two-loop corrections originating from QG. We obtain

FG(x) =
1

x (x+ 1)2 (x2 − x+ 1)

{
72 (4x− 3)

(x− 1)2

+
9

64

(
230x6 − 2823x5 − 4228x4 − 1694x3 − 3716x2 − 1799x+ 1766

)
+

[
9
(
1321x2 − 2516x+ 1223

)
2 (x− 1)3

− 9

16

(
26x6 − 121x5 − 1464x4 − 4388x3 − 7424x2 − 9103x− 9810

) ]
H(0;x)

+

[
9
(
696x3 − 2011x2 + 1954x− 635

)
2 (x− 1)4

− 9

4

(
6x6 + 27x5 − 104x4 − 563x3 − 976x2 − 1175x− 1272

) ]
H(0, 0;x)

}

+
1

x (x2 − x+ 1)

{[
117

x− 1
− 9

4

(
2x4 + 41x3 − 26x2 − 93x− 54

) ]
H(1, 0;x)

−

[
1026

x− 1
− 27

4

(
2x4 − 9x3 − 76x2 − 143x− 154

) ]
H(−1, 0;x)

}

−

[
54 +

9x
(
95x2 − 194x+ 95

)
2 (x− 1)4

]
H(0, 0, 0;x)

−

[
126 +

36x
(
21x2 − 43x+ 21

)
(x− 1)4

]
H(1, 0, 0;x) +

[
36− 81x

(x− 1)2

]
H(0, 1, 0;x)

+

[
54 +

216x

(x− 1)2

]
H(0, 0, 1;x) +

[
72 +

234x

(x− 1)2

]
H(0,−1, 0;x)

+
27x

(x− 1)2
H(x)− 54B(x)−

{
1

x (x+ 1)2 (x2 − x+ 1)

[
9 (172x− 173)

(x− 1)2

− 9

16

(
6x6 − 183x5 − 660x4 − 1278x3 − 1892x2 − 2547x− 2770

) ]

−

[
18− 180x

(x− 1)2

]
H(0;x)− 27x

(x− 1)2
H(0, 0;x)− 54x

(x− 1)2
H(1, 0;x)

}
H(0, 1; 1)

+

[
252 +

9x
(
81x2 − 166x+ 81

)
(x− 1)4

]
H(0, 0, 1; 1) +

135x

2 (x− 1)2
H(0, 0, 0, 1; 1)

−

[
324− 27 (x+ 1)

2 (x− 1)
H(0;x)− 27x

(x− 1)2
H(0, 0;x)

]
Lt −

27

2
L2
t .

(5.4)
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In (5.4), H(x) represents the following specific combination of HPLs of weight 4:

H(x) = 3H(1, 0, 0, 0;x) + 2H(0, 1, 0, 0;x) +H(0, 0, 1, 0;x)

+ 4H(1, 1, 0, 0;x) + 2H(1, 0, 1, 0;x) .
(5.5)

Moreover, we have introduced the abbreviations

B(x) = 1−H

(
0;

(1− x)2

x
− iδ

)
, Lt = ln

(
µ2

m2
t

)
, (5.6)

where B(x) results from the ϵ0 term in the massless one-loop on-shell bubble integral,
with δ being positive and infinitesimally small. Notice that the iδ prescription is needed
here for the correct analytic continuation of H(0;x), which is merely a simple logarithm —
see Appendix B.

The function FtG in (5.3) encapsulates the one-loop correction due to the insertion of
the operator QtG. This contribution is explicitly given by:

FtG = 3

[
1− x+ 1

x− 1
H(0;x)− 2x

(x− 1)2
H(0, 0;x) + 2Lt

]
. (5.7)

This result agrees with the findings of [10, 44–46].
The tree-level contribution from QHG is finally given by

FHG = 3 . (5.8)

Before analyzing the RG flow of the contributions to gg → h production arising from
the triple-gluon operator, we emphasize that in (5.3), the Wilson coefficients CG, GtG

and CHG, as well as the strong coupling constant gs and the top-quark Yukawa coupling yt,
are all understood to be evaluated at the renormalization scale µ.

6 RG analysis

We start our study of the RGEs (4.1) by examining the following initial conditions

CG(Λ) ̸= 0 , CtG(Λ) = 0 , CHG(Λ) = 0 , (6.1)

which corresponds to the extreme case of the hierarchy (2.3), where at the high-energy
scale Λ, only the triple-gluon operator is generated through matching to a UV-complete
BSM model. Inserting the beta functions (4.2) and (4.3) into the analytical results presented
in Appendix C, we obtain the following simple results

CG(µ)

CG(Λ)
≃ 1 +

g2s
16π2

(
−15

2
LΛ

)
,

CtG(µ)

CG(Λ)
≃ g2syt

16π2

(
−9

2
LΛ

)
,

CHG(µ)

CG(Λ)
≃ g3sy

2
t

256π4

(
−9

2
L2
Λ − 207

2
LΛ

)
,

(6.2)
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where

LΛ = ln

(
Λ2

µ2

)
. (6.3)

A few remarks seem warranted. The single logarithm in the evolution of CG results from the
one-loop self-mixing of QG. For the running of CtG, the single logarithm arises from the one-
loop mixing of QG into QtG. In the case of the evolution of CHG, the double logarithm stems
from a two-step mixing process,2 namely QG mixes into QtG at one loop, which subsequently
mixes into QHG at the same perturbative order. The single logarithm instead results from
the direct two-loop mixing of QG into QHG. Notice that, from the viewpoint of RG improved
perturbation theory, the double logarithm in the last line of (6.2) corresponds to a LL effect,
while the single logarithm represents a next-to-leading logarithmic (NLL) correction.

Before discussing the resummation of large logarithms, we emphasize the following
important point. By inserting the logarithmic expressions for the ratios (6.2) of Wilson
coefficients into (5.3), it is a matter of simple algebra to demonstrate that the two-loop
SMEFT corrections to the gg → h form factor become renormalization scale independent
at O(gsy

2
t ). This occurs because the terms in (5.4) to (5.8) involving Lt terms combine with

the LΛ contributions in (6.2), resulting in logarithms of the form L = Lt+LΛ = ln
(
Λ2/m2

t

)
.

The cancellation of renormalization scale dependence provides a strong consistency check
for our computation. Indeed, the observation that different types of contributions — incor-
porating matching and running effects at various perturbative orders — must be included
to ensure that observables remain free from unphysical scale dependencies is a general fea-
ture of EFTs at the quantum level. The case examined in this article, involving the three
operators (2.2) that contribute to gg → h production, serves as a nontrivial yet insightful
example within the SMEFT framework, highlighting this general aspect of RG improved
perturbation theory.

Using the RG formulas presented in Appendix C we can also resum the logarithms
appearing in (6.2). We obtain

CG(µ)

CG(Λ)
≃
(
αs(µ)

αs(Λ)

)− 15
14

,

CtG(µ)

CG(Λ)
≃ −9g2s(Λ)yt(Λ)

16π2

[
14011

935

(
αs(µ)

) 3
50 − 10789

4554

(
αs(µ)

)− 938
1327

]
,

CHG(µ)

CG(Λ)
≃ −9g3s(Λ)y

2
t (Λ)

128π4

[
69439

77

(
αs(µ)

) 21
29 +

1803

83

(
αs(µ)

)− 187
222 − 9421

35

(
αs(µ)

)− 4
53

]

− 207g3s(Λ)y
2
t (Λ)

256π4

[
98329

981

(
αs(µ)

) 470
649 − 12317

480

(
αs(µ)

) 138
875

]
.

(6.4)

Here, αs = g2s/(4π), and the results for the second and third ratios of Wilson coefficients
use gs(Λ) ≃ 1.065 and yt(Λ) ≃ 0.854, valid for Λ = 2TeV. The numerical values quoted

2The importance of logarithmic corrections resulting from a chain of operator mixings has been empha-
sized in several previous studies, including [47–60].
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Figure 3. Ratios CG(µ)/CG(Λ) (top), CtG(µ)/CG(Λ) (middle), and CHG(µ)/CG(Λ) (bottom)
plotted as functions of the renormalization scale µ. At the high-energy scale Λ = 2TeV, only the
Wilson coefficient CG(Λ) is assumed to be nonzero. In the plots, the solid black curve depicts the
numerical solution computed using DsixTools 2.0, while the green dashed curve and red dotted
curve represent the resummed analytic results and the logarithmically accurate results, respectively.
The magenta dash-dotted curve in the bottom panel finally represents the LL-accurate result of the
ratio CHG(µ)/CG(Λ). Consult the main text for additional explanations.
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were obtained using DsixTools 2.0 [61]. Note that the double-logarithmic contribution,
representing an LL term in the running of CHG, arises from the first line of the third
expression in (6.4), whereas the single-logarithmic correction, corresponding to an NLL
term, originates from the second line.

In Figure 3, we present a comparison between the numerical solutions for the ratios
CG(µ)/CG(Λ), CtG(µ)/CG(Λ), and CHG(µ)/CG(Λ) of Wilson coefficients and their cor-
responding approximations in (6.2) and (6.4). The numerical solutions, shown as solid
black curves, are obtained using DsixTools 2.0 through direct numerical integration of
the RGEs. The version of DsixTools 2.0 used has been modified to include the two-loop
beta function β

(2)
HG from (4.3). The green dashed curves depict the resummed analytic

results, while the red dotted curves represent the logarithmically accurate results. In the
case of CHG(µ)/CG(Λ), the LL-accurate result is finally shown as a magenta dash-dotted
curve. We further note that the resummed analytic results presented were obtained using
the LO QCD approximation for the running strong coupling constant, as given in (C.2).
This choice is justified by the fact that the LO QCD running of αs(µ) was used in deriving
the approximations in (6.4).

The first notable observation from Figure 3 is that the expressions in (6.4) provide accu-
rate approximations to the exact numerical results across all three cases studied. The small
discrepancies observed can be attributed to the inclusion of higher-order corrections in the
evolution of gs and yt within DsixTools 2.0, which are not accounted for in our approx-
imations. We note that using the DsixTools 2.0 prediction for αs(µ) would result in an
almost perfect agreement between the resummed analytic results and the exact numerical
results. In the case of CG(µ)/CG(Λ) and CtG(µ)/CG(Λ), we find that the resummation
of logarithmic effects through the RGEs has only a minor numerical impact. However,
for CHG(µ)/CG(Λ), resummation plays a more significant role. Consequently, the ratio
given in (6.2), which includes both double-logarithmic and single-logarithmic terms, is a
less accurate approximation. This is due to the large numerical coefficient in the two-loop
beta function (4.3). Therefore, the LL-accurate result for CHG(µ)/CG(Λ) is also not a good
approximation. The findings above show that the dominant RG effects arise from operator
mixings proportional to powers of gs or yt, as well as the evolution of these parameters
under the RG flow. As discussed in this section and in Appendix C, corrections of this
nature can be resummed, resulting in relatively compact analytic expressions.

7 Phenomenology

Utilizing the form factors given in (5.1) and (5.3), the Higgs production cross section in the
gg → h process, incorporating the effects of the SMEFT operators introduced in (2.2), can
be expressed as

σ (gg → h) =
α2
s

576π

1

v2
∣∣G(1) +G(2)

∣∣2 . (7.1)
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To linear order in the Wilson coefficients, the resulting modification of the signal strength
relative to the SM is therefore given by

δκg =
2Re

(
G(1)G(2)∗)∣∣G(1)

∣∣2 . (7.2)

As a concrete example, let us derive the current constraint on the high-scale Wilson co-
efficients of QG using the existing LHC signal strength measurements for Higgs production
in the gg → h channel. Taking mt = 162.5GeV and mh = 125.2GeV from the Parti-
cle Data Group [62] as input parameters, and setting Λ = 2TeV, we obtain the following
numerical result

δκg
v2

= 1.87

[
1− 0.45 ln

(
µ2

m2
h

)
+ 0.06 ln2

(
µ2

m2
h

)]
CG(Λ) , (7.3)

for the modification of the gg → h signal strength in the BSM scenario (6.4). The nu-
merical values of the low-scale Wilson coefficients entering (7.3) have been obtained using
DsixTools 2.0. Regarding the above result, it is important to stress that the sensitivity
of δκg to CG(Λ) is reduced due to a strong destructive interference between the contributions
to (6.4) from the form factors FG and FHG. This cancellation, however, is not coincidental
but stems from the renormalization scale independence of G(2) up to NLL accuracy.

At the 68% confidence level (CL), the ATLAS collaboration presents the following
constraint on the signal strength of Higgs production in gg → h:

κg = 0.949+0.072
−0.067 . (7.4)

This limit is based on the full LHC Run II dataset [63]. By applying (7.3) with µ = mh,
we derive the following bound

CG(Λ) =
[−1.04, 0.19]

TeV2 , (7.5)

based on (7.4). Limits on the Wilson coefficient CG have also been obtained in [17–22].
The nominal best bound, |CG| < 0.031TeV−2 at 95% CL, was derived in [20] using LHC
dijet angular distributions. Although the constraint given in (7.5) is weaker than the latter
limit, it is important to consider the following points. The constraints on the triple-gluon
operator from multijet production are driven by terms proportional to |CG|2, while the
linear contributions remain negligible, even when the number of jets exceeds two [18, 19].
This feature arises from the strong energy enhancement of the quadratic SMEFT corrections
compared to the SM background. In contrast, the limit (7.5) emerges at linear order and
depends only on virtualities well below Λ. From the standpoint of the robustness and
validity of the EFT expansion, the bound on CG derived here is thus more reliable than the
limits obtained from multijet production. Consequently, we believe that LHC measurements
of the gg → h production cross section can act as complementary probes of anomalous
gluon dynamics.
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8 Conclusions

This article is part of the SMEFT precision program (see, e.g., [9–16, 39–42, 45]), which aims
on improving the precision of these calculations beyond the one-loop level. Specifically, we
performed a comprehensive two-loop analysis of the contributions to Higgs production via
gg → h from the triple-gluon operator, which captures anomalous gluon dynamics. Working
in the broken phase of the theory, we determined the exact dependence of the relevant
amplitudes on the Higgs and top-quark masses. We also provided a concise discussion of
the renormalization procedure that guarantees the UV finiteness of the resulting two-loop
gg → h form factor. Additional details regarding the matching procedure at one and two
loops can be found in Appendix A. It turns out that the renormalization of the calculated
two-loop amplitudes requires an unknown two-loop SMEFT anomalous dimension, which
we computed as a byproduct.

By analyzing the RG flow of the relevant SMEFT Wilson coefficients, we have demon-
strated that achieving a renormalization scale independent result for the gg → h production
cross section at next-to-leading order in the SMEFT, in the case under study, requires ac-
counting for three types of contributions: (i) two-loop matching contributions involving the
triple-gluon operator, (ii) one-loop matching contributions associated to the chromomag-
netic top-quark dipole operator, and (iii) tree-level matching contributions arising from
insertions of the Higgs-gluon operator. We emphasized that the necessity of including dis-
tinct types of contributions, involving matching and running effects at different perturbative
orders, to achieve renormalization scale independent results is a general feature of SMEFT
calculations beyond the tree level. The case studied in this article provides a nontriv-
ial yet instructive two-loop example that emphasizes this general aspect of RG improved
perturbation theory.

Utilizing the SMEFT RGEs, we then resummed the large logarithms that appear in
the gg → h prediction. Specifically, we derived simple analytic expressions and compared
them with the exact results obtained from DsixTools 2.0 [61] via direct numerical integra-
tion of the RGEs. The presented expressions provide accurate approximations to the exact
numerical results in all three cases analyzed. We found that resumming logarithmic effects
has a limited numerical impact on our results. The only partial exception is the Wilson
coefficient of the Higgs-gluon operator, which receives sizeable NLL corrections due to the
newly calculated two-loop beta function. Our findings demonstrate that, in typical phe-
nomenological applications, the dominant SMEFT RG effects stem from operator mixings
that scale with powers of the strong coupling constant or the top-quark Yukawa coupling,
along with the RG evolution of these parameters. A general framework for resumming
SMEFT corrections of this type is outlined in Appendix C. Our approach is based on the
pedagogical discussion provided in [51].

We also explored the phenomenological implications of our two-loop calculation. To this
end, we derived a numerical expression for the modification of the signal strength in the
gg → h process. The derived formula was subsequently used to obtain constraints on the
high-scale Wilson coefficient of the triple-gluon operator. We found that the resulting bound
is weaker than the existing constraints from multijet production [18–20]. However, when
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comparing these constraints, it is important to remember that the latter bounds stem from
the strong enhancement of the quadratic contributions in the Wilson coefficient within the
high-energy tails of multijet distributions, while the gg → h process probes the linear correc-
tions at virtualities well below the UV cut-off. From the perspective of the robustness and
validity of the EFT expansion, the limit derived here is therefore more reliable than those
obtained from multijet production. Given this complementarity, we believe that constraints
on the triple-gluon operator from gg → h should be included in global SMEFT analyses.
The compact analytical and numerical expressions presented in this study should prove
useful in this context.
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A Matching procedure

In this appendix, we provide a more detailed explanation of the matching procedure that
yields the results (5.4) and (5.7). We start by discussing the one-loop matching that leads
to the term FtG in the two-loop form factor G(2) as presented in (5.3). In this case, the
relevant matching equation reads:

K(1) = A(1) −
Z

(1),1
tG,HG

ϵ
. (A.1)

Here, A(1) denotes the bare one-loop amplitude resulting from single insertions of QtG,
normalized to the tree-level gg → h matrix element of QHG, with an overall loop factor
of (16π2)−1 factored out. This amplitude arises from the Feynman diagrams shown on
the left-hand side of Figure 2. The symbol Z

(1),1
tG,HG represents the one-loop 1/ϵ pole of

the Z factor, which accounts for the mixing of QtG into QHG. Specifically, it is given by

Z
(1),1
tG,HG = 2gsyt . (A.2)

Observe that this Z factor determines the coefficient of CtG in the one-loop beta func-
tion β

(1)
HG given in (4.2). By evaluating the bare one-loop amplitude A(1) up to order ϵ in

the Laurent series and carrying out the matching, we obtain:

K(1) = gsyt

(
K

(1)
0 + ϵK(1)

ϵ

)
, (A.3)
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where

K
(1)
0 = 1− x+ 1

x− 1
H(0;x)− 2x

(x− 1)2
H(0, 0;x) + 2Lt ,

K(1)
ϵ = 1− x+ 1

x− 1
H(0;x)− x2 − 2x− 1

(x− 1)2
H(0, 0;x) +

2 (x+ 1)

x− 1
H(−1, 0;x)

− 2x

(x− 1)2
H(0, 0, 0;x) +

4x

(x− 1)2
H(0,−1, 0;x)

+

[
2x

x− 1
+

2x

(x− 1)2
H(0;x)

]
H(0, 1; 1) +

6x

(x− 1)2
H(0, 0, 1; 1)

+

[
1− x+ 1

x− 1
H(0;x)− 2x

(x− 1)2
H(0, 0;x)

]
Lt + L2

t .

(A.4)

Notice hat K(1)
0 matches the result in (5.7) apart from an overall factor of 3, which cancels

out when considering that the tree-level gg → h matrix element of QHG, in the normaliza-
tion of (5.3), is also 3. See (5.8).

The matching equation required to determine the term FG in the two-loop form fac-
tor G(2) from (5.3) is given by:

K(2) = A(2) −

(
Z

(2),2
G,HG

ϵ2
+

Z
(2),1
G,HG

ϵ

)
−

Z
(1),1
G,tG

ϵ
K(1) . (A.5)

The symbol A(2) represents the bare two-loop amplitude with a QG insertion, normalized
to the tree-level gg → h matrix element of QHG, with (16π2)−2 factored out. It arises from
the graphs displayed in Figure 1. The two-loop Z factors in (A.5) are given by

Z
(2),2
G,HG =

Z
(1),1
G,tGZ

(1),1
tG,HG

2
, Z

(2),1
G,HG = −207

4
g3sy

2
t . (A.6)

Notably, the two-loop 1/ϵ2 pole can be expressed as a product of one-loop 1/ϵ poles, reflect-
ing the locality of UV divergences (see, e.g., [37, 38]). The two-loop 1/ϵ pole, on the other
hand, is related to the new beta function β

(2)
HG in (4.3). The value of the Z factor Z

(1),1
tG,HG

is given in (A.2), while the one-loop 1/ϵ pole of the Z factor describing the mixing of QG

into QtG reads:

Z
(1),1
G,tG = −9

2
g2syt . (A.7)

This Z factor is related to the coefficient of CG in the one-loop beta function β
(1)
tG from (4.2).

Notice that in (A.5), the order ϵ term of K(1), namely K
(1)
ϵ , yields a finite contribution

when multiplied with the 1/ϵ factor proportional to Z
(1),1
G,tG. By combining the bare two-loop

amplitude A(2) with the counterterms specified in (A.5), all UV poles cancel, yielding a
finite expression for K(2). Up to an overall normalization factor, this result matches the
expression for FG as given in (5.4).
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B HPL formulas

The HPLs in this article can all be rewritten in terms of logarithms, dilogarithms, and
similar functions using the HPL package [64]. To make our paper self-contained, we provide
all relevant formulas below.

The HPLs up to weight 3 that feature in our calculations are given by:

H(0;x) = ln (x) ,

H(0, 0;x) =
1

2
ln2 (x) ,

H(1, 0;x) = − ln (x) ln (1− x)− Li2 (x) ,

H(−1, 0;x) = ln (x) ln (1 + x) + Li2 (−x) ,

H(0, 0, 0;x) =
1

6
ln3 (x) ,

H(1, 0, 0;x) = −1

2
ln (1− x) ln2 (x)− ln (x)Li2 (x) + Li3 (x) ,

H(0, 1, 0;x) = ln (x)Li2 (x)− 2Li3 (x) ,

H(0, 0, 1;x) = Li3 (x) ,

H(0,−1, 0;x) = − ln (x)Li2 (−x) + 2Li3 (−x) .

(B.1)

Here, Li2 (x) and Li3 (x) represent the dilogarithm and trilogarithm, respectively.
HPLs of weight 4 appear in (5.4) only in the specific combination (5.5). Expressed

through commonly known functions, we find

H(x) = ln2 (x) ln2 (1− x)− 1

2
ln3 (x) ln (1− x) + 2 ln (x) ln (1− x)Li2 (x)

− 1

2
ln2 (x)Li2 (x) +

[
Li2 (x)

]2
.

(B.2)

The HPLs with argument 1 required in this article are

H(0, 1; 1) =
π2

6
, H(0, 0, 1; 1) = ζ(3) , H(0, 0, 0, 1; 1) =

π4

90
, (B.3)

with ζ(3) ≃ 1.20206, the value of the Riemann zeta function at argument 3.

C RG formulas

In this appendix, we present approximate analytical solutions for the coupled RGEs dis-
cussed in our article. Our approach follows, to some extent, the discussion in [51].

To derive approximate analytical solutions to (4.1), we begin by considering the RGE
for the strong coupling constant αs(µ). At leading order (LO) in QCD, it is given by

dαs

d lnµ
= −β0

α2
s

2π2
, β0 = 11− 2

3
NF , (C.1)
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where β0 denotes the LO coefficient of the QCD beta function, while NF represents the
number of active quark flavors at the renormalization scale µ. The solution to (C.1) reads

αs(µ) ≃
αs(µ0)

1− αs(µ0)
4π β0 ln

(
µ2
0

µ2

) . (C.2)

The beta functions in (4.2) and (4.3) depend not only on αs but also on yt. The log-
arithms associated to the running of the top-quark Yukawa coupling can be resummed by
using the following RGE [65, 66]:

dyt
d lnµ

= − yt
16π2

(
4πγ0mαs −

9

2
y2t

)
, γ0m = 8 . (C.3)

Here, γ0m denotes the LO anomalous dimension of the quark mass in QCD. On the right-
hand side of the differential equation, we have included the numerically dominant corrections
proportional to αs and y2t . By utilizing (C.1) as well as the approximate scale independence
of y2t (µ)/αs(µ) = const. [51, 67, 68], we obtain the following solution

yt(µ)

yt(µ0)
≃ η

y
b , (C.4)

with

η =
αs(µ)

αs(µ0)
, b = 8πβ0 , y = 4πγ0m

(
1− 9

8πγ0m

y2t (µ0)

αs(µ0)

)
. (C.5)

The first type of operator mixing relevant to our analysis is the self-mixing of an
operator Qi. Solving the corresponding RGE at the one-loop order yields

Ci(µ)

Ci(µ0)
≃ η−

gi
b ≃ 1− 1

16π2

γi(µ0)

2
ln

(
µ2
0

µ2

)
, (C.6)

where we introduced
gi =

γi(µ0)

αs(µ0)
, (C.7)

with γi(µ0) the scale-independent anomalous dimension describing the self-mixing of Qi.
Observe that in the final expression of (C.6), we have expanded the resummed result,
retaining only the LL term. From (C.6), one can directly obtain the first line of (6.4).

The second type of RG evolution we consider involves the mixing of an operator Qi

into Qj , with both operators potentially having nonzero self-mixing. Assuming Cj(µ0) = 0

and that the anomalous dimension γji, which governs this mixing, receives a one-loop
contribution proportional to g2syt, we obtain

Cj(µ)

Ci(µ0)
≃ −γji(µ0)

αs(µ)

1

y − gi + gj

(
η

b+y−gi
b − η

b−gj
b

)
≃ − 1

16π2

γji(µ0)

2
ln

(
µ2
0

µ2

)
, (C.8)

where the symbols b, y, and gi are defined in (C.5) and (C.7), respectively. We empha-
size that in the first expression of (C.8), the logarithms associated with the factors gs and yt
that appear in all the anomalous dimensions are resummed. The final result, on the other
hand, retains only the LL term, which is proportional to the scale-independent anomalous
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dimension γji(µ0) that describes the mixing of Qi into Qj . Notice that (C.8) allows for a
direct derivation of the second line in (6.4).

The third type of RG corrections we aim to resum involves two-step mixing pro-
cesses. Here, the running occurs through the one-loop mixing of the operator Qi into
an intermediate operator Qm, which then undergoes one-loop mixing into Qj . Assuming
Cj(µ0) = Cm(µ0) = 0, and that γmi and γjm receive one-loop contributions proportional
to g2syt and gsyt, respectively, while γji = 0 at this order, we find

Cj(µ)

Ci(µ0)
≃ −γjm(µ0)γmi(µ0)

α2
s(µ)

[
2

y − gi + gm

(
η

3b+4y−2gi
2b

b− 4y + 2gi − 2gj
− η

3b+2y−2gm
2b

b− 2y − 2gj + 2gm

)

− 4η
2b−gj

b

(b− 4y + 2gi − 2gj) (b− 2y − 2gj + 2gm)



≃ 1

512π4

γjm(µ0)γmi(µ0)

4
ln2
(
µ2
0

µ2

)
.

(C.9)

The expressions for b, y, and gi are provided in (C.5) and (C.7). The first expression in (C.9)
represents the resummed result, while the final expression corresponds to the LL term, which
is proportional to the product γjm(µ0)γmi(µ0) of scale-independent anomalous dimensions.
Notably, (C.9) in combination with (C.8) allows for deriving the final expression in (6.4).
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