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ABSTRACT: The SMEFT provides a general framework to search for new physics beyond
the current reach of direct detection. One such form of new physics is quantum gravity.
Based on dimensional analysis, one would expect the prediction that the quantum-gravity
contribution to the SMEFT coefficients is unmeasurably tiny at LHC scales. In this paper,
we test this expectation in a specific framework for quantum gravity, namely the asymptotic
safety framework. In this framework, Wilson coefficients can be calculated in relatively
straightforward manner, making a connection between quantum gravity and LHC tests of
the SMEFT achievable. We work in a toy model of the Standard Model fermion sector
to investigate four-fermion couplings. We find three scenarios in this toy model, based on
three distinct fixed points of the Renormalization Group flow. In the first scenario, the
expectation from dimensional analysis is borne out and Wilson coefficients are Planck-
scale suppressed. In the second and third scenarios, the Wilson coefficients are significantly
larger than expected by dimensional analysis, due to interacting fixed points which generate
an effective new-physics scale that lies between the LHC scale and the Planck scale. We
comment on the implications of these results for the testability of asymptotically safe
gravity within the SMEFT framework at the LHC.
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1 Introduction and Motivation

Given the absence of direct evidence for new physics at the LHC, the search for indirect
evidence is gaining importance. A powerful pathway to search for the imprints of new
physics is through the framework of the Standard Model Effective Field Theory (SMEFT)
[1, 2], see [3, 4] for reviews and [5-16] for an overview of experimental constraints from
the LHC. The SMEFT contains all quasi-local interactions of the Standard Model (SM)
fields that are compatible with the SM symmetries, organized by power counting. The
coefficients of these interactions change in the presence of new physics. New physics at
the mass scale Axp is expected to generate dimension-d operators suppressed by 1/ A%}fl.
Thus, dimension-five and dimension-six operators are expected to be the strongest probes
of new physics, if we assume that the dimensionless coefficients are all numbers of the same
order. Given a particular new-physics model, the higher-order Wilson coefficients in the
SMEFT can be calculated!. A confrontation with the experimental bounds on the SMEFT
coefficients then allows one to rule out or constrain the new-physics model, even if its

!This assumes that standard power-counting holds and higher-order couplings do not introduce new free
parameters, as they in principle can do, e.g., in strongly-coupled settings.



degrees of freedom lie at higher masses than the center-of-mass-energy at the LHC and
on-shell production is therefore not possible.

There is new physics that we already know about: gravity, which is not really new
physics, but rather very well known or “old” physics, but which is challenging to include
in the SM. Different candidate theories of quantum gravity exist that provide different
descriptions of the fundamental nature of spacetime and its quantum degrees of freedom and
interactions with matter. Distinguishing them through experimental results is of paramount
importance. In this paper, we ask whether we can use the SMEFT as a framework to
constrain this form of new physics. In this framework, an effective Lagrangian Lgpr is
defined by the SM Lagrangian Lgyr, supplemented by additional higher-order operators,
such as dimension-6 operators @®) and dimension-8 operators O®),
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Here, the ¢; specify the strengths of the new interactions and are known as the Wilson
coefficients, and Anp is the scale of new physics. At a first glance, one would expect that
no information on quantum gravity can be gleaned from the SMEFT framework, because

the SMEFT coefficients are expected to be i7—, where ¢ = O(1) and n grows with the
NP

mass-dimension of the operator. For Axp = Mplanck = 1012 GeV, we expect the SMEFT
coefficients to be much too small to be detectable at the LHC, even for dimension-5 (6)
operators with n = 1 (n = 2). This, however, assumes that ¢ = O(1) holds. This is an
assumption that we investigate in this paper. We work in the framework of asymptotically
safe quantum gravity, see [17-26] for recent reviews and lecture notes, which very naturally
lends itself to a connection with the SMEFT for several reasons. First, it is a quantum
field theory, and therefore has the same field content as the SMEFT, plus the metric
field. Second, it is typically investigated in the framework of the effective action, which
automatically contains the same higher-order interactions as the SMEFT. In fact, one may
relate the couplings in a suitable expansion of the effective action quite directly to the
Wilson coefficients in the SMEFT.2

In the present paper, we investigate four-fermions couplings. For the SMEFT, the LHC
has already constrained the Wilson coefficients of a subset of four-fermion couplings [29-31].
In order to prepare a direct confrontation of quantum gravity theories with experimental
data in future work, we work with a toy-model here which does not account for all SM
degrees of freedom. Our toy model does, however, have sufficient structure to exhibit three
different scenarios regarding quantum-gravity predictions for four-fermion couplings.
We work under the assumption of a “desert” between the Planck scale and the LHC scale,
i.e., we assume that other new physics besides gravity may exist, but does not significantly
impact four-fermion couplings. The situation becomes more subtle if this assumption does
not hold and another new-physics scale Axps < Anp exists, because then any predictions
from quantum gravity at Axp are likely “washed out” by the physics at Axps. Such a

2This relation of couplings to Wilson coefficients was recently used to for the first time connect the
predictions from asymptotically safe gravity to positivity bounds for four-photon-interactions [27, 28].
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Table 1. The 4-fermion dimension-6 SMEFT operators and corresponding Wilson coefficients in
the Warsaw basis [2] that do not explicitly break flavour SU(3).

“desert” assumption is compatible with new physics in the neutrino sector and with many
dark-matter models, with one example being [32].

This paper is structured as follows: To introduce the respective other research commu-
nities to the topic, we review the experimental status of four-fermion operators in Sec. 2
and asymptotically safe gravity-matter models in Sec. 3. In Sec. 4 we introduce the toy
model of SMEFT-four-fermion operators, present the beta functions and fixed-point struc-
ture. In Sec. 5 we describe three scenarios for the values of four-fermion couplings at the
LHC which can all be realized in our toy model. Finally, in Sec. 6 we discuss potential
implications of these scenarios for how LHC measurements could provide information on
quantum gravity.

2 Review: Experimental constraints on four-fermion operators in the
SMEFT

In general, analyses at the LHC aim to constrain the dimension-6 Wilson coefficients that
correspond to operators that either directly or indirectly impact particle couplings. Con-
tributions of operators of mass-dimension 8, which are suppressed by 1>— relative to the
leading effects from dimension 6 operators and whose impact on couphngs in the kinematic
regions of interest are not fully calculated, are not considered. Furthermore, a value of
Anp = 1 TeV is generally assumed. Coefficients for alternative values of Ayp = X can
be obtained through a scaling of the results presented in the measurements by a factor
(X/1TEV)2. All Wilson coefficients are assumed to be real. The 4-fermion dimension-6
SMEFT operators in the Warsaw basis [2] are depicted in Table 1.

In LHC measurements, cross-sections are measured, which scale with the amplitude of
the Lagrangian squared. If we consider Eq. (1.1), taking only the dimension-6 amplitude
into account, we can infer that the cross-sections measured at the LHC will scale with
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Figure 1. Approximate current experimental limits on four fermion SMEFT parameters showing
those parameters constrained to below five (left) and below 100 (right). The values compatible with
experiment lie within the blue ranges. For these limits a scale of new physics Axp is assumed of 1
TeV.

where the dimension-6 squared term is of the same order in Axp as the dimension-8 lin-
1

A%

both in the linear assumption, meaning ignoring the last term in Eq. (2.1) that scales

ear terms, i.e. . Often, measurements at the LHC show limits on Wilson coefficients
with ﬁ, as well as under the quadratic assumption, meaning this term is not ignored,
to give an indication for the size of the contribution of dimension-8. In the case where
Anp = Mpianac =~ 10 GeV, the suppression of the dimension-8 term is large enough that
dimension-8 can be safely ignored for the time being. An exception to this expectation is if
the Wilson coefficients satisfy ¢; > O(1), which will be relevant for some of our scenarios
below.

Most of the coefficients primarily cause a shift in the Fermi constant, resulting in an
overall normalization factor across different analyses. These normalization changes can be
measured in experiments such as the ATLAS and CMS experiments at the LHC [33, 34].
Currently no significant deviations from Standard Model (SM) predictions have been found
and experimental limits can be set. Approximate current experimental limits on four-
fermion interactions under the linear assumption are shown in Fig. 1, [29-31, 35]. The
Wilson coefficients not shown in this figure are either not measured or limits could not
be set to below 100. The limits can be understood as a limit on the absolute value of the
Wilson coefficient. It should be noted that most limits are approximately the same in the
positive and negative directions, but they are not by construction symmetric.

3 Review: Asymptotically safe gravity-matter models and fixed-point
structure

Asymptotically safe quantum gravity is best understood in the language of the Renor-
malization Group (RG). Thus, we first introduce some methodology and terminology on
the functional RG, before we review the current status of this candidate quantum gravity
theory.



3.1 Flow equation and fixed point

Physics at a given energy scale can be completely described by the momentum modes at
and below this energy scale [36]. In such an effective theory, the large-momentum modes
affect the low-energy observables by altering the parameters of the effective theory. These
effects are codified in the flow equation [37, 38], adapted to gravity in [39],

1 O R
;T = = STr (2;7’“ , (3.1)
2 Iy’ + Ry

where I'y, is the (Euclidean) scale-dependent effective action where all modes with momenta,

- 1/2 : (2)
p= (p-p)*/? , above k are integrated out, and Iy

denotes the second functional derivative
with respect to the field content. Ry(p?) is a momentum dependent IR regulator that
suppresses modes below the scale k by endowing them with a k- and momentum-dependent
mass term. It also acts as an UV cutoff through its derivative, 9; Ry (p?), with respect to RG
time (¢t = logk). STr denotes the super-trace over all the momentum modes and internal
and spacetime indices, including a negative sign for fermionic fields. This equation captures
the flow of the effective action with respect to the scale k by integrating over the momentum
modes around a momentum shell .

Quantum fluctuations generate all possible interactions which respect the symmetries

in the theory, thus the effective action can be written as

=Y % [o, (3.2)
J

where O; are the quasi-local operators that preserve the symmetries of the theory and g;
are the dimensionless couplings strengths corresponding to each of these interactions and
dg, is the mass-dimension of a coupling. In the limit k& — 0, I'y; reduces to the standard
effective action, I'y_,o = I', such that, for the SM degrees of freedom, Eq. (3.2) reduces to
Eq. (1.1) and kg;i

‘f;;]v , where Axp in the simplest case corresponds to the mass scale
A 3

of the modes that have Igeen integrated out.

Although it appears that there are innumerable parameters corresponding to each of
the operators in the scale-dependent effective action, we often find that only a finite number
of them are actually free parameters, which are fixed by a finite number of experiments,
and the rest are either determined in terms of these free parameters or their effects can be
ignored at a given order of precision.

To keep the computations tractable, it is necessary to truncate the effective action,
and ensure the chosen truncation is a good approximation to capture the relevant physics.
Within a truncation it can then be determined how many of the couplings correspond
to free parameters. By extending the truncation systematically and looking for apparent
convergence of fixed-point values, the robustness of results can be assessed and systematic
uncertainties estimated.

From the left hand side of Eq. 3.1, the beta functions can be extracted,

B
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which captures the flow of individual couplings. In a UV complete theory, the couplings
do not change much above a certain scale, and instead approach a finite fixed point. This
requires that all the beta functions vanish simultaneously, {fy,} = 0.

For a given fixed point, we can determine which of the couplings are the free parameters
and which are predictions, by computing the stability matrix

98,
M;; = ij* : (3.4)

and critical exponents, 07, which are the eigenvalues of M;;, multiplied by an additional
negative sign. The couplings associated with the positive critical exponents are the free
parameters, and these couplings are referred to as relevant couplings. As the flow of such
couplings quickly departs from their fixed-point value as the scale decreases, this corre-
sponds to an IR repulsive flow. The couplings associated with negative critical exponents
correspond to predictions, and are referred to as irrelevant couplings. In contrast to the rel-
evant couplings, the flow of the irrelevant couplings (towards lower energy scales) is pulled
closer to the fixed-point value even if it is perturbed. The flow of all the couplings from
an UV fixed point down to an IR scale is completely determined by the choice of relevant
coupling values close to the fixed point, which is based on experimentally measured IR
values.

3.2 Asymptotically safe gravity and matter

The Einstein-Hilbert action is perturbatively non-renormalizable, as it generates diver-
gences for infinitely many higher-dimension operators. Each divergence requires a coun-
terterm and each counterterm comes with a free parameter; thus the theory has the same
status as the SMEFT in that one can make predictions at sufficiently low energies (see [40]
for a review), but ultimately expects new physics to appear. Traditionally, the new physics
has been assumed to lie outside the realm of standard local quantum field theories, and
come either in the form of a non-local theory like string theory or a fundamentally discrete
theory like Loop Quantum Gravity or causal set theory. However, there is increasingly
compelling evidence, based on non-perturbative methods such as the FRG, that gravity is
asymptotically safe [41-81], where all the couplings associated with the higher-dimension
operators have a UV fixed point and gravity can be quantized as a standard QFT. There
is mounting evidence that this fixed point, the Reuter fixed point, comes with only three
relevant parameters [45, 48, 52, 58, 60, 61, 67, 81], and the rest are irrelevant and are
determined in terms of these three parameters. In the context of the EFT for gravity this
implies that all but three couplings of the theory are calculable in terms of the three free
parameters, which are the Newton coupling, cosmological constant and a curvature-squared
coupling [82].

Since matter couples to gravity, it alters the flow of the gravitational couplings; con-
versely gravitational fluctuations also affect the flow of matter couplings. Therefore, a fixed
point found in the pure gravity system might not persist when particular matter models
are coupled to it. There is mounting evidence that the fixed point in the gravitational
couplings persists if we include matter content of different models such as the Standard



Model and many of its extensions [76, 83-108]. Moreover, non-minimal interactions be-
tween gravity and matter are often generated [27, 99, 106, 109]. Furthermore, there are
strong indications that interactions in the matter sector can feature a fixed point under the
impact of gravity fluctuations [102, 103, 110-118]. At such a fixed point, matter couplings
can correspond to irrelevant directions, strengthening the predictive power of asymptoti-
cally safe gravity-matter models. This can have important phenomenological consequences.
First, some couplings, most notably the Yukawa couplings and the Abelian gauge coupling
of the SM, feature upper bounds [112, 115, 116]. Second, some matter models, e.g., specific
proposals for dark matter, are not UV complete [113, 119] or strongly constrained in their
parameter values [118, 120-123]. These results open the door for observational tests of
asymptotically safe gravity.

In the context of the present work, it is particularly important that the effect of gravity
on matter is not limited to modifying the beta functions of perturbatively renormalizable
matter couplings. Instead, gravity also generates higher-order matter interactions already
at the UV fixed point [99, 109, 124-129]. Intriguingly, these are exactly the type of interac-
tions included in the SMEFT, because they are perturbatively non-renormalizable, quasi-
local interactions. For instance, these include four-fermion couplings [84, 92, 126, 130, 131],
which will be our focus below.? The main features of asymptotic safety when it comes to
these couplings are that there is generically a fixed point with non-zero values of these cou-
plings, at which these couplings are irrelevant and therefore their low-energy values can be
calculated. In other words, (some) higher-order couplings in the SMEFT are expected to be
nonzero in asymptotic safety. We will investigate the consequences of this for experimental
constraints on the SMEFT couplings below. Along a related line of research, a compar-
ison to positivity bounds on higher-order photon-interactions has recently been done for
the first time [27, 28]. More generally, a first step to mapping out the asymptotically safe
“landscape”* was done in [27, 134] and a calculational strategy has been developed in [135].

4 Toy model: Four-fermions interactions

4.1 Action and field content

Following [84], we shall consider a model defined by the following Euclidean action, as a
proxy for the full SMEFT with gravity:

S = SgH + Skin,F + SaF (4.1)
Sgn = 167r1G_N /x VI(2A — R) (4.2)
Suns = | VGOV (43)
S4F:L¢§[/>+(V+A)+/>‘(V—A) (4.4)

30ther candidate quantum-gravity theories, such as quadratic gravity, also make predictions for four-
fermion couplings [132].
4A comparison to the string-theoretic landscape is discussed in [133].



The first piece is the Einstein-Hilbert action for the metric tensor g,.; Gy and A denote
the (dimensionful) Newton coupling and cosmological constant respectively, and R denotes
the Ricci scalar associated with g,,,,. Fluctuations of the spacetime metric are parametrized
by setting

Juv = 5;111 + v GNh,u,z/' (45)

The factor \/@T\] ensures that h,, has mass dimension 1, as should any bosonic field with
an inverse propagator quadratic in momentum. Note that momentum is a good quantum
number, since we are expanding about a flat background g, = ...

The matter sector consists of Ny Dirac fermions. These are coupled minimally to metric
fluctuations via the metric determinant in the volume measure and the covariant deriva-
tive V,, which contains the spin connection. The piece Syr contains the two four-fermion
operators

VA= ()’ F (rsv)”. (4.6)

Assuming an SU(Ny)r, x SU(Ng)r chiral symmetry, Syp constitutes a full Fierz-complete
basis. This symmetry is significantly larger than that of the SM; essentially, we are imposing
universality of 4-Fermi interactions with respect to weak and colour isospin, as well as
generation.

In terms of the Warsaw basis, this amounts to setting B = 0, ® = 0 and for the
remaining ¢;’s (including the c.(.l)’s)

- A (i€ {(LL)(LL),(RR)(RR)}) (4.7)
J\Z% =2\, (i€ (LL)(RR)) (4-8)

in the limit & — 0.° Assuming no further matter degrees of freedom, Skin,F +S4F constitutes
a full basis up to dimension 6.

4.2 Beta functions

The gravitational contributions to the beta functions for the dimensionless matter couplings
A+ = k?X+ were derived in Ref. [84], see also [130, 131] for more general settings; the pure-
matter contribution was first derived in [136]. The beta functions read

322 (14 Np)ApAe 5G?

_ 4.9
Py =2 +mp) A + o5 F A2 8(1—2A)3" “9)
(1—N)AZ  NpAZ 5G*

_ o _ . 4.10
Br = (2 +mp) A Q72 812 8(1—2A)3 (#10)

Here, G = k*Gy denotes the dimensionless Newton coupling and A = k~2A the dimen-
sionless cosmological constant. Because gravity couples to the spacetime indices, not the

5Because the ¢; by definition do not depend on the scale, there is no possibility for a scale-dependent
identification. Instead, A+ can only be equated to ¢;’s in the limit k& — O.



internal indices of matter fields, it is ‘blind’ to internal symmetries. Therefore, the gravita-
tional contribution to the scaling dimension at a free fixed point of all 4-fermion channels
is the same, i.e., there is a Fierz-universality of the gravitational contribution, see [137] for
more details. This contribution is denoted as n4r, and reads

5G G B 31G
or(1—2A)2  20m(1 —4A/3)  60m(1 —4A/3)2°

MaF = 21y + (4.11)

Here, 7, is the one-loop fermion anomalous dimension, and receives contributions only
from gravity, as in [130]:

B 3G _BE 29 G
T 20m(1—4A/3)  16m(1—2A)2 ' 80m(1 — 4A/3)2

u (4.12)

4.3 Fixed-point structure

This set of beta functions leads to the RG phase portrait shown in Fig. 2(a) for fiducial
fixed-point values of the gravitational couplings. Below the Planck scale, the dimensionless
Newton coupling decays quickly to zero. Consequently, the RG evolution can be captured
to a good approximation by setting G(k < Mp;) = 0 in the beta functions above. It is
then instructive to also keep in mind the RG phase portrait for G = 0, which is shown in
Fig. 2(b). It was first derived in [136] and consists of four fixed points. First, there is the
Gaussian fixed point. It has two irrelevant directions, i.e., both four-fermion couplings are
attracted to it under the RG flow. Second, there are three interacting fixed-point candidates.
Two of them have one irrelevant and one relevant direction, and are thus attractive in one
direction and repulsive in another direction. We call them metastable. As is visible from
Fig. 2(b), none of these directions is aligned with any of the two couplings. The third fixed-
point candidate has two relevant directions, i.e., it cannot be the IR endpoint of an RG
flow, unless the theory is scale-invariant and thus described by the fixed-point candidate at
all scales. This fixed point is called unstable. In the absence of gravity, these fixed points
are, depending on context, either called Gross—Neveu-like or Nambu—Jona-Lasinio-like fixed
points.

In this characterization of the phase diagram, we have been careful to distinguish
the Gaussian fixed point from the interacting fixed-point candidates. The latter, due to
the appearance of new relevant directions, would require an in-depth study with a larger
truncation of the full dynamics to robustly establish their existence.® For our purposes,
however, it is not important whether these fixed points exist beyond the present toy-model
setting, because we only use our toy model to discuss three different, in principle possible,
scenarios for the implications of asymptotically safe gravity for the SMEFT. Any statement
about the actual SMEFT has to be made in a setting that accounts for all degrees of freedom
in the SMEFT, and thus the robust establishment of fixed points is a task deferred to a
much more involved study than the present one.

Under the impact of quantum-gravity fluctuations, the phase portrait gets deformed,
but is not changed qualitatively. As discussed in Sec. 3, the IR attractive fixed point (i.e., the

In d < 4, their existence is much more robustly established, see Refs. [138, 139], [140], [141] and [142)]
for state-of-the-art e expansion, large-N expansion, FRG and conformal bootstrap respectively.
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Figure 2. Fixed-point structure and RG phase portrait with (left) and without (right) gravity
contributions, the former for fiducial values of the gravitational couplings (G4, A.) = (5,0). The
red-demarcated region denotes the part of theory space attracted simultaneously to the Gaussian
fixed point in the IR and the UV attractive fixed point in the UV.

shifted Gaussian fixed point”) in the transplanckian regime features non-vanishing 4-Fermi
couplings, generated purely by fluctuations of the spacetime metric. However, its scaling
spectrum is close (at least for G small enough) to that of the Gaussian fixed point (GFP),
which exists for G = 0 and is IR attractive in that case. In addition, the phase portrait
still features two meta-stable and one unstable (towards the IR) fixed-point candidates.

5 Scenarios and illustrative trajectories

Generically, one expects that any interaction with a coupling of dimension —d, that is

d
generated by quantum gravity is suppressed by (MLPI> g, which would imply a quadratic

suppression with energy for four-fermion couplings. Below, we show that this expectation
holds true for the most conservative (and most perturbative) choice of fixed point, but may
not hold for fixed points that are non-perturbative in nature.

5.1 Shifted Gaussian fixed point

The sGFP per se defines a highly predictive universality class. Since it is IR attractive,
the only UV safe trajectory is fixed by A+(k > Mp)) = At «|sarp. Given fixed-point
values A+ «|sqrp, one could in principle derive quantitative predictions for the corresponding
Wilson coefficients at LHC scales, which could be compared to measurements. However,
the fixed-point values in practice are not known with sufficient precision. Qualitatively,
on the other hand, the sGFP’s universality class is no different from the SMEFT without

"We adopt the terminology of [84], in which a fixed point which is interacting, but becomes the Gaussian
fixed point when the gravitational coupling G is set to zero, is called the shifted Gaussian fixed point.

~10 -



gravity. In particular, since |A+ .|sgrp| ~ 1 (more precisely, it is O(Gy)), one has

MLHC>2. (5.1)

A+ (k= M, ~
sk = Mic)| ~ (e

5.2 Fixed point with relevant directions at transplanckian scales

If a UV attractive fixed point exists in the transplanckian regime, then the corresponding
universality class is one where the values of the couplings at the Planck scale, Ay (k = Mpy),
are free parameters of the theory. If the flow without gravity is quasi-classical, one would
still approximately have Ay (k = Myuc) = AL (k = Mp)) (MLHC/Mpl)z. However, one could

set, e.g.,
1)
M
A+ (k = Mp1)scen 24| = (M a > (5.2)
LHC
for some ¢ > 0 or
Mo\ 2
A+ (k = Mp1)scen 28| = <M,Pl ) : (5.3)
NP
leading to violation of naturalness expectations of the form
|)‘:l:(k3 = MPl)Scen 2A| ~ ( ]\;H ) R (5.4)
Pl
M 2
A+ (k = Mp1)scen 28] ~ ( ML,HC> (5.5)
NP

The former mimics a violation of classical scaling without changing the subplanckian dy-
namics significantly, whilst the latter mimics the existence of a non-gravitational ‘New
Physics’ scale. This unnatural choice of Planck-scale data does not incur a Landau pole in
the UV—in other words, the RG trajectories remain UV-complete—owing to the existence
of a UV attractive fixed point. There are no general arguments why a scenario of this kind
should not exist. However, we find that in our system of beta functions, trajectories of this
kind are not attracted towards the infrared by the Gaussian fixed point below the Planck
scale. Rather, they flow off to infinity within finite RG ‘time’, signalling the onset of chiral
symmetry breaking due to strong coupling. If we wish QCD and/or electroweak symme-
try breaking to be the sole source(s) of chiral symmetry breaking, this is an unattractive
scenario on phenomenological grounds. If we initiate the RG flow within the IR basin of
attraction of the Gaussian fixed point and simultaneously close to a UV attractive fixed
point, we in fact observe the opposite phenomenon: (comparatively) natural Planck-scale
data already mimic a distinct ‘New Physics’ scale (Scenario 2B above), because they pass
close to a non-trivial subplanckian fixed point. This is the subject of Scenario 3 below.

5.3 Interacting fixed points above and below the Planck scale

In this scenario, the flow below the Planck scale spends a long ‘RG time duration’ in
the vicinity of the subplanckian UV attractive fixed point. Instead of the Planck mass,
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Figure 3. Sample trajectory that allows the realisation of 4-Fermi couplings that deviate from
naturalness expectations, with [A+(k = Mpuc)| ~ 1072 > (Myiuc/Mp1)?. Left panels: Flow in
theory space, with the sub- and transplanckian regimes displayed in (a) and (b) respectively. Right
panels: Flow of dimensionless (c¢) and dimensionful (d) running couplings as a function of RG scale
k, with the double logarithmic inset in (c) showing the onset of classical power-law running well
below the Planck scale.

there is a different effective New Physics scale Myon-pert arising from the non-perturbative
mechanism needed to generate the subplanckian fixed point. The New Physics scale is
not tied to new degrees of freedom, as one would conventionally expect, but rather to an
onset of nonperturbative interactions between the already existing degrees of freedom. As
in Scenario 2 above, the scenario is nevertheless UV complete, due to a nonperturbative
matter-gravity fixed point into which the reverse RG flow is attracted. The IR value of
the 4-Fermi coupling roughly follows naturalness expectations, but only if the new-physics
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scale is re-interpreted:

Myuc 2 Myuc 2
At (k = M, ~ = — ] . 5.6
’ :t( LHC)‘ ( MNP > <Mn0n_pert> ( )

A sample trajectory is shown in Fig. 3. These trajectories are in fact generic, as long as
one imposes boundary values Ay(k = Mppc) that lie within the basin of attraction of
both the Gaussian fixed point with respect to flows towards the IR and the UV attractive
fixed point for flows towards the UV. At the present level of approximation, this can be
computed analytically and found to be the region enclosed by the four curves

= J(1 = )N + X
Sva={(-DXIv +iklo} _ -

S50 = (1=l +2As gy (1= DA lp + A,

(5.7)

Q)}te[o,l] (5-8)

Here () denotes any of the two mixed-stability fixed points, N the Gaussian fixed point and
B the UV attractive fixed point (all evaluated at G = 0). This yields the red-demarcated
region shown in the right panel of Fig. 2(b).

6 Conclusions and outlook

It is a crucial task to connect quantum gravity to experiments. This is often viewed as ex-
tremely challenging, due to the gap in scales between the Planck scale and scales accessible,
e.g., at the LHC. Yet, under the assumption of no new physics between the LHC scales
and the Planck scale®, the RG flow provides a direct mapping of Planck-scale predictions
to LHC scales. In the present paper, we have explored what form this mapping takes for
asymptotically safe quantum gravity and the higher-order interactions in the SMEFT. In
asymptotically safe gravity, many higher-order interactions in the SMEFT are expected to
come with calculable values of their couplings at the Planck scale. These result in calculable
values at LHC scales. We outline three scenarios, which we support by calculations in a
toy model for the four-fermion interactions in the SMEFT:

1. In the most conservative scenario, the Wilson coefficients of four-fermion operators are

2
~ (MMLin) i.e., they are unmeasurably small. Extrapolating from our toy model to
the SMEFT, this constitutes a testable prediction of this scenario: to the best achiev-
able experimental accuracy of the LHC experiments, no deviations of the SMEFT
coefficients from their values with just SM fields is expected.

2. In a less conservative scenario, a non-perturbative UV fixed point is realized at which
four-fermion interactions are relevant perturbations. Accordingly, their Planck-scale
values can become O((Mpi/Myiuc)?), such that their low-energy value becomes O(1).
We do not expect that this scenario is ultimately realized in a viable asymptotically
safe theory of gravity and matter, but it may be realized in our toy model and we
discuss it to provide a complete picture of the various alternatives.

8By “no new physics” we more precisely mean no new physics which is strongly coupled enough to
change the RG flow by O(1) effects.
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3. In another less conservative scenario, there is a nonperturbative fixed point at sub-
Planckian scales, i.e., just with the SM degrees of freedom. The RG trajectory con-
necting the UV regime to LHC scales slows down considerably in the fixed point’s
vicinity, so that the natural suppression of the Wilson coefficients is not realized.
Whether or not such a scenario can be realized in the full SM depends on the pres-
ence of nonperturbative fixed points which, in turn, require fully non-perturbative
studies of the SM at high scales.

Based on our exploration of three scenarios, testable predictions from quantum gravity
for the SMEFT are achievable — even if the most conservative prediction simply amounts
to the LHC experiments not measuring any deviation of the SMEFT coefficients from their
values without new physics. This warrants a more in-depth study that goes beyond the toy
model for four-fermion interactions and explores the effect of asymptotically safe quantum
gravity on the four-fermion couplings of the SM. Based on their large number, a full study
appears out of reach for now, but, e.g., a focus on four-fermion interactions which involve
only the quark sector of the third generation (i.e., the heaviest quarks) is achievable by
extending the studies in [131].

When extracting experimental constraints on the four-fermion couplings in the SMEF T,
dimension-eight operators and dimension-six operators can mix. Dimension-eight operators
are suppressed by a factor 1/ A12\IP compared to dimension-six operators and are thus negligi-
ble for a new-physics scale close to the Planck scale, under the assumption that all ¢; are of
the same order of magnitude. However, in our work we find two scenarios in which Wilson
coeflicients are strongly enhanced and in these scenarios, dimension-eight operators might
not be negligible. To compare predictions from asymptotically safe gravity with LHC data,
an understanding of dimension-eight operators in asymptotic safety may thus be necessary.
Without performing any explicit calculations, we can already state that many dimension-
eight operators will have nonzero couplings in the IR. This is because, quantum-gravity
fluctuations also generate dimension-eight operators, but they remain irrelevant perturba-
tion of the shifted Gaussian fixed point (if it exists). In principle, the inclusion of a subset
of dimension-eight operators in the predictions for scattering amplitudes is possible along
the same lines as for dimension-six operators; but a full calculation that accounts for all
operators in the SMEFT appears out of reach for now. In practise, accounting for a subset
of dimension-eight operators may be feasible.

In summary, we find that under the assumption of a “desert” between the quantum-gravity
scale and the LHC scale, there may be more than one way to “cross the desert”: if our
results carry over from our toy model to the SMEFT, distinct scenarios have different
implications for the size of Wilson coefficients. All three scenarios have in common that
concrete predictions from quantum gravity for the Wilson coefficients can be made and
thus tested at the LHC. In two of these scenarios the traditional assumption that quantum
gravity induces unmeasurably small Wilson coefficients is not borne out. Thus, quantum-
gravity effects may even result in measurable changes of the Wilson coefficients at the
LHC.
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