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Abstract

We perform a complete study of the low-energy phenomenology of S; and Sz lepto-
quarks, aimed at addressing the observed deviations in B-meson decays and the muon
magnetic dipole moment. Leptoquark contributions to observables are computed at one-
loop accuracy in an effective field theory approach, using the recently published complete
one-loop matching of these leptoquarks to the Standard Model effective field theory. We
present several scenarios, discussing in each case the preferred parameter space and the
most relevant observables.
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1 Introduction

The Standard Model (SM) of particle physics provides an excellent description of physical
phenomena in a wide range of energies and scales. Despite no direct evidence for new
physics emerged in direct searches at the LHC, for several years now some low energy
measurements continue to show significant deviations from the respective SM predictions,
which fuel the hope that some New Physics (NP) might be lurking somewhere at the TeV
scale. The most significant and robust deviations, that we take into account in this work,
are the following:

e deviations from the SM predictions in the lepton flavour universality (LFU) ra-
tios of semileptonic B-meson decays in 7 vs. light leptons, R(D™) = Br(B —
DWrv)/Br(B — D®{v) (where £ = p,e) [1-11],

e a deficiency in LFU ratios of rare B decays in muons vs. electrons, R(K®*)) =
Br(B — K" puu)/Br(B — K®ee) [12-15],

e deviations in differential angular distributions of the B — K*u*u~ decay, as well
as in several branching ratios of b — sup processes [16-21],

e a longstanding deviation from the SM prediction in the muon anomalous magnetic
moment (g — 2), [22,23].

While also other measurements show deviations from the SM, those above stand out
and have been the focus of a large amount of theoretical and experimental effort. In
all cases, large theory efforts for improving the SM predictions (often very challenging)
have been undertaken, and several experimental endeavours and analyses have been set
up for confirming, disproving, or providing cross-checks, for the anomalies. Indeed, new
measurements scheduled to appear within the next few years are expected to clarify the
nature of all these anomalies. A confirmation for the presence of new physics in any one
of these observables would of course be revolutionary in our understanding of physics at
the TeV scale.

For the same reasons, an equally large effort has been put into finding possible new
physics explanations. In case of the B anomalies, leptoquarks (LQ) at the TeV scale
can provide good explanations, even combining neutral and charged-current anomalies.
If they couple to both left and right-handed muons, also the muon anomalous magnetic
moment could be addressed. In all scenarios, in order to find a good explanation it is
necessary to consider the constraints imposed by a large set of observables generated both
at tree-level and radiatively. In some cases, renormalization group evolution (RGE) of the
operators generated at the matching scale down to the scale of the observables represent
the leading radiative effect [24—27], however since the logarithm is often just of O(1),
finite contributions can have a relevant impact.

In case of vector leptoquarks, such finite terms are calculable only in ultraviolet-
complete models, thus making the analysis necessarily model-dependent (see e.g. [28-31]
for analyses of specific gauge models of lepton-quark unification). On the other hand,
scalar leptoquarks can be considered as self-consistent simplified models, and all observ-
ables can be computed precisely in terms of the LQ couplings and masses. A particularly
promising set of LQ to address the observed anomalies are the S; = (3,1,1/3) and



Ss = (3,3,1/3) representations.! Several works have been dedicated to study their phe-
nomenology. The S; leptoquark has been considered as possible mediator for all anoma-
lies [32—41], with varying degree of success. S3, instead, has long been recognized to be a
very good candidate to address the deviations in the b — suu transition [42-49]. Finally,
the combination of both leptoquarks has been considered as a good combined explanation
of charged and neutral-current B-anomalies [50,51] and possible ultraviolet (UV) com-
pletions have been proposed in terms of a composite Higgs model [52], combining flavour
anomalies with a solution to the Higgs hierarchy problem, as well as in the framework of
asymptotically safe quantum gravity [53].

More recently, one-loop computations of several observables in this model have been
published [54-57]. The approach adopted in these works is to compute directly in the
model the dominant one-loop contributions to the desired observables. This methodology
is however prone to missing possible relevant effects, and is not suitable to be systemati-
cally generalizable.

In this work we aim to perform a complete one-loop analysis of the S; + S35 model,
focussed at addressing the anomalies listed above, while being consistent with all relevant
experimental constraints. We adopt an approach based on effective field theories (EFT),
leveraging on our previous work [58] where the complete one-loop matching of the S; + 53
model to gauge-invariant dimension-six operators of the SMEFT in the Warsaw basis [59],
is presented. The EFT approach is designed to factorize the UV-dependent part of the
problem, i.e. the UV matching, from the purely low-energy one. The latter involves RGE
of the EFT coefficients to the energy scale of the observables and the computation of the
observables at one-loop, within the EFT, see e.g. Ref. [60] for a simpler case of a scalar
singlet. As we shall describe, most of these steps are already available in the literature
in complete generality. The complete one-loop UV matching, done manually as in [58],
requires a substantial amount of work, however it is possible to proceed systematically
without neglecting terms. Furthermore, this step is expected to become automatised in
the near future. This will facilitate extending this work to include more observables, or to
apply it to different UV models. In case of leptoquarks and low-energy observables, the
use of EFT approaches is even more justified by the collider bounds from LHC, which put
lower bounds on leptoquark masses close to the ~ 1 TeV scale, see e.g. Refs. [52,56] for
recent reviews of pair production searches of S; and S3. Truncating the EFT expansion
at dimension-six implies an implicit uncertainty in the evaluation of the NP contributions
to observables, due to missing higher-dimension operators, that can be estimated being of
O(E?/M{q) or O(miyy /M) compared to the corresponding dimension-six contribution,
where FE is the typical energy of the process under consideration and mgw an electroweak-
scale mass. While former effects are completely negligible, the latter are ~ 1% for TeV-
scale leptoquarks, which do not affect the results in any sizeable way, given present day
precision in the observables.?

Our goal is to find interesting scenarios, within the S+ .53 setup, capable of addressing
one or more of the anomalies listed above, find the preferred region in parameter space,
and discuss the most important experimental constraints in each case. Specifically, we
first aim to quantify how well each leptoquark can address which set of anomalies, then we

1'We show the representations under the SM gauge group SU(3). x SU(2),, x U(1)y

2Dimension-eight terms could be relevant if they generate at tree-level an observable that is instead
loop-induced at dimension-six. This, however, does not happen in this UV model for the observables
under consideration.



discuss combined explanations with both leptoquarks. Thanks to the complete one-loop
matching, we also discuss limits on leptoquark couplings to the SM Higgs boson, arising
from electroweak precision data and Higgs measurements.

In Sec. 2 we present the S; + S3 model, the methodology employed in the analysis,
and present the list of all observables included in the fit, including a discussion of the
relevant collider bounds, particularly those from Drell-Yan. The results for all scenarios
considered are collected in Sec. 3 and a discussion on future prospects can be found in
Sec. 4. We conclude in Sec. 5. In App. A we describe in details the LQ contributions to
all the observables considered.

2 Setup

The Lagrangian for the two leptoquarks is the following
Lrq = [DuSi” + |DySs|* — MY[S1|* — M| Ss|*+
+ (AN")ia@lela + (N M) iatifeq) St + (A1) udiec’ 0,55 + hoc.+
— Xl HPIS = As| HPISEE = (Anis(Ho H) 381 + hie. ) +
— Aemzie’ X (Ho' H) S SE

(2.1)

where € = 109, Ag1, A3, Aerrs € Ry (A E)ia, M50, (A3F)ia, A1z € C. We assume baryon
and lepton number conservation® and we neglected quartic self-interactions between lep-
toquarks. The convention used for covariant derivatives is

Dy® = (0, +1ig'Ye B, + ig(ty) W, +igs(t5)"G}) @, (2.2)

for a generic field ® charged under the SM gauge group. We denote SM quark and
lepton fields by ¢;, u;, d;, {,, and e,, while the Higgs doublet is H. We adopt latin
letters (i, j, k, ...) for quark flavor indices and greek letters (a, 3, v, ...) for lepton
flavor indices. We work in the down-quark and charged-lepton mass eigenstate basis,

where ,
ww) (w)
;= gitL o) 0, = L , 2.3
a=( g (2.3

and V is the CKM matrix. FExcept for the sign of gauge couplings, here and in the
following we use the same notation specified in [58].

Integrating out at tree-level the two LQ, the following semileptonic operators are
generated:

1Lx\1L 3L% \3L 1Lx\1L 3Lx\3L
AN BATAYE _)\w*)\jﬁ Ao Aj5

(1)7(0) (3)7(0)
[Olq }0467,] — 4M12 + 4M32 ) [Olq ]a,BZ] - 4M12 4:M32 9
ALR) 1L ALEALL
c }(Oﬁ)" = Db e c® ](0[3,, — e (2.4)
equlafij 2M1 equ-apt) 8M1
)\1R*/\1.R
0 _ ZHa 758
[Ceu}aﬁi]’ - 2MIQJ

The complete one-loop matching between the UV theory and the SMEFT in the Warsaw
basis, as well as the definitions for the effective operators, are reported in [58].

3See Ref. [49] for an explicit setup forbidding baryon-violating couplings of S3 in a gauge model.
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2.1 Methodology

Our goal is to study the phenomenology of the S; + S35 model described in the previous
Section, expressing the low-energy observables as functions of the UV parameters at one-
loop level. Given the separation of scales between the L(Q) masses, assumed to be at the
TeV scale, and the typical energy scales of the observables considered, the EFT approach
is particularly suited for this goal. In fact, it allows to separate the complete procedure in
a sequence of steps, which can be generalised to be applicable also to other UV scenarios.
Going from the ultraviolet to the infrared, the matching procedure allows to pass physical
thresholds, i.e. to integrate out heavy fields while defining a new EFT for that energy
range, while the renormalization group evolution (RGE) allows to change the scale within
an EFT approach. In our specific case, we have the following steps:

1. The one-loop matching for the S;3 model into the SMEFT, up to dimension-six
operators, resulting by integrating out the two scalar leptoquarks at a scale of the
order of their masses py ~ Mi, M3. The complete set of matching conditions,
obtained with MS renormalization scheme, has been provided in [58].

2. The RGE of the SMEFT Wilson coefficients from the UV matching scale 15, down
to the electroweak scale [61-63];

3. The one-loop matching between the SMEFT and the EFT valid below the elec-
troweak scale, known as Low Energy EFT (LEFT). This results from integrating
out the Higgs, the massive electroweak gauge bosons and the top quark and has
been done in [64];

4. The RGE of the LEFT Wilson coefficients [65] from the electroweak scale to the
relevant scales of the processes;

5. The expression of the low-energy observables and pseudo-observables in terms of the
LEFT Wilson coefficients, taking into account contributions that arise at one-loop
level within the LEFT, from the operators generated already at the tree-level.*

By combining everything, we obtain expressions for the observables as a function of the
parameters of the scalar leptoquark model at the TeV scale; in such a way, experimental
bounds on low-energy data can be used to set constraints on the S; 3 couplings. On the
other hand, the intermediate steps provide model-independent expressions for observables
in terms of EF'T Wilson coefficients, which might be exploited in other NP scenarios.
For a generic EFT coefficient we can separate a contribution arising at the tree-level
from one arising at one-loop
_co, oo
C;=0C;"+ (47r)20i . (2.5)
Working at one-loop accuracy, the RGE, one-loop matching between SMEFT and LEFT,
and the one-loop matrix elements to the observables, should only be considered for tree-
level generated coefficients, Ci(o) (in our case, those in Eq. (2.4)). For the loop-generated

coefficients, C’i(l), only the tree-level matching conditions from SMEFT to LEFT, and

4In case of observables at the electroweak scale, such as the measurements of Z couplings, the steps
3. and 4. can of course not be considered, since in that case one can work in the SMEFT only.



Observable \ SM prediction Experimental bounds

b — sl observables App. A1
NG 0 —0.43 +0.09 [66]
Cgl)miv 0 —0.48 £0.24 [66]
b — c7(¢)v observables App. A2,A.3
Rp 0.299 £ 0.003 [67] 0.34 £ 0.027 £ 0.013 [67]
Ry, 0.258 £ 0.005 [67] 0.295 £+ 0.011 £ 0.008 [67]
PP —0.488 + 0.018 [68] —0.38 £ 0.51 +0.2 £ 0.018 [7]
Fr, 0.470 4+ 0.012 [68] 0.60 £ 0.08 + 0.038 £ 0.012 [69]
Br(Bf — 7tv) 2.3% < 10% (95% CL) [70]
RY° 1 0.978 4+ 0.035 [71,72]
D leptonic decay App. A4
Br(Ds — 1v) (5.169 £ 0.004) x 1072 [73] (5.48 +0.23) x 1072 [74]
b — svv and s — dvv App. A5
Ry, 1 [75] < 4.65 [76]
RY. 1 [75] < 3.22 [76]
Br(KT — mtwvv) 8.64 x 10~ [77] (11.0 £4.0) x 10711 [78]
Br(Kp — mvv) 3.4 x 1071 [77] < 3.57 x 1079 [79]
B LFV decays App. A6
Br(By — 7uT) 0 <1.4x107° [80]
Br(B, — 7 uT) 0 <4.2x 107 [80]
Br(Bt — K7 u™) 0 <54 x107° [81]
=5
57 : SR

Table 1: Low-energy semileptonic observables with their SM predictions and experimental
bounds. Upper limits correspond to 95%CL.

tree-level matrix elements should be included, the other contributions giving terms which
are formally of two-loop order and that could be of the same order as neglected two-loop
matching conditions.

The exception to this is in the RGE due to QCD from the TeV to the GeV scale,
for example in four-quark operators contributing to AF = 2 observables. In this case
the RGE contribution is well known to be important, also due to the large separation of
scales, which gives to this effect a parametric enhancement with respect to the neglected
two-loop corrections even if four-quark operators are generated at one-loop.

2.2 Observables

One of our main goals is to provide, with the S; 3 model, a combined explanation for
the hints of non LFU in the neutral and charged current semileptonic B-meson decays,
namely to account for the experimental measurements of Ry ) and Rj-), and of the
deviation in the muon anomalous magnetic moment (g — 2),. The leptoquark couplings
involved in these observable enter also in the other low-energy observables (or pseudo



’ Observable \ SM prediction Experimental bounds ‘
AF = 2 processes App. A7
B"-B': |C}] 0 < 9.11 x 1077 TeV—2 [83,8/]
B°— B.: |CL | 0 < 2.01 x 1075 TeV—2 [83,84]
K° — K': Re[CL] 0 < 8.04 x 1077 TeV—2 [83,84]
K°— K’ Im[CL] 0 < 2.95 x 1070 TeV—2 [83,84]
D° —D": Re[C})] 0 < 3.57 x 1077 TeV—2 [83,84]
D" —D’: Im[C})] 0 < 2.23 x 1078 TeV—2 [83,8/]
D° —D": Re[C)] 0 < 3.22 x 1078 TeV—2 [83,8/]
D° —D: Im[C)] 0 < 1.17 x 1079 TeV—2 [83,84]
D° —D": Re[C})] 0 < 2.65 x 1077 TeV—2 [83,8/]
D° —D’: Im[C3)] 0 < 1.11 x 1078 TeV—2 [83,8/]
LFU in 7 decays App. A8
19,1/ ge” 1 1.0036 = 0.0028 [35]
9+ /9,2 1 1.0022 = 0.0030 [35]
97/ 9e? 1 1.0058 = 0.0030 [35]
LFV observables App. A9, A.10, and A.11
Br(t — o) 0 < 1.00 x 1077 [86]
Br(r — 3u) 0 < 2.5 x 1078 [87]
Br(pu — ev) 0 < 5.00 x 10713 [88]
Br(r — 117) 0 < 5.24 x 1075 [39]
Br(r — e7) 0 <3.93x 10°° [39]
EDMs App. A.11
de < 107" eem [90,91] <11x107*ecm [92]
d, <1072 ecm [91] <1.9x 107 eem [93]
d, <107 eem [91] | (1.15£1.70) x 107" e cm [94]
Anomalous App. A 11
Magnetic Moments
a. — as™ +2.3 x 10713 [95,96] (—8.943.6) x 1071 [97]
a, — a3V 43 x 1011 23] (279 £ 76) x 10T [22,23]
a, —aM +3.9 x 107 [95] (—2.14+1.7) x 1077 [98]

Table 2: Meson-mixing and leptonic observables, with their SM predictions and experi-
mental bounds. Upper limits correspond to 95%CL.



’ Observable \ Experimental bounds ‘

Z boson couplings App. A.12

g7 (0.3 +1.1)1073 [99]
(5ng (0.2 4 1.3)1073 [99]
092 (—0.11 £ 0.61)1073 [99]
092, (0.66 + 0.65)1073 [99]
dg?, (29+1.6)10° [99]
ogs (—3.3£5.1)1072 [99]
N, 2.9963 + 0.0074 [100]

Table 3: Limits on the deviations in Z boson couplings to fermions from LEP I.

observables), both at tree-level or one-loop level. Therefore, to quantify how the S 3
model can consistently explain the observed anomalies, one should take into account a set
of low-energy data as complete as possible. In Tables 1, 2, and 3, we show the list of low-
energy observables that we analyze, together with their SM predictions and experimental
bounds.

In App. A, these low-energy observables are discussed in length. We will explicitly
show, as functions of the parameters of the S; 3 model, tree-level contributions together
with dominant one-loop effects, while in the numerical analysis the full set of one-loop cor-
rections is considered. Some of the considered observables vanish or are flavor-suppressed
at tree-level, for example meson-mixing AF = 2 processes, 7 — 3u and 7 — py LFV
interactions or 7 — u@(n,n’) decay; in such cases the inclusion of one-loop contributions
is relevant and might bring non negligible changes in a global fit of the low-energy data.

From the observables listed above, and their expression in terms of the parameters of
the model, LQ couplings and masses, we build a global likelihood as:

—2log £ = x*(Aa, M) = Y (Oi, M;‘) — ) : (2.6)

0;

i

where O;(A;, M,) is the expression of the observable as function of the model parameters,
1; its experimental central value, and o; the uncertainty. These are all discussed in
App. A. From the x? built in this way, in each scenario considered we obtain the maximum
likelihood point by minimizing the x?, which we use to compute the Ax? = x? — x2,..
This allows us to obtain the 68, 95, and 99% CL regions. In the Standard Model limit we
get a x3y = 101.0, for 50 observables.

For each scenario we get the CL regions in the plane of two real couplings, by profiling
the likelihood over all the other couplings. We are often also interested in the values
of some observables corresponding to these CL regions. To obtain this, we perform a
numerical scan over all the parameter space’ and select only the points with a Ay? less
than the one corresponding to 68 and 95%CL. The points obtained in this way also

SFor each numerical scan we collected O(10*) benchmark points. For our more complex models (i.e.
with up to ten parameters), this is quite demanding from the computational point of view; in order to
efficiently scan the high-dimensional parameter spaces, we employ a Markov Chain Monte Carlo algorithm
(Hastings-Metropolis) for the generation of trial points.



reproduce the CL regions in parameter space obtained by profiling. With this set of
parameter-space points we can then plot any observable evaluated on them.

2.2.1 Collider constraints

Leptoquarks are also actively searched for at high-energy colliders. Their most important
signatures can be classified in three categories: i) pair production, i) resonant single-
production, and i) off-shell t-channel exchange in Drell-Yan processes, pp — (T4~ or (.
See e.g. Refs. [101,102] for reviews.

The pair production cross section is mostly independent on the LQ couplings to
fermions, unless some are very large, and thus provides limits which depend only on
the LQ mass and the branching ratios in the relevant search channels. We refer to
Refs. [37,52,56,102] for reviews of such searches. Once the branching ratios are taken
into account, the most recent ATLAS and CMS searches using an integrated luminosity
of ~ 36fb™! put a lower bound on the S; and S3 masses at &~ 1 TeV or less. At present,
limits from single production are not competitive with those from pair production and
Drell-Yan [102].

Leptoquarks can also be exchanged off-shell in the t-channel in Drell-Yan processes.
The final states most relevant to our setup are 77, 70, and pji. The limits on LQ couplings
as a function of their mass from neutral-current processes can be taken directly from
(37,102, 103] (see also [104—107] for other studies of dilepton tails in relation with B-
anomalies) while the mono-tau channel in relation to the B-anomalies has been studied
in [108-113] and at present it doesn’t exclude the region of interest. Using the results
from [37] we get the following 95% CL upper limits on the couplings relevant to our model
for My 3 =1 TeV, taken one at a time:

ANF<162, ANF<090,  AF<166, AL <091,

NE <140, AL<o097, AL <o077,  A¥ <056, 27)
while the limits on A\;f and A}’ from the neutral-channel are in the non-perturbative
regime since they induce only a |V |*-suppressed amplitude in ¢c¢ — 77, pji. Since only
the constraint on A turns out to be relevant for our setup, we are justified taking the
limits above derived one at a time.

We implement the constraints in Eq. (2.7) in our global likelihoods by assuming that
the signal cross section is dominated by the purely New Physics contribution, thus with
a scaling o< [A|*, and that it follows a Gaussian distribution around zero such that the
95%CL limits on single-couplings reproduce those in Eq. (2.7), i.e. with standard deviation

given by o, = |Aim|1/, /Xg5%CL(1dof), where for each coupling A\i™ is the limit in Eq. (2.7)

and Xgsocr(1a0n) < 3-84:

im 2
Xeollider = X£2)5%CL(1dof) Z (’)‘m‘4/‘)\ic |4) ; (2.8)

T

which is added to the global x? from low-energy observables of Eq. (2.6).
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3 Scenarios and results

In this Section we discuss several minimal models within the S; 4+ S3 setup, and how well
(or bad) each of them is able to address the charged and/or neutral current anomalies,
while remaining compatible with all the other experimental constraints. We denote the
leptoquark couplings to fermions by:

1R 1R 1R 1L 1L 1L 3L 3L 3L

1R /\ue )‘U/,L /\uT 1L )\de )\d,u )\dT 3L )\de )\d,u >\d7-
— 1R 1R 1R _ 1L 1L 1L _ 3L 3L 3L

)‘ - /\ce )‘c,u /\CT ) )‘ - )‘se )‘s,u /\ST ’ )‘ - /\se )‘su )\ST
1R 1R 1R 1L 1L 1L 3L 3L 3L

/\te )\tu /\tT )\be )\bu /\bT Abe )\bu )\b‘r

(3.1)
The main experimental anomalies driving the fit can be split in three categories:

e ('C: deviations in b — cTv transitions;
e N(': deviations in b — spuu transitions;
e (g —2),: deviation in the muon magnetic moment.

While our setup allows to keep all the above couplings in a completely general analy-
sis, given the large number of parameters this would preclude a clear understanding of
the physics underlying the fit. Furthermore, it can be interesting to consider only one
leptoquark or to focus on one specific experimental anomaly. For these reasons we take
a step-by-step approach by starting with single-leptoquark scenarios and switching on
the couplings needed to fit a given set of anomalies. In all cases, we keep the complete
likelihood described in the previous Section, with all the observables. For instance, if the
couplings to muons are set to zero, neutral-current B-anomalies and the muon anomalous
magnetic moment are automatically frozen to the corresponding Standard Model values
and do not impact the final fit.

The models are thus defined by the leptoquark content and the set of active couplings,
which, for simplicity, we assume to be real. We have considered the models detailed in
Table 4, for each of which we allow the couplings listed in the third column of the table
to be non-vanishing in our global fit. We first analyze single mediator models and study
their potential to address as many anomalies as possible. In each case we point out the
main tensions which prevent a combined explanation of all anomalies. Then, we move
on to study models involving both leptoquarks. In the first we only allow left-handed
couplings, A'* and \3', as this possibility has better chances to find motivation in a
scenario in which the flavor structure is determined by a flavor symmetry, see e.g. [51,52].
In the second we switch on also some of the S; couplings to right-handed fermions, and
aim to provide a combined explanation for all three anomalies. Finally, we study the
limits on the leptoquark potential couplings to the Higgs, which is an analysis largely
independent on the couplings to fermions and requires to consider different observables
than those studied in the main fit, see also [57].

In any given model there is, of course, no particular reason to expect the exact flavor
structures implied by Table 4. For instance, the couplings we set to zero will be radia-
tively generated. In our bottom-up approach we assume them to be small enough at the
matching scale that the observables in the fit are not impacted in a sizeable way. In a
more top-down approach one might have expectations on the size of these terms based on

11



Model Couplings CC | NC | (g —2),

S, NENE |
SN0 | AL AL . 5
g, (@) B AL * X
G, (CCta) L XIRNLR NLE NE AL 8
G COTNEY L NBE NS NBE \3E x :
(LH) | \IL )L )\3L )\3L \3L )3L
Sl + 53 )\b‘r ) )‘sr ) )‘b‘r ) )‘ST ) )‘bu ’ )\5/‘ ><

Sl+53(all) )\1L )\1L )\1L )\1R >\1R /\1R /\SL /\SL /\SL

/\SL
br o MYsT o Moy SNt o Tler 0 MM ) 7o ) TYsT o T Tlsp

Si + 53(p0t) AH1, AH3, AH13, AeH3 - - -

Table 4: Summary of leptoquark models considered in this work. The third columns lists
the couplings we allow to be different from zero in our global fit. The last three columns
indicate whether the models provide a satisfying fit of each set of anomalies, respectively.

the UV picture, such as due to the presence of approximate flavor symmetries or other
flavor-protection mechanisms.

In the numerical analysis we fix for concreteness values of leptoquark masses equal
to My = M3 = 1TeV. While this is borderline with the exclusion limits from pair
production, discussed previously, the results do not change qualitatively by increasing
slightly the masses. Since most of the observables driving the fits scale as A\?/M?, with a
good approximation this scaling can be used to adapt our fits to slightly larger masses.’
We note that the future limits on L masses from HL-LHC are expected to not go much
above 1.5 TeV [52].

Concerning our specific benchmarks, the choice of active couplings in each case is
guided by some simple phenomenological observations (more details on each concrete
model can be found in the relevant Subsections below):

1. Since the observed deviations in B-decays involve L(Q couplings to second and third
generation, and given the strong constraints on s <> d quark flavor transitions,
couplings to first generation of down quarks can only play a minor role in the fit of

6The exception to this scaling are AF = 2 observables, which scale as A*/M*, but are relevant only
for the fits of Sec. 3.2 and 3.3.
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Figure 1: Result from a fit in the two Sy couplings )\;TL and for a leptoquark of 1 TeV. In
the left panel we show the preferred regions in the plane of the two couplings, and the individual
20 limits from the most relevant observables (except for (R(D), R(D*)), for which we show
the 68%CL region). The black dot corresponds to the best-fit point. In the right panel we
show where this preferred region is mapped in the plane of R(D) — R(D*), together with the
experimental combination from HFLAV [67].

B-anomalies and are thus set to zero (note that even in this case, due to the CKM
matrix, effects in up-quark observables are present, for instance D-meson mixing).

2. Hints to LFU violation in rare B-decays, combined with the deviations observed in
B — K*u*tpu, suggest that the LQ couplings to muons should be larger than those
to electrons. We consider, for simplicity the case in which b — sf¢ anomalies are
entirely explained by muon couplings and set to zero the couplings to electrons.

3. The S; couplings to ur and cg or tg do not contribute to b — sf¢, nor to b —
c(1/0)v, however are relevant for fitting the observed anomaly in the muon anoma-
lous magnetic moment, which gets the main contribution from the couplings to by ur,
and trug (c.f. Eq. (A.116)).

Details for all models are given in the following Subsections.

3.1 Single-leptoquark S,
3.1.1 Addressing CC anomalies

This LQ can address the deviations in R(D) and R(D*) with only two couplings: A}-
and A, They generate at tree-level a contribution to the semileptonic scalar and tensor
operators Cz(eléi) at the UV matching scale, Eq. (2.4), which then run down to the GeV
scale. The best fit region is entirely determined by the following few observables: R(D),
R(D*), Br(Bf — 7tv) (App. A.2), |g-/g.] (App. A.8), and the constraints from pp —
Thr.

The results from the fit, assuming real couplings and M; = 1 TeV, can be seen in
Fig. 1. Since all the relevant low-energy observables scale with A/M, the fit can be
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Figure 2: Left: 95% CL limits in the plane of )\;ﬁ — M, for A} = —Re[Vcb/Vcs])\},ﬁ. Right:
95% CL limits from individual observables in the plane of )\éﬁ — )\;ﬁ , fixing My = 6 TeV. In
both plots the green region is the 1o favourite one from ACY.

easily adapted to other masses. The left panel shows confidence level regions for the two
couplings. The dashed lines are 95% CL constraints from single observables, and help
illustrate the role of each observable within the global fit.

In the right panel we show how the 68% and 95% CL region from the global fit of the
left panel maps in the R(D(*)) plane. This is almost degenerate, due to the approximate
linear relationship between these two observables in the present model. We overlay as
gray lines the CL ellipses (for 2 degrees of freedom) from the HFLAV global fit of the two
observables [67] (specifically, the Spring 2019 update).

The model is successful in fitting the deviation in R(D™)) within the 68%CL level, with
smaller values of R(D*) (or larger R(D)) preferred by the fit. Improved measurements of
R(D(*)) can test this setup due to the precise linear relationship among the two modes
predicted by the model, as well as improved Drell-Yan constraints.

The best-fit point, for M; = 1 TeV, is found for

SI(CC)|best—ﬁt : /\11)71} ~ 0.24, /\if ~ —1.00. (32)

3.1.2 Addressing NC anomalies

One may attempt to fit neutral-current anomalies in b — sf¢ from the one-loop contri-
butions from S;. This scenario has been considered for the first time in [34]. Significant
contributions to AC§ may only come from the two muon couplings A;» and A%, whereas
the universal contribution is always negligible (C¥ =~ 0), c.f. Eqgs. (A.6,A.9).

B,-mixing, c.f. Eq. (A.74), and B — K™y, c.f. Eq. (A.49), put strong constraints on
the product of the two couplings. Thanks to the different scaling of these observables and
ACY on the leptoquark couplings, the limits can be avoided by a suitably large leptoquark
mass, as can be seen in Fig. 2 (left). For M; 2 3TeV it is possible to avoid these limits
while having couplings still in the perturbative range (see also [36,38]). Nevertheless,
even while marginally evading the Bs-mixing constraint, the ACY deviation remains in

~ 20 tension with the bound on A}’ arising from the LFU limit from 7 decays, [g,/gel
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(see App. A.8). The situation is illustrated in the right panel of Fig. 2. This is slightly
exacerbated by a ~ 1o deviation in the opposite direction measured in |g,/ge|.

We thus conclude that the S; leptoquark is not able to fit neutral-current anomalies
while remaining completely consistent with all other constraints. The situation regarding
NC anomalies is not modified significantly by letting also the other couplings vary in the
fit. This issue could be avoided by allowing a mild cancellation by tuning a further con-
tribution to this observable, possibly arising from some other state. Fixing M; = 6 TeV
we find the best-fit point for:

SI(NC) (Ml =6 Tev>|best—ﬁt : All)/f ~ 457 )\IL —0.18. (33)

3.1.3 Addressing (g — 2),.

Thanks to the m; enhancement of the left-right contribution, c.f. Eq. (A.111), S; is a good
candidate to address the observed deviation in the muon anomalous magnetic moment.
The leading contribution is given numerically by (see Eq. (A.116)):

1L\1R 2
Aa, ~ 823 x 107 T— 227 (1 4 (53] . 3.4

The observed deviation can thus be addressed for small couplings, and no other observable
is influenced significantly. Analogously, it is possible to address the (smaller and less
significant) deviation in the electron magnetic moment, see Table 2.

A combined explanations of both deviations with a single mediator was thought not
to be viable, due to the very strong constraint from g — ey, see e.g. Refs. [114]. More
recently, in the updated versions of [115,116] it was realized that a possible way out is to
align the S; leptoquark-muon couplings to the top quark, while the leptoquark-electron
ones to the charm.” In our formalism this can be achieved aligning the S; couplings as
A& = VAP and A = VAP, In this way one has (c.f. Eqs.(A.111,A.114,A.116)):

)\IL)\IR M2
Aa, ~1.9x 107102« __(14+0.091 L
¢ M2/ TeV2 %8 T ev?)
)\1L/\1R M2 (3 5)
Aa, ~ 823 x 107 T—~ "% __(14+0.531 Ly, ‘
i 221 ey LT 093108 )

Br(p —ey)=0.

On the one hand, the strong limit from p — ey implies that the alignment described above
must be held with high accuracy. On the other hand, radiative corrections to leptoquark
couplings from SM Yukawas are expected to induce deviations from it. For this reason
we will not investigate this direction further.

3.1.4 Addressing CC and (g — 2),

Following the previous Subsections, the next natural step is to attempt to fit both R(D(*))

and a, anomalies with S;. The relevant couplings are ApZ, Ap¥, AiFf, ALE AL,

"We thank the authors of [115] and [116] for pointing this out to us.
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Figure 3: Result from the fit in the S; model aimed to addressing the CC and (g—2),, anomalies.
We show the preferred regions in the planes of two couplings, where those not shown are profiled
over. The dashed lines show, for illustrative purposes, 20 limits from individual observables
where the other couplings are fixed at the best-fit point (black dot). In the lower-right panel we
show where the preferred region is mapped in the plane of R(D) — R(D*).

This setup is not simply the combination of those discussed previously. Indeed, due
to the A}L and A% couplings on the one hand (required to fit the charged-current B-
anomaly), and Aj¥, A} on the other hand (necessary to fit a,), sizeable contributions

tp
to 7 — py are generated at one-loop, see Eq. (A.113). The values of \}L, and A

br,bu cTti
required to fit R(D™) and (g — 2), would induce a too large contribution to this LFV
decay. However, we find that the large contribution to 7 — p~y arising from the product
of )\;ﬁ/\if can be mostly cancelled by the )\gﬁ)\%f term, for \JF ~ 0.003, corresponding
to a small tuning of approximately one part in 5. Such a small value does not affect any
other observable in our fit. It should be noted that the only effect of this coupling is to
tune this observable.
We show the preferred region in parameters space, obtained from our fit, in Fig. 3. In
the upper two panels we show the fit in the (A7, \;FF) and (A}, ALF) planes, including
the preferred region from the global fit as well as the individual 95%CL limits from single

observables, to help illustrating the physics behind the analysis. It can be noted that
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the observed value of the muon magnetic moment can be reproduced, and that 7 — uy
requires a non-zero value of A%, as discussed above. Regarding the top-right panel, the
single-observable constraint from 7 — py (red dashed line) is shown by imposing that a,
is fixed to the value we get at the best-fit point. In the lower-left panel we show the fit in
the couplings contributing to R(D™), (AtL, A1) and how this preferred region is mapped
in the plane of R(D) — R(D*) (lower-right panel). Comparing to the allowed region in
the same plane in the model studied in Fig. 1, we see that 7 — uy strongly reduced the
allowed region, while still not preventing a good fit of the charged-current B-anomalies.
Due to this reduction of the allowed (ALE, AL2) parameter space, specifically with smaller
values of \.Z | the points in the R(D*) — R(D) plane line up more closely in a line than
what is observed in Fig. 1.

We conclude that the R(D™) and (g — 2), anomalies can be addressed by the S
leptoquark, for perturbative couplings and TeV-scale mass. We find the best-fit point,

with M; =1 TeV, for

ANE 013, AL~ 044,

S (CCHay) .
1 |best-ﬁt AR 00026, AF ~ —1.33, )\}5 ~ 0.0051.

(3.6)

3.2 Single-leptoquark Sj;

We move on to examine S3, and we attempt directly a combined explanation of charged
and neutral current anomalies. It is well known that S3; provides a simple and good
explanation for the deviations observed in b — s/, thanks to its tree-level contribution
to the partonic process. The couplings required are Aj-A3, with small enough values
that other observables do not pose relevant constraints. The leading contribution to
both R(D™) and C¥, instead, arises via the AJL-A3L couplings. For concreteness we fix
M3z = 1TeV, but the fit would be very similar for a slightly larger mass.

Our results can be seen in Fig. 4. As expected, the model is successful in fitting ACY'.
The couplings to the tau allow to also fit C§, while charged-current anomalies cannot be
reproduced. The main limiting observables are By-mixing and B — K®vv, as can be
seen from the top-right panel.

The best-fit point, for M3 = 1 TeV, is found for

CC+NC . 3L 3L 3L 3L
Gy (COTNA| ot A A 036, A a—013, A A~0050, XM ~0.015. (3.7)

3.3 57+ 953 with LH couplings only

Models involving S; and S3 with left-handed couplings have been first considered in
[50-52]. In particular, in [51,52] it was shown how this setup could fit both charged-
and neutral-current anomalies with couplings compatible with a minimally broken U(2)?
flavor symmetry, albeit with a tension between R(D™) and the B,-mixing constraint.
Since then, new experimental updates on R(D™) pushed the preferred region closer to
the SM, thus also alleviating the tension with meson mixing. Here, we update the fit
for this scenario, without assuming a priori a specific flavor structure for the relevant
couplings.

The relevant couplings are A[lbf;]T, )\f’bg]#, and )\f’bLs]T. A first qualitative understanding of
the model can be obtained by noticing the main roles of the various couplings with regard
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Figure 4: Result from the fit in the S5 model. In the upper panels we show the preferred regions
in the planes of two couplings, where the two not shown are profiled over. The dashed lines
show, for illustrative purposes, 20 limits from individual observables where the other couplings
are fixed at the best-fit point (black dot). In the lower panels we show where the preferred
region is mapped in the planes of the neutral and charged-current anomalies.

to the anomalies:
)\?lfs},u - AC;;? )‘ [b,s]T - C&? ()\[b s|To )‘[b s] T) — R<D(*)) (38>

In this model, the relative deviation in R(D) and R(D*) from the respective SM values is
predicted to be exactly the same, since it is only due to the same left-handed vector-vector
operator generated in the SM. The contribution is given by the combination in Eq. (A.29).

The most salient features of the fit are summarized in Fig. 5. In the top two panels
we show the preferred regions in the A\JZ — AL and A3 — A3L planes, together with the
single-observable 20 limits obtained fixing the other couplings to the global best-fit value.
The favoured region in the Ag’ﬁ — A3l plane is very similar to the one of model S?)(CCJFNC)
(Fig. 4 top-left), thus we do not show it again. The constraint from B — K®vv is
avoided thanks to a slight cancellation between the tree-level contributions of the two
leptoquarks [51], see Eq. (A.43). There is a (small) leftover tension in the R(D™) fit, due

to constraints from B-mixing. It should be noted that this tension grows with larger LQ
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Figure 5: Result from the fit in the S; 4+ S5 “H) model, with only left-handed couplings. In
the upper panels we show the preferred regions in the planes of two couplings, where the two
not shown are profiled over. The dashed lines show, for illustrative purposes, 2¢ limits from
individual observables where the other couplings are fixed at the best-fit point (black dot). In
the lower panels we show where the preferred region is mapped in the planes of the neutral and
charged-current anomalies.

masses (thus larger required couplings) since the deviation in R(D™) scales as \?/M?
while the contribution to meson mixing goes as A\*/M?2.

We also point out that the parameter-region preferred by the fit is compatible with
the relations between couplings predicted by a minimally-broken U(2)? flavor symmetry,
Asa = cu@)VisAva, With cyp) an O(1) complex parameter, see e.g. [51] and references
therein. The case with |cy(g)| = 1 is shown with grey dashed lines in the upper panels.

In the lower two panels we show how the preferred regions in parameter space maps
into the anomalous B-decay observables. As can be seen, it is possible to reproduce them
within 1o. The best-fit point, for M; = M3 = 1 TeV, is found for

Nk~ 047, N~ —0.13, AL ~0.056, A}~ 0.014,

LH .
Sl + S3 (LH) |best—ﬁt ) )\%L ~ 0.45. ML ~0.13.
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3.4 S;+ S3 addressing CC, NC, and (g —2),

From the previous Sections it is clear that in order to address all anomalies, both S; and
S5 leptoquarks are required. NC anomalies are addressed only by S5, the muon anomalous
magnetic moment only by S;, while R(D™)) receives sizeable contributions from both. For
our most general analysis we keep ten active couplings:

)\?b%sh? )\:[gb?s]u7 A[lbljs]'ﬂ )\Igﬁﬁ )\[17517%0]77 )\tlf (310)
The results of our fit are shown in Fig. 6.

In the first row of Fig. 6 we show the preferred regions for the couplings relevant for
the a, fit. The situation is very similar to what already discussed for model Sl(ccq-a“)’
Sec. 3.1.4.

The couplings relevant for the R(D™) fit are shown in the second row. They show
a behavior very similar to the one already seen in the models Sl(cc+a“) and S + Sg(LH).
The main contribution is due to the scalar+tensor operators generated via the ALFALE
couplings, but a sizeable contribution, which helps to improve the fit with respect to
model 51(00)7 is induced via the left-handed couplings )\[llfsh and )\:[313[7/5}7-’ analogously to

what we saw in model S; + Sg(LH). Contrary to that case, however, here the preferred

region avoids any tension with both By-mixing and B — K®vw.
We do not show in Fig. 6 the preferred values for )\f’sLb} which are necessary to fit

bl
ACY, since they are analogous to what we saw for model SB(CCJFNC) (see Fig. 4 top-left).
We conclude that all the anomalies in R(D™), b — sup, and (g — 2),,, can be com-
pletely addressed in this model, for perturbative couplings and TeV-scale leptoquark
masses. The best-fit point, for M; = M3 =1 TeV, is found for

NE~040,  NEa 011, MLa031, AL 0.0024,
D MEA~ 011, AL ~0082, AL~ 0.55, (3.11)

Sl + 53 (e ‘best—ﬁt :
AR 20,0029, AR~ —1.26, AL & 0.0052.

3.5 Leptoquark potential couplings

In this Section we study available constraints for the potential couplings of leptoquark with
the Higgs boson in the third and fourth lines of Eq.(2.1). There are four such couplings:
A1, AH3, Aems, and Agp3. All contribute only at one-loop level in the matching to SMEFT
operators, therefore possible phenomenological effects are suppressed both by a loop factor
and by the LQ mass scale. We focus on effects of these couplings which are independent
on the LQ couplings to fermions. We thus need precisely measured quantities in the
bosonic sector of the SM.

Obvious candidates are the gauge-boson oblique corrections measured at LEP [121]:
S, T,Y, W, as well as the analogous effect for QCD, Z. All these parameters are
measured at the per-mille level, and are able to constrain multi-TeV scale physics. Given
the expressions in the Warsaw basis of [122] and our one-loop matching of the SMEFT to
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Figure 6: Result from the fit in the S; + S3 ) model, aimed at addressing all anomalies (see

description in the text).
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‘ Observable‘ Measurement ‘ Reference‘

S 0.04 & 0.08 117
T 0.08 & 0.07 (psr = 0.92) 117
Ky 1.00 + 0.06 118
Koy 1.03+£0.07  (p,y = —0.44) [118]
o/osm(Z7) 2.0709 (ATLAS) [119]
olosm(Zy) | <3.9@95% CL (CMS) [120]

Table 5: Bosonic observables for the LQ potential couplings.
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Figure 7: Limits on LQ potential couplings from oblique corrections and Higgs measurements.
In each panel, the other two couplings have been marginalised. The black point represents the
best-fit point while the dashed blue contours are the prospects for 95%CL limits after HL-LHC.

the LQ model, we obtain (see App. A.13 for details)

o G*Nv?Ys, Aers

§= 8= T BT~ —5A X 10 A /m?
w 3
P ol — Nv* A2y | Nev? |>\H13|2M{1 — M3 — 2M32 M2 log M3/ M: _ (3.12)

A8m2MZ T 1672 (M — M3)?
~ 3.8 x 107422, /m? + 3.8 x 1074 Ays)?/m? |

where in the numerical expressions for simplicity we fixed M; = M3 = m TeV. The
contributions to Y, W, and Z are instead at, or below, the 1076 level and thus completely
negligible given the present experimental precision. The constraints on S and 7" from [117]
are reported in Table 5. The contribution to the T parameter from the Agi3 coupling has
been also studied in [40], albeit not in the EFT approach. We checked that we agree once
the EFT limit is taken into account.

The LQ couplings to the Higgs also generate at one-loop contributions to hgg, hyv,
and hZ~ couplings. Since these are also loop-generated in the SM, the percent-level
precision presently available for the Higgs couplings to photons and gluons couplings
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allows to probe heavy new physics. Loop contributions to other couplings, which arise at
tree-level in the SM, are instead too small to have a sizeable impact. We thus consider
the combined fit of Higgs couplings in the s-framework where only . and &, are left free,
and a constraint on o/ogy(Z7) = ﬁgliQZW which is however still not precisely measured,
see Table 5. The approximate contributions to these parameters in our model are given

by (details in App. A.13)

kg — 1= —(3.51 g3 + L.17Am1) x 1072 /m? |
Ky — 1= —(2.32Xgr3 + 0.66 A3 — 0.11M 1) x 1072 /m? | (3.13)
Kzy — 1= —(1.89Ay3 + 0.23\ g3 — 0.033)\ 1) x 1072 /m? .

Analogously to what presented above for flavour observables, we combine Higgs cou-
plings and oblique constraints in a global likelihood. From this we find the maximum
likelihood point and construct the 68, 95, and 99% CL regions in planes of two couplings,
where the other two are marginalised. The results in the (Ag1,Ag3) and (Agi13,Aem3) planes
are shown in Fig. 7 for M; = M3 = 1 TeV. We observe that a limit of about 1.5 can be
put on both Agy3 and A.gyg (right panel). This comes mainly from the contribution to
the T parameter, Eq. (3.12), which is quadratic in the two couplings and thus allows to
constrain both at the same time. The Ag; and Agy3 couplings, instead, are constrained
mainly from their contribution to the Ay and hgg couplings, Eq. (3.13). We see that with
present experimental accuracy the limits are still rather weak, and there is an approximate
flat direction which doesn’t allow to put any relevant bound on Ag;.

This situation will marginally improve with the more precise Higgs measurements from
HL-LHC [123]. The future expected 95%CL contours are shown as dashed blue lines. This
however has no appreciable effect on the limits shown in the right panel, since those are
dominated by the constraint on the 1" parameter, which will instead improve substantially
from measurements on the Z pole at FCC-ee. A more detailed analysis of FCC prospects
are however beyond the scope of this paper.

3.6 Comparing with literature

In recent months the S; + S3 model at one-loop accuracy has been studied in Refs. [55,50]
for what regards the flavour anomalies, while Ref. [57] studied electroweak and Higgs
limits on the leptoquark-Higgs couplings. Given the similarity of the goals with out work,
we discuss in this Section the main differences. The most important lies in the approach
used to calculate radiative leptoquark contributions to observables. While previous works
employed direct computations of leptoquark loop contributions to the desired low-energy
amplitudes, in this work we use an EFT approach, whereby the only model-dependent
part of the computation is the one-loop matching to the SMEFT. As argued in the intro-
duction, we believe such an approach has several advantages, the most important being
the automatic inclusion of all new physics effects to all observables at leading order in
1/ MEQ expansion and to one-loop accuracy: there is indeed no need to simplify the com-
putation neglecting given terms or couplings, for example all electroweak corrections are
included automatically in our computation.®

8While in the approximate semi-analytical expressions we might neglect some sub-leading terms, in
order to simplify the presentation, all contributions are kept in the numerical analysis.
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| Observable \ Present limit | Belle II (5)50ab~! | LHCb Up.--II |

b — sTu observables

Br(BT — Ktr5uT) | <3.3(5.4) x 107° [81,82)] 3.9 x 107° O(107°)
Br(Bs, — 75u7) < 4.2 x 1077 [80] ~4x107° ~1x107°

b — sTT observables

Br(BtT — Ktr17) < 2.8 x 1073 [126] (7.7)2.4x 107° -
Br(Bs — 77717) < 6.8 x 1073 [127] (9.7)3 x 1074 5x 10~%

Table 6: Future Belle IT and LHCbD sensitivities, at 95% C.L., for b — sty and b — s77
observables.

This approach thus allow us to study a larger set of observables than the ones con-
sidered in previous studies. One example is D® — D° mixing, which was not considered
in [55,56]. Considering the benchmark points selected by both works, we find that all
of them are excluded (by a large amount) by D-meson mixing, due to large )\égg)L cou-
plings. In the benchmarks of [56] we also find a large tension in 7 — py, while we are in
agreement with the analytic expressions for the decay. We also find some tension in the
leptonic decay Dy — 7v for several benchmarks points of both studies.

We should also point out that the Higgs-S; interaction proportional to A.gs, c.f.
Eq. (2.1), was not included in the analysis of Ref. [57].

4 Prospects

In this Section, we discuss the implications of future Belle II measurements of

e LFV B decays induced at parton level by b — st (see App. A.6);

e B decays induced at parton level by b — s77 (see App. A.G).

These processes, in fact, are particularly interesting for leptoquark scenarios aiming at
addressing both neutral and charged-current B-anomalies. Both are induced at tree-level
by S5 and, by SU(2), relations, the b — c¢7v, transition, tree-level in the SM, is related to
the FCNC transition b — s77. Also, LF'V is a natural consequence of leptoquark couplings
once also the coupling to muons is considered, as required by neutral-current anomalies.
While the LFV B-meson decays are already included in the global fits described in the
previous Sections, the current bounds on b — s77 observables are of the order of ~ 1073
and thus too weak to set constraints on the model parameters. However, Belle 11, with
50ab~! of luminosity, will strongly improve the sensitivity, in particular for the branching
fraction of the semileptonic decays. On the other hand, the Upgrade II of LHCb will set
competitive bounds on the leptonic decay By, — 77. The relevant future expected limits
at 95% C.L. for Belle II [124] and LHCb [125] are summarised in Table 6.

In Fig. 8 we show how the preferred parameter-space regions for the models Sy +53(LH)

(left) and Sy + Sg(a”) (right) map in the plane of the branching fractions of the LEV
decay BT — K'ru and the decay BT — K77 (normalised to the SM value).” The

Tt should be noted that at tree-level in our model this ratio is the same for all decays involving the
b — s77 transition, e.g. Bs — 77 (see App. A.6).
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Figure 8: Results from the fit in the S7 + S?)(LH) model (left panel) and in the S + 5’3(311)
(right panel). The red solid (dashed) lines correspond to the 50ab~! (5ab™1) Belle II future
bounds, at 95% C.L. . The blue solid line is the prospected bound for the LHCb Upgrade II, on
Br(Bs — 77)/Br(Bs — 7T)sMm-

red horizontal lines correspond to the Belle II future bounds at 95% C.L. on Br(B™ —
K*7777) at 5ab™! (dashed lines) and 50ab™! (solid lines), while the vertical ones represent
the Belle IT 50ab™! prospect for Br(B* — KT7u). One can see that, in both scenarios,
the predictions for both the non-LFV and LFV semileptonic B decay into 7 are in the
ballpark of the future Belle IT sensitivity at 50ab~!, while the expected bounds at 5ab~!
are still too weak to set significant constraints on the models. Furthermore, one can notice
that the future measurements of b — s77 observables are constraining more strongly the
parameter space of the S; + S; ) model than the one of the S; + S5 ) model. For
the leptonic decay B, — 777~ at Belle II only the prospect at luminosity of 5ab™! is
available; it is not shown in the plots since it is weaker with respect to the semileptonic
decays and correspond to a horizontal line at ~ 1250. On the other hand, for the Upgrade
IT of LHCb, the prospected bound on Br(B; — 7777) (blue horizontal lines) is stronger
and leads to constraints similar to the ones that we obtain from the BT — K*rtr~
decay measured at 5ab™! Belle II. In order to evaluate the constraining power of future
Br(Bs; — 7u) measurements, in Fig. 8, one could keep in mind that in our model we have
Br(Bs — Tu)/Br(BT — KT7u) ~ 0.89, at tree-level.

5 Conclusions

In this work we examined in detail and at one-loop accuracy the phenomenology of Stan-
dard Model extensions involving the two leptoquarks S; and S5, motivated by the exper-
imental discrepancies observed in B-meson decays and in the muon anomalous magnetic
moment (g — 2),.

To this aim, we performed global fits for several benchmark models to a comprehensive
list of flavor and electroweak precision observables, each computed at one-loop accuracy,
leveraging on our previous work [58]. For each model, we identify best-fit regions and

25



Fo—i % AC§ —— © de
:

e} Cs 9 oo ay
‘ﬂ.l-vo—d R(D) ——i0 ar

ro —e—| R(D") —o— d
'_«7" B>ty —o— dy,
I—?—l P(D") fo-=— d;
crl—-—l FL(D") —e-0; N,
|—o-?| RI Ho— Sgh
?'—'_' D1y Ho— SR
e R —<oA ogh.
Rk H—e—] Sk

— Toud o i ogt
I—?—I pu—ey -4 Sk
I—?—I Toey —o— Re(C}

|—7—d Touy —o— Im(Cy)

—>3u —aH Re(C})
|gu/8e o— Im(C})
——i 18e/2. ) —o— ICg,|
;}—l 19+/8 oo 1Ca
SM 200

—40 20 40 —40 =20 SM 20 40

(@) (m ] \v4 o
Sl(CC) SI(NC) Sl(CC+au) S3(CC+NC)S|+S3(LH)S]+S3(a”)

Figure 9: For the best-fit points in each model studied in this work, we show the relative devia-
tions from the Standard Model prediction in all observables, in terms of number of sigmas given
by the experimental precision in that observable. The black intervals represent the experimental
measurements

major sources of tension, when present, and also provide prospects for B-decays to 77
and 7u, in the experimental scope of Belle II and LHCb.

It is found that models involving only the S leptoquark can consistently address
R(D™) and (g — 2),, anomalies, while a fully-satisfactory solution for b — suu anomalies
is prevented by the combination of constraints from B,-mixing and LFU in 7 decays.
Conversely, the S3 leptoquark when taken alone can only address neutral-current B-
meson anomalies. A model with both S; and S3, and only left-handed couplings for S,
can address both B-anomalies but not the muon magnetic moment. Finally, allowing
for right handed S; couplings makes it possible to fit also (¢ — 2),. Concerning the
prospects for both the LF conserving branching fraction Br(B — K77) and the LFV one
Br(B — KTu), they are found to be in the ballpark of the future expected sensitivity of
Belle-1T and LHCb.

A quick glance summary of the various models is provided by Fig. 9 where we show,
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for the best-fit point of each model, the deviations from the SM prediction of each of the
most relevant observables studied in the global fit. The black dots and intervals represent
the experimentally preferred values and uncertainties, and for each observable we nor-
malize the z-axis to the corresponding uncertainty (i.e. we count the number of standard
deviations). Detailed informations for each model can be found in Subsections 3.1-3.4.
A separate analysis is provided in Sec. 3.5 for Higgs physics observables and electroweak
oblique corrections, which put constraints on leptoquark-Higgs couplings.

To conclude, we find that the combination of S; and S3 provides a good combined
explanation of several experimental anomalies: charged and neutral-current B-meson
anomalies as well as the muon magnetic moment. Their mass is necessarily close to
the 1 TeV scale, particularly to address charged-current anomalies R(D(*)), and is thus
in the region that could still show some signals at HL-LHC, if they are light enough, but
that will definitely be tested at future hadron colliders.

In the next few years, several experiments are expected to provide concluding answers
as to the nature of all these puzzles. While at this time it is still very possible that
some, or all, of these will turn out to be only statistical fluctuations and will be shown
to be compatible with SM predictions, the possibility that even only one will instead be
confirmed is real. Such an event would have profound and revolutionary implications for
our understanding of Nature at the smallest scales. The scalar leptoquarks considered
here are very good candidates for combined explanations and could thus be the heralds
of a new physics sector lying at the TeV scale.
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A Analysis of observables and pseudo-observables

We collect in this Appendix the details for all observables considered in this study. When-
ever feasible and relevant, we emphasize the model independent steps of the calculations.
In the derivations below, we employ several results available from the literature. Of
particular relevance to us are the following references:

1. The complete one-loop matching equations of the S; + S3 model onto the SMEFT
[53).

2. The SMEFT one-loop renormalization group equations [61-63].
3. The one-loop matching equations of SMEFT onto LEFT [64].

4. The LEFT one-loop renormalization group equations [65].
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We consider up to dimension-six operators in the effective theories. Operator bases
are taken from Refs. [59] and [128], for SMEFT and LEFT respectively, and reported in
Appendix B for ease of reference.

Some remarks about notation and conventions:

e The sign convention for gauge couplings follows from Eq. (2.2). This is the opposite
convention to the one employed in our previous work [58], but it agrees with all
other references mentioned here. We make this sign change for ease of comparison
with these references.

e SM Yukawa couplings are defined by:

Ly = —(Yr)aplasH — (yu)ij@iu;H — (yp)i@id; H + h.c., (A1)
where H = ioo H*. This is the same convention used in Ref. [59] and in our work [58].
All other references mentioned in this section use instead the notation: ¥ (5165, 128) =
T
ythis work "

e Any other notation/convention agrees with those employed in our work [58].

Finally, we give, for convenience, our numerical expressions in terms of:

mis = My s/(1 TeV). (A.2)

A.1 Observables for b — st/

One of the goals of the present analysis is to provide an explanation for the hints of non
LFU in the neutral-current semileptonic decay of B-meson into K*). We study here the
observables related to b — s¢*¢~, focusing on those for which it is posmble to obtain a
robust SM prediction, i.e. the LFU ratios Rx and Ry~ in several ¢? bins, as well as the
leptonic decay B, — putp~. Their SM predictions and experimental measurements are
reported in the first five lines of Table 1.

The standard notation for the effective operators relevant to these processes is

4GF04
/3 4n

where the C; are evaluated at m, scale and the operators O; are defined as

Hor D — v;:vtbzc O; , (A.3)

Oy = (57a P R)b)(h"‘ﬁ) 01" = (37 Prmb) ((r*150) |
O = my(5Pruyd)(C0) . O = my(5Pr(pyb) (£ys0) | (A-4)
O§') = (3 UaﬁPR pb)Fe? .

The expressions for the Wilson coefficients of the above operators in terms of the LEFT
ones are

s N—l , g S NS_I 5 )
Cbtl) = = ([L;/ELR]sbee + [Ly] Zsb) , Cotioy =~ <[LVRR]Msb + [LZdLR]MSb> :

9(10) 2 2

s N S,RR S,RL1x s NG S,RL SRR
Clth) = 5ot (25 e & (L5 i) - C8ES = 0 (125 Vst £ (L5 i)
Cr = N;b ™y o Lanso Cr = 'A/sb ™o o Lanlbs

(A.5)
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4
where Ny, = 3f 2V Vi

Experimental measurements of the observables taken into account set constraints on
the C;%g coefficients of O /fg) The only tree-level contributions come from [O;L |eesp-
One-loop corrections might be important in a precision analysis, in particular in regions
of the parameter space in which the tree-level term turns out to be small. The leading
contributions are the ones proportional to the squared top Yukawa and to the large logs
associated to the electromagnetic RG in the LEFT, but there might be relevant effects also
from terms in which the product of four LQ couplings enters. Therefore, an approximated
expression for these semileptonic Wilson coeflicients, at m;, scale, in terms of the model

parameters is

)‘3L*)‘3€L ()\ILTAlL)M(AlL*/\lL T)sb
M2 6472 M2

g pMENE o NN
3om2 ' o2 T 6T M2 M2

(L5 eesp (i) =

+

[LV,LR] (m ) N — ()‘IL*)\ILT)Sb()\IRT)‘lR)M yt2 77sb AlR*)\ lﬁ o %12 — § +
de JsPEELTTTD 6472 M2 64m2 " M2 m? 2
a )\SL*)\SL m2
LT VRN VR
[Lx]spee(mp) =0 for all the other Ly, (A.6)

where 77kz = Vi Vi; and for S3 we kept only the tree-level contribution and the electromag-
netic universal and vector-like loop correction.
Therefore, the coefficients in Eq. (A.5) are all vanishing at first approximation, apart

from Cgfff;) which can be obtained, using Eq. (A.6), as

-1
Citty = Nt (1L ) £ [ ) (A7)
The relevant observables for these operators are the LFU ratios Ry [12,14,129] and
Rk+ [13,15], the branching ratio of By, — ptpu~ [19, 20, 130], the angular observable
P! in B — K*utp~ [21], and branching ratios in other b — suu transitions [18, 131
133]. In our analysis, we use the results from the global fit of b — s¢¢ observables done
n [66]. In particular, with negligible S couplings to right-handed muon A ~ 0, the
fit relevant for us is the one with a LFU-violating contribution to muons along the left-
handed combination ACS* = C5P* — ComY ~ —Ci and a flavor-universal contribution
along the vector-like direction Cg™":

Comv = Cshee = —(0.48 4 0.24,

sb sb sb (A8>
ACHH = g3t — camv — st — (.43 4 0.09,

with a correlation of p ~ —0.5.!° The numerical expressions we get in our setup are,

0We use the results wupdated in  April 2020 from P. Stangl’'s slides at
https://conference.ippp.dur.ac.uk/event/876/timetable/.
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assuming real LQ couplings:

] /\3L>\3L )\1L)\1L
CUMY 0.25M 1+ 0.079log m2) — 0.013M .
’ Vil ’ :
ts|T103 my
A9)
/\3L/\3L )\IL)\lL ')\1L)\1L )\IL)\IL (
ACEM _23.7—“;“';‘; —0.80 ";fn;” +0.94(El i ’“T)n(;“ w0 i) +
ts 3 1 1

We report for completeness the LFU ratios Rx and Ry« dependence on these Wilson
coefficients:

Ric+([0.045,1.1] GeV?) &~ 0.94 + 0.11 Re ACE™ — 0.13Re ACSH 4
Ri+([1.1,6] GeV?) ~ 1.00 + 0.22Re ACS" — 0.25 Re ACH™ + ..., (A.10)
R ([1.1,6] GeV?) & 1.00 + 0.24 Re ACS™" — 0.24 Re ACSH* 4 .|

where the SM prediction is known up to O(1%) electromagnetic corrections [134] and
we neglected subleading contributions due to quadratic terms or imaginary parts of the
Wilson coefficients

A.2 Observables for b — crv

In this Section, we analyze the effects of the S; 3 model on the observables related to
b — clv, in order to account for the hints of non LFU in the charged-current semileptonic
B decays. In the following, we will at first assume that the NP contribution to the Tv;,
channel is the dominant one and all the others might be neglected. Indeed, as shown in
the next Section, LFU in light leptons has been checked at the percent level, this limits
the size of the possible effect in the muon channel in R(D™) to be sub-leading.

The relevant four-fermion effective Hamiltonian, at the = m;, scale is

7

where the C; are evaluated at m, scale and the operators O; are defined as

4G r
Hesr D —2Vcb;cioi ) (A.11)

OVL = (E"}/!LPL())(?’YHPLV), OVR = (E’Y“PRZ))(?’}/MPLU>,
Os, = (CPLb)(TPLv) , Os,, = (€Prb)(TPLv) , (A.12)
OT == (EO'MVPLZ))(?O'MVPLV> .

They coincide with the v,7bc matrix elements of the hermitian conjugates of the LEFT

O equ operators. The expressions for the Wilson coefficients in terms of the LEFT ones
are given by

! V.LL 1 V.LR
C T 226GV, : y ’ C =TS o s : Z Tbe
Vi 2\/§GF‘/CI)[ Vedu( b)]I/TTbC Vr 2\/§GF‘/cb[ Vedu( b)] Th
1 S,RR 1 S,RL
C = - L ’ m * , C e — L ; m ; b s A'13
St 2\/§GF‘/Cb[ zxedu( b)]u-ﬂbc SR 2\/§GF‘/;b[ Vedu( b)] b ( )
1 T,RR
O - L ) m * )
T 2\/§GF‘/cb[ vedu ( b)]l/q—TbC
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: o o V,.LL S,RR
At tree-level, in our model, non vanishing contributions come only from O '3 O

and (’)chg‘f , which is to say Oy, , Os, and Op. Important one-loop correctionsyzl:e dulgdtuo
QCD RG effects on the Wilson coefficients of the scalar and tensor operators, particularly
below the electroweak scale [135] (while L,‘//il’f is not affected by this running), and by
electroweak and Yukawa RGE from the electroweak to the leptoquark scale. In our ap-
proach we also include finite corrections arising from the one-loop matching between the
LEFT and SMEFT [64], as well as in the SMEFT to LQ matching. These effects have a
comparable impact to the RGE, as we will show below. Going from LEFT coefficients at

the my scale up to SMEFT ones at 1 TeV we get:

[LV,LL(mb)]VTTbC ~ 9 C*l;[(jg(l TeV)]ss — 2V [Cg(l TeV)|si+

vedu
+ 21V [C (1 TeV)]asa; — 0.056V3[CL (1 TeV)]agsi+ (A.14)
— 0.16V; Vi Vi[O (1 TeV)ags — Y 014V Vi Vi[Ol (1 TeV)]sayi,
i#£3
Ly (1)), rbe = —[Crrua(1 TeV)]as (A.15)
(Lo ()]s rbe = =167V [Cleag (1 TeV)]szsi (A.16)
( [L;égg(mb)]ufrbc ) ~ ( 1.48 0 ) ( [L;églz(mt)]uTTbc ) ~
[Lyidu (m)]u,roe 0 088 QCD [Lyidu (M) rbe
N ( 1.68  —0.22 ) [C) (1 TeV)]sss (A7)
—0.0032  0.85 [C2 (1 TeV)szze | '

where in the last expression we neglected small CKM and loop-suppressed terms propor-
tional to >, , V;Z-[Céeléi)(l TeV)]33:2, which are however kept in the numerical analysis.

The tree-level matching between SMEFT and the LQ theory is given in Eq. (2.4),

which sets the relation [C’lfel;u]gg)gz = —4[Cé§;u} :(a%)32‘ This gets modified by finite one-loop
contributions to [C(l)

tequ(M1q) 3332 ~ _3'68[O£§;U(MLQ)]33327 see [58].
Considering a NP scale around ~TeV, an approximate expression of the Wilson coef-
ficients at m, scale as a function of the LQ couplings, is

2M? 2M3z ) Vi’

’U2 )\éL}\lR*

—T Cq.~0 A.18
2V, 2M2Z Sr (A.18)
UQ )\éL}\lR*

2V, SM?

2 )\1L)\1L* /\3L)\3L* V )
Cy, ~ % > (1.09”—“ - 1.02M> o Cy,, =0,
J

Cs, ~ —1.63

In terms of low-energy coefficients at the my, scale, we obtain the relation Cs, ~ —7.43C.
The observables mostly relevant to the b — crv transition, for which a robust SM
prediction is possible, are

R(D), R(D*), P., F.(D*), Br(B.—1v). (A.19)

The approximate dependence on the non-vanishing EFT coefficients in Eq. (A.18), valid

31



up to order O(a,) and O(Agep/me), are [136]:

% =1+ Re[2Cy, + 1.49C5, + 1.14C;] + O(C?) | (A.20)
SM
% =1+ Re[2Cy, — 0.11C%, — 5.12C3] + O(C?) , (A.21)
SM
P.(D R(D) \'
5 (l())s)M = (R(Z(D)S)M) (1 + Re[2Cy, +4.65C5, — 1.18C;] + O(C?))
(A.22)
P.(D* R(D*) \ '
- (é*>5)M — (R(l(?*)s)M) (1+ Re[2Cy, +0.22C%, — 3.37C5] + O(C?))
(A.23)
FP R(D*) \ '
[FDL*]SM = (R(l(?*)s)M) (14 Re[2Cy, —0.24C5, — 4.37CF] + O(C?))
L
(A.24)
+ +
Br(B = 7'V) 9 Refcy, — 4.33Cs, ] + O(C?) (A.25)

Br(Bf — 7tv)su

In the numerical analysis we use the complete expressions from [136], including quadratic
terms. The global avarage of R(D) and R(D*) [1-11] is taken from [67] (Spring 2019
update), the measurement of P,(D*) from [7], FP" from [69], and Br(B} — 7tv) from
[70]. They are summarised in Table 1 together with the SM predictions.

Approximate numerical expressions for R(D), R(D*), and Br(Bl — 77v) assuming
real LQ couplings:

R(D) NEAE : (ALY :
~ 1+ 2Re[Cy,] — 0.79—"="(1 4+ 0.05log m7) + 0.36—————(1 + 0.08log m7),
D) [Cy) e gm) i gm?)
(A.26)
R(D* )\IL)\lR /\1L>\1R 2
R(l(?—*)s?M ~ 1+ 2Re[Cy,] — 0.34%(1 4 0.02log m?) + 0.1%(1 +0.01log m7),
1 1
(A.27)
Br(Bf — 7tv) NLNLE 9 (ALALERY2 9
£ ~ 14+2Re|Cy, |[4+5.1—"5"(1+0.04 log m7)+6.5———"——(140.08 log m7),
Br(Bg_ - 7-+I/)SM [ VL} m% ( g 1) mzll ( g 1)
(A.28)
where )\;L (V)\IL*) )\EL (V)\3L*)
2 ~ 077 g A2
Cy, ~0.77 Vo2 0.7 Vo2 (A.29)

A.3 LFUin b— cu(e)v

Relaxing the hypothesis that NP is coupled only to the third generation, we can have also
corrections to b — crve and b — crp interactions. Lepton Flavour Universality between
muons and electrons in these charged-current transitions has been checked experimentally
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at the percent level [71,72]. Since these processes are also used to extract the CKM element
Vi, if also new physics affects them a careful analysis should be performed in general, see
e.g. [137]. In our case, since we assume negligible leptoquark couplings to electrons, we
avoid this issue by using only the LFU ratio

Br(B — Duv)

RY® = :
b Br(B — Dev)

(A.30)

to constrain new physics. Since this ratio is insensitive to V,, and a global fit for this
SM parameter gets contributions from a large number of observables, we argue that the
extraction of the CKM element wouldn’t change in a sizeable way by removing this single
observable. This ratio has been measured by both Babar [71] and Belle [72] collaborations:

R‘l‘)/e = 0.950 + 0.021 £ 0.053 R%/e = 0.995 4+ 0.022 £ 0.039 ,
Babar Belle

where the first uncertainty is statistical and the second systematic and in deriving this for
Babar we took into account the correlation between systematic uncertainty in the muon
and electron channels. Combining these two results, we get

RYe

=0.978 +0.035 . (A.31)

comb

The decay rate into light leptons, as function of the same operators as in Eq. (A.13) (but
with ¢ = p, e instead of the tau) is given by [138]

Br(B — Div) ~10~° (23‘3(1 +CL )P+ LO(1+ O, )(Ch +2CE, )+

(A.32)
+33.5(C5, )7 + 3.5(05;)2) ,
where Cx, ., = Cx, + Cx,. Assuming negligible couplings to electrons, the leading
contributions to the LFU ratio are given by
AL )\LR IALLALR)2
RY® =1+ 2Re[Cl] — 0.0477 C"“+050 M 4L (A.33)
mi mi

where the expression for 2C7; is the same as in Eq. (A.29) with 7 — p.

A4 D,— TV

In the LQ model the leading contributions to this leptonic decay arise at the tree-level.

Given the limited present experimental accuracy, and the fact that the tree-level contri-

bution is expected to be the dominant one in these modes, we limit ourselves to this.
The branching ratio of the Dy, — 7v decay can be expressed as a function of the LEFT

V,LL S,RR
coefficients L, ;" and L), ", evaluated at the charm quark mass scale,

2

TDf%mD 9 m 2
Br(Dy —»1v)= —=—"m(1—-— —~] X

64 mj,

, (A.34)

03 V.LL SRR mp
<D e = By

[\

?
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where 1/A%? = 2v2G Ve, fp, = 0.25GeV [73], mp, = 1.968GeV, 7p, = 5 x 107135 [74],
m. = 1.27GeV and m, = 93 MeV.
The tree-level matching to the LQ model, augmented by the QCD RG evolution, gives

)\1L*)\1L )\BL*)\?)L
LVLL , | _Zsa Tkt sa kT * A
[ vedu (mc)] aTSC ( 2M12 + QM?? ck » ( 35)
% ( ) 21 AlR}\lL*
LS RR Mopree = as(mc) s\ fbw cr Zsa A
[ vedu (m )] aT (()Zs(,uW) as(M) 2M12 ( 36)

The dominant contribution arises from the interference with the SM, thus from the 7
channel:

Br(D} — v, NNV )V, )\3L*)\3LV*
( S ) %1+2X10_2R€ 15 ST T cz/ 15 ST /
(A.37)
/\1L*/\1R
_4 6 ST ,
m}

where Br(Df — 77v,)sm = (5.169 £ 0.004) x 1072 [73]. The experimental measurement
for the DY — 7%, branching ratio is [74]

Br(Ds — 1v)

= 1.060 £ 0.044 . A.38
Br(Ds — 1v)sm ( )

A5 B— K%y, Kt - rfvr, and K; — nvv
The relevant parton level processes d; — d;v,v5 are described by the effective four-fermion
Lagrangian

didv _ AGE o
L™ >~ vnvmzca, (A-39)

with the following AF = 1 operators
Ogaﬁ - (Ji%PLdj) (B (L = ¥5)v) Ogaﬁ - (CZZ%PRdj) (Za7*(1 = 5)vp) . (A.40)

The relations between the Wilson coefficients of the operators above and the LEFT ones
are given by

V.LLy VLR
[CLlijap = Z (L5 agij » [Crlijasg = Z (L5 agij » (A.41)

where
1 T

Nyj= ——
T Gr V20V,

In our model, at tree-level only C' is not vanishing. While at loop level a contribution
to Cr is generated, it is suppressed by small down-quarks Yukawa couplings, and thus it
is completely negligible. The leading contributions to the Wilson coefficients at my scale,

(A.42)
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in terms of the UV parameters, are

/\1L*}\1L )\SL*)\BL 1 1 m2 )\3L*>\3L
Crliag = Ny| "ot 4+ D20 AV VP (P25
(Crlijas ANV + 202 T 160212 02 Vi Vil M2 +

)\IL*)\IL )\3L* )\SL
—3(3 4 2log(M?/m2)) | | Ze k4 Zie T v v+
t 2M? 2 M2 4"tk

MENE A

a a ViV H
+< oz oaz ) e 1T

[CRlijas = 0, (A.43)

where M ~ M, Mj is the matching scale to the UV model.
For B — K™y it is customary to define the ratio with the (clean) SM prediction,

Br(B — Kvv) Br(B — K*vv)
R} = RY. = : A.44
K Brou(B — Kvv)' % Brgy(B — K*vv) ( )
The experimental limits at 95% C.L. are [76]
RY <465, RY. <3.22. (A.45)

These ratios can be expressed in terms of 2 real parameters € > 0 and n € [—1/2,1/2] [75]:

v 1 1% 1
RY. = § j§(1 — znaﬁ)egﬁ, RY.. = § j§(1 + mnnaﬁ)egﬂ , (A.46)
af af

with

VIC 605 4+ [Colsasl? + [Crlssasl?
ol

Re [(CEM’Sb(Sag + [CL]sba/3> [OR]:baﬁ}

|C§M78b5aﬁ + [Crlsbasl? + | [CRlshasl?

€aB = ;

(A.47)

Nap = —

The £, parameter depends on form factors and its numerical value in [0,¢2,,,] is 1.34 &
0.04, where ¢4, is the kinematic limit of 22.9 GeV for K and 19.2 GeV for K*. At the
leading order, in our model, Cr = 0 and therefore 7,5 = 0 and R, = R%. = ¢*>. The SM
Wilson coefficient is given by

Ot — X, /5%, with X, = 1.469 & 0.017 . (A.48)

The bounds of Eq. (A.45) can probe a region of the parameter space in which the
B — K®pv cross section is dominated by the squared BSM amplitude. Assuming real
couplings we can provide approximate numerical expressions:

)\1L>\1L >\3L>\3L
Rj ~ Ri. ~ 1+ 1.37—2’6{/ Ta S 1.25—2{{; |Sa ey
ts m1 ts m3
(A.49)
Ll S (PO S, N
' [Vis[Pmi ' [ Vis P ' Vis|?mim3
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where m; = M;/TeV.

Let us now discuss Kaon decays.
four-fermion interaction are [77]

In the Standard Model, the coefficients of this

1 V Vo
CSM,dS g = ——— X csVed X 5a
[ L ] B SIQ/V t + ‘/ts‘/tz c B
with X, = 1.48, X¢ =

(A.50)
Xt =1.053 x 1073, and X7 = 0.711 x 1073.
decays can be expressed as

Since C'r ~ 0 in our model, the branching ratios for the K+ — 7tvv and K; — 7vv

BI'(K+ — 7T+VV) = Br([(Jr - 7T+V6Ve)SM Z 5a,3 + [CL]dsaﬁ

W5 [OEM,dS]ll
sd 2
4 BI‘(K+ N 7T+VTVT)SM [Z <‘ [ [OL ]a3

[OSd]:;a 2 [CSd]33
CSM,ds + ‘ CSl\l/i,ds ‘ + ‘1 + Y
a=1,2 L ]33 [ L ]33 [

CEM,ds]%

2
+

2

)

(A.51)
0 0 1
Br(K, — m'vv) = Br(Kp — mvv)sum = [

2
Im[C1 ) dsa
3 Z (60&5 + _m[ Si/][,ddsﬁ ) +
a,8=1,2 Im[C7™" 0
(5, \~  Tm[C3% m[C57s )
+ Z e + S 11+ s ;o (A52)
a=1,2 Im[OL ’ ]33 Im[OL ’ ]33 Im[C’L ’ ]33
Br(K* — 7 v, )sm = 3.06 x 1071,

Br(K" — 7vv,)gn = 2.52 x 1071

Br(Ky — mvv)sn = 3.4 x 1071
The experimental bounds are [74,78]"!

where

(A.53)

Br(K" — nfvr) = (11.0738) x 1071 |
Br(K — mvv) < 3.57 x 107 (95%CL) .

(A.54)
Assuming that the contribution in v, is the dominant one we get the following approximate
numerical expression:

10"Br(K* — 7fvr) =~ 0.61 + 0.25

)\zlL*)\lL
1+ (1.56 — 70.51 T_ST 4
( Vil Vo2
2
ASL*)\SL |>\3L|2
+(1.39 — 10.45) —4 =T _ 0.016 + ,
( Vel Vo3

m3
10"Br(K; — 7°vr) ~ 0.23 +0.11 (1 —Im {(16.4 —i7.1)

(A.55)
A ]

|V}d||‘/}5|m%
)\3L*)\3L
—Im{(l4.7—z’6.3) dr_ar

2
— | t ... .
IthHVts!mi] )

1INA62 results on K+ — 7ntvr have been updated in a presentation at the ICHEP2020 conference.

36


https://indico.cern.ch/event/868940/contributions/3815641/attachments/2080353/3496097/RadoslavMarchevski_ICHEP_2020.pdf

A.6 b— ditT and b — d;7u decays
We consider the leptonic branching ratios:
Br(Bgs — 77717), Br(Bgs — 75u%) | (A.56)
and the semileptonic ones:
Br(BT — KTr7r7),  Br(Bt — Ktr*u®). (A.57)

At partonic level, these processes are induced by the same low-energy operators as b — s/,
see Egs. (A.5,A.6), with obvious substitutions for the flavor indices. We limit ourselves to
C%19 contributions; furthermore we restrict to a tree-level analysis for the 77 modes, whose
current experimental bounds are too weak to be included in our global fit. In our model,
the tree-level generated effective vertices lead to left-handed four-fermion interactions with

C%,.. = —CY __ which are the ones that interfere with the SM processes. Concerning the
7 modes, we have:
e |
Br(Bg, — 7 77) =Br(Byg, — 7 7 )sm |1 + ﬁ , (A.58)
09-10) 2
— - d;brT
BI"(B+ — Ktrtr ) = BI‘(B+ — Ktrtr )SM 1+ ~(O—10)SM| (A59)
d;brT
where C*'° are defined as in Eqs. (A.5,A.6), C~19 = €% — C'° and we have
Comn' = —Coa™' = 4.3, (A.60)
and [139, 140]
Br(B, — 77)sm = (7.73 £ 0.49) x 1077, (A.61)
Br(BY — KT 77 )gy = (1.22 £ 0.10) x 1077 . (A.62)
Numerically, we get:
Br(B, -t Br(B+ Ktr—++ \3L \3Lx |
(B, 7)) | Br(BY o Kirrt) — 1137525 | (A.63)
Br(Bs = 7 7t)sm  Br(Bt — Kt777F)sm m3

The present 95% CL limit on this branching ratio is 6.8 x 1073 [127], so almost a factor
~ 10% larger than the SM prediction.

The lepton flavor violating modes are zero in the SM and we need the full branching
ratio expressions. Neglecting the muon mass (amounting to an O(10%) effect), the By, —
7~ u" branching ratios can be expressed as [141]

)

Br(Bdl > T l,l/ )— i i ‘ i s m,r 1 mn (‘Cglb

2
d;b
+ ‘Clg TH

3 2
64m my,

7
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where the input parameters are fp, = 0.224GeV [73], mp, = 5.37GeV and 75, = 1.51 X
107*2s, fp, = 0.190GeV mp, = 5.279GeV and 75, = 1.5 x 10725 [74]. The Br(By, —
pu~71) case is analogous, via exchange of lepton indices.

In our analysis we keep m,, effects as well as the complete one-loop matching con-
tributions. Summing the 7™ and =7+ modes, we get these approximate numerical
expressions:

Br(Bs — 7p) ~ 1.25 x 107° <|/\3L*)\3L|2 ‘)\SL*)\?)LP)

|V258‘2m3 W;fspms
|)\3L*)\3L ’2 ‘)\3L*}\3L‘2>

|th\2m3 |V;fd’2m3

(A.65)

Br(By — Tp) &~ 8.67 x 107° (

Finally, for the LFV three body decays Br(B* — KTru¥), we get the integrated
expressions for the branching ratios for B — K®) 7y from [141]. The leading contribution
is given by

‘ 3L*)\3L‘2
Br(B— K'u 77) ~24x107°
rl ) Vil
3L*)\3L2
Br(B — K*t7p") ~ 2.4 x 10 s P Xor | e
[Vis| (A.66)
Br(B— Ku 7))~ 14x10" i :
|Vt8| m3
‘ 3L*)\3L|2
Br(B— K ut)~1.4x 105—
(B K VP

Present limits and future prospect for the observables discussed in this Section are reported
in Table 6.

A7 AF =2
—=0

Here, we analyse the meson-mixing AF = 2 processes B?S) — E(()S), K°— K’ and D°— D’
They receive NP corrections, at one-loop level in the S;3 model, from the four-quark

SMEFT operators 0%, O%%) and O where gr = d for B — E(()S) and K° — K"

mixing, while gz = u for D° — D’ mixing. In the S; + S35 model, the non-vanishing

9dRA4R>
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coefficients are:

1 (AM)a (A

16r2 [o0] = - 2 A alA )y
a9 145kl 16 M32

3 [(AF)a(A] )y

- = +

16 M?

+ (A (A1) (A /017)

—~ A.

6 M2 — A2 (A.67)

16n2 [e@] = LAy L A DalAy Dy

@l =16 M3 16 M?
1 [(Aa(AT ) + (Agl)kj(/?”)iﬂ In(Mg/MF) (A68)
16 M3 — M;
167% [Cu] g = — 8  M? SR (4.69)
1

L (A5 (M)

167° [Co] =~ EqT e (A.70)
LA (A)u

167 [C] =~ §QM+12 o (A.71)

where the omitted terms that do not contribute to AF = 2 processes and the ones
proportional to lepton Yukawa couplings. We also defined

Ag”) = )\nL*/\nLT7 Ag?’l) = )\3L*/\1LT’

A§”) = \nLf\nL

Au = AlR*AlRT)

A, = NEINLR, (A72)

Af’l) = \3LTAIL

In our fit we use the limits on AF = 2 operators from the UTFit collaboration [83]."
The bounds on the AF = 2 Wilson coefficients (or their real and imaginary parts, where
appropriate) are given in terms of a scale Axyry, defined via C' = , where

£
2
ANMFV

. —0 . .
JE - {‘thth‘ for B)-B, mixing (A73)

B VsV for KK and DO-D° mixing

The coefficients are evaluated at the same scale Axyry, which being close to the TeV in
most cases is close enough to the LQ masses we are interested in that we can neglect the
residual running to the LQ matching scale. All constraints are collected in Table 2. In
terms of SMEFT Wilson coefficients, and L@ couplings, the relevant non-zero combina-

12\We employ the results updated at the 2018 La Thuile conference https://agenda.infn.it/event/
14377/timetable/.
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tions are

Ch = —[CW 4+ O] 1 (5(A§3))§i AM)E (A )M, ln(M:%Z/Mf)) |

bdibd; 19872 ERRYE +2 M2 — M2
3 1 3 1

ol = — [C(l) —i—C’(?’)] _ 1 5<A£13))§d (Aél))id 2(A21>sd(A21)25 ln(M:?/Mf)
K = aq 99 Jsdsd — 19872 M? + M? + M3 — M? ’
ViV VeV [ (AP)a(A ) | (M)A ),
Ch = —VaViVaVi [C9 + CR)], = —d ot | 5t S0 Jh 2o S O
D uj ¥V ck ul[ aq +qu]z]kl 12872 Mg + M12
1o [Aa(A3 s + (AF)iy (A1) In(M3 /M)
M2 — M? ’
~ 1 (Aw)a(Au)
1 . — uje u/)ky
CD - [Cuu]cucu 12871'2 M12 ’
Vii Vi (A§)5(Aw)
4 * 8 o U, q )t u)cu
Cp = ViVl [Céu)}ijcu - 327r2] ]\212 ’
1
C} =2V, Vi, lc;}) — 60;?} - =0 (A.74)
1jcu

We remark that the bounds in Ref. [84] assume a single non-vanishing coefficient at a
time, so that the latter bounds could in principle be evaded by fine-tuning C}, and C%;
we neglect this possibility, also because in the scenarios we focus on, the leading constraint
is the one from B,-mixing.

A.8 LFU in 7 decays

Lepton flavor universality has been tested in 7 decays at the permille level, in particular
the strongest constraints are obtained from the ratios [85]

't — pvv) (Tsm(T — pv
e (2

—1
> = 1.0036 £ 0.0028

R
N— | ~~—

(
O(t — evp) \Tspu(r — ev
D(t — evr) (Tsu(r — evv) -1
Jal? = — 1.0022 + 0.0030
9/ [y — evr) <FSM(u — ev) ’ (A.75)
g2 = DT 2100 (Toulr = Ny s s g 0030
T T T (= evw) \ Tsm(p — evi) ' ' '

The decay amplitudes can be described by four-lepton operators at the tau mass scale,
which are one-loop suppressed in our model. Given this suppression and the experimental
precision, we can confine ourselves to contributions interfering with the SM one, which
comes from a (V — A)? chiral structure; we can thus write:

T(lg — Lavr) - 2Re[LNEs (my)

T = L™ = LS, (m)

RPBQ = (A76)
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where [L};MF s (mw) = —%. In terms of these ratios, the LFU quantities in Eq. (A.75)
are given by:

Ry, Rr,. Rr,,
19,/ 9e|” = T 19/ 9.|" = B 9-/9e” = T (A.77)

Te pe pe

In the LEFT these operators do not run at the leading order in the EFT expansion. The
matching to the SMEFT at a scale puy is given by

LY ENE s () = —2[C8 Jaa(uw) — 2[00 1 (1w) + [Cilagsa () + [Cul gacs (w) +

1 2"”ch< (3)1(0) (3)1(0) [y
Mt (10O 4 (o) ) 1+ 2log M7 (A.78)
167T2 U2 lq tt lq Bﬁtt m?

The leading terms in the one-loop matching from the L.QQ model to the SMEFT coefficients
[58] give:

Nl PVl (R ey P8
C e = = (1 +log —2) — (1 + log %
DT e M? M2 M2 — M? '
X (INEPINSER + [XSEEIMEL? — AN NN — 2NELAE NS ASEY] .

From the complete expression of the matching, and neglecting at the end LQ couplings
to electrons and to second generation left-handed quarks (which are expected to be sup-
pressed due to quark flavor constraints), the leading numerical contributions are:

MLY2 4 (\ILY2 ALLY2(\11)2

10%Rr,, — 1) = - i) m%( o) (1.62 + 0.74log m?) + .29 2or) W) )m(% )
A3L)2 4 (\3L)2 3072/ \3L\2
+( bT) 2( bu) (146+07410gm§)—|—143< b'r) ( bu)

3 m%
MENENENE

3 — my my

log m2/m?
—020((ND ) + (g B (A50)
3 1
()\IL)Q ()\3L)2
10°(Rr,, — 1) ~ — TZQ (1.61 + 0.671logm?) + 7;’;2 (1.50 + 0.67logm?) + ... |
1 1
(A.81)
; (A )? oy, (Nr)? 2
10*(Ry,, — 1) ~ — n% (1.60 + 0.61log m?) + o (1.53 + 0.61log m?) + ... .
(A.82)

A.9 LFV decay 7 — u¢

The relevant effective operators for the 7 — pss transition in the LEFT are:

'CLEFT D[LZ;ILL]TMSS(%L’VQML)(ELVOLSL) + [L(‘;LR]SST,U,(%RVOLILLR) (EL,YOCSL) + h-C~
Lt s (Frrvattn) (SrYasr) + [Lig Jrpss (FrYVatir) (SrYasR) + hoc.  (A.83)

[LSQRL]Tuss(%RML) (ERSL) + h.c.
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At the tree-level, in our model the only non-vanishing contribution is

e, = A (A.84)
e TSS M??

Since the coupling to the s quark might be flavor-suppressed, loop contributions from
LQ couplings to third generation quarks can potentially give a sizeable contribution. We
evaluate the Wilson coefficients at the 7 lepton mass scale, including all contributions
up to one-loop arising from the matching to the UV model, the RGE, and the matching
between SMEFT and LEFT.

Simplified analytical formulae, which can help to understand the physics underlying
this observable, can be derived by putting to zero electroweak corrections (except for the
QED RG contribution) and keeping only couplings to third generation (as well as AL

spo
which can be large in some scenarios). In this case we get:
(L Toom(my) = Nyt [Val* | Aor" log My 1)+ Ao Ny log My )|+
ed ITpss\ T 9672 M} m? M3 m?
CNENENEF | NaQINENE i )
6472 M? 6T M3 M2 '
Lx\1L L\ 3L
[LV,LR]loop (m,) = _Ncth|th‘2 )‘I%T )‘llw log%% -1+ )\27 Agﬂ log%g -1 +
ed ITnss T 4872 M? i M3 m}
Ncoz 2 /\3715*)\3L m2
G C bMQb“ log Mb? +.., (A.86)
™ 3 3
de  JesTu T 9672 M? 127 M? M?
N PN s
642 M}E ’
[LV,RR]loop (m ) _ Ncyt2|‘/;5b|2 )\tlf*)‘%f IOg %12 —1) + NcanQu )‘25*)‘3} IOg mg +
ed TUSS T 487T2 M12 m% 127 M12 M12 ey
(A.88)

while contributions to [Lfc’lRL]wss are proportional to small Yukawa couplings and thus
negligible. It should be noted that the electroweak contributions, not included above, can
modify the final expression by a non negligible amount. From the complete expressions,
we get the following numerical dependence:

VIL 3Lx\3L ;L* ;L gL* 2L
L rpss(me)[ TeV™2] =~ 0.0017 ="+ 0.019——" + 0.018 "2 + ...
[Leq " lruss(mz)[ Te ] |Vt8|2M32+ M? + M32 + ’
V.LR b A Apr Ao
s -2 ~ T T
(LY s (my) | TeV ]N—0.0027T12“—0.004273“+...,
1R+ \1R 1Rx\1R
(LY e (my) [ TeV 2] & +0.0016 ”Ml;“ +0.0067 ”Ml;“ (1—logm?)+ ...,
1R+ \1R 1R+ 1R
(LY es(m)[ TeV™2] & 40.0016 ”M;“ +0.0036%(1+0.4logm%) +...,
1 1

(A.89)
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where terms with coefficients smaller than 10~* are not shown.
Among the several observables testing the 7 — uss contact interaction, the branching
ratio of 7 — ¢ gives the most stringent constraints [142]. It is given by (see also [45,142])

2,713 m2 2 m2
Br(r — po) = LC’T%W, (1 — —¢) (1 + 2—¢) ~2.32x107* Crine TeV*? |

1287I; m2 m2
(A.90)
where mg = 1019 MeV, f; ~ 225 MeV [45,74], and, at tree-level,
Cromis = (1L Vrmss + (L4 ol 4+ L s + (L5 ooral?) - (A1)

In principle we should also include one-loop contributions in the LEFT, from operators
generated by integrating out the leptoquarks at tree-level, to the expression above in
order to consistently obtain finite corrections. This might require calculation of non-local
hadronic form factors, which is beyond the purpose of this work. However, one can realize
that these are necessarily finite QED corrections, thus very suppressed with respect to
the logarithmic correction from the QED RGE, which has a factor ~ log M{,/m? ~ 13
for a 1 TeV leptoquark. For this reason we neglect them. Taking all couplings real we
can obtain the approximate expression:

; 2y Qi )7 EA?

10°Br(r — p¢) ~ (62 + 46 log ml)T; + (42 + 3Tlog m7) mgu

+ (103 + 38log m7 + 45log m3 + 16log m7 log mi)—AéTLi’ijA%ﬁ
1773
+ (24 = 27log m?)(g;—iw + (2.3 = 0.2logm}) (Aiijff)Z
1 1
+ (15 — 7.7logm?) )\%5)\%‘321‘135)\‘1’5
+ (13 +4.8log mf)%w (11 + 4 Tlogm?) Aiﬁﬁjjﬁf;i’ﬁ
3L \3L\2

+ 0.69% -

(A.92)

where we normalize the LH couplings to the strange quark with |V &~ 0.041 and the last
line is dominated by the tree-level contribution. The experimental limit on this branching
ratio at 95% C.L. is [74]

Br(r — pu¢) < 1.00 x 1077 . (A.93)

A.10 LFV decay 7 — 3u

New physics contributions to the three body LFV decay 7 — 3u can be described by the
effective Lagrangian at the tau energy scale:

Leff = Z CZQ’L ) (A94>
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where

Qv.er = (ryuTe) (Bry"pe), Qv.rr = (RVuTR) ARV 1iR),

Qv,er = (ELyuTL) (BRY" 1), Qv,er = (Hoyupr) (BRYTR), (A.95)
Qs = (firTr) (ARAL), Qs,rr = (ULTR)(HLUR),

Qp,r = em,(aro"’ 1) F,, Qp.r = em (o' TR)F .

The branching ratio is given by [143,144]

5

m
Br(r — 3p) = W<1G|CV,LL!2 + 16|Cv,gr|* + 8|Cv,Lr|* + 8|Cv,rL|*+
+|Csrrl* + |C'57RR|2>+ (A.96)
a?md m?
+ 127‘(FT <’CD,L|2 —I— |CD,R|2) (4 logm—i — 11) ‘I‘ X,y 5
where
aem? . .

X = +35myep, RelCo.(Crins +2Cvmn) + RelCp r(Crivn +20v)]) - (A9T)

In terms of the LEFT operator basis in App. B.2, the EFT coefficients above are given
by:

OVLL [ ]Mw + [LZéLL]MM” = 2[LZéLL]MTNM )
CV RR — [ ]uwu + [LV’RR]MWT = Q[LZéRR]MW )

Cv,rr = [L R]umu ;

Cv,rr = [Le; R]uum ; (A.98)
Cs.rr = [ e ]uwu + [LS’RR]WM = 2[LS7RR]W'NM ’

Cser = (L2 + L = 2L e

Cp.r = [Leyur/(emsr)

Cp,p = [Ley7,./(ems)

where in the second equalities we took into account the symmetry of flavor indices in the
LEFT coefficients. Note also that the overall sign in X, depends on the convention used
for covariant derivatives, our is the same as [143].

In our LQ model, all these operators arise at loop level, except the scalar ones Qs .r.(rr)
which are not generated at dimension-six in the SMEFT and therefore we will not con-
sider in the following. There are three different types of contributions: the SMEFT-LEFT
matching at tree-level, involving SMEFT operators that in the model are generated at
one-loop level; the one-loop SMEFT-LEFT matching induced by tree-level four-fermion
semileptonic operators; one-loop contributions in the LEFT, generated by penguin dia-
grams from the tree-level generated operators OZ}LL and O,,. The latter are purely QED
loops, so the only phenomenologically relevant contribution is the log-enhanced one, cor-
responding to the QED-induced RG evolution. Taking into account these different con-
tributions and retaining the terms that should be dominant in most of the relevant region
of parameter space, which is to say the ~ A* ~ y2)\? ones and the LEFT RG running
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involving third quark generation, we can express the LEFT Wilson coefficients, evaluated
at 7 mass scale, as a function of the UV model parameters:

N 5()\3LT)\3L) ()\3LT)\3L) (AlLT)\lL) ()\ILT)\IL)
1 2 LV,LL . )= ‘e [ N WT By wr g
6m [ ee ]M NM(m ) ) Mg? M12 +
log M2 /M?

M7 — M?

1
# (5 ) v

L x\3L
162N2A§; Aoy
2°°°9 M2

( _ ()\1LT)\3L)MT()\3LT>\1L)/W _ ()\3LT)\1L)M()\1LT)\3L)W>]
NI N

E: IV

[Visl* (1 + log(mi /M*)) +

+

|Vio|? log(mi /M?) + ..., (A.99)

Ne

1672 [Ly ) yrps (M) = L
1

()\IL TAIL);w'()\lRT/\lR),u/J,—i_

1L+ 1L 3L x\3L
Ab,u )\bT Ab,u )\b

T

+2(1— ) Nay? [Viol* (1 + log(mi /M?)) +

202 202
2 I?;L* gL
+ 2 No= —2"2 | V| * log (my /M?) + ..., (A.100)
9 M3
N
167T2 [LZéLR]uuuf(mr) = _4]\/[12 (AlLT}\lL)uu(AlRTAlR)M‘i‘
%R* gR
— (1—2¢y) Ney; gM; (1+log(m;/M?) +..., (A.101)
1
Ne
167 (L urya(mr) = — g3 T AN AN
1
BENE g
= (1= ) Ne? =525 (L log(mi /M%) + ..., (A.102)
1
V. )\H’*)\lf 7
107 [ (m) = = Neomy 22 (togm/01?) + 1 ) +
1
‘/ck/\]i»ﬁ*)\lR 7
— N.em.——HE_ (] 2/M?) + - A.103
eme 02 (tog(uez 3+ 1) + (2103
N GNC mr<)\1LT>\1L>,u‘r B mT(AiﬂLT)\SL)w_ B mﬂ(}\lRT}\lR)ﬂT N
8 3M} M? M? T
: VMG 7
1672 [L7,) ru(my) = — NcemtBT%“ (log(m?/Mf) + Z) +
VZ/\}CLAlR* 7
— Neem . ———2% (1 2IME) + ~ A.104
e, T (togln/017) + 1) + (A10)
N €Nc mu()\lLT)\lL);m- B mu()\SLT)\?)L)uT B mT<)\1RT)\1R)m_ N
8 3M} M2 M? e
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In most cases, unless )\iff is large, the contributions proportional to the squared top
Yukawa are the largest ones.
Assuming real couplings we get the following numerical expression in terms of LQ
couplings:
(A )2 (M) + (a2 (AH?
4

10*Br(1 — 3p) =~
my

(1.76 + 1,871log m} + 0.50(log m?)?) +

1Ly1R)\1R\1R
)\b‘r )\tu )\C’T )‘cp,
4

my

— (0.083 + 0.046 log m?)
(A.105)

If the S; couplings to RH fermions vanish, the contributions to the process are much
smaller, the leading terms being;:

(ABL)2(ABL)? (ALE)2(ALLY2
10" Br(7 — 3p)|yir_g &~ 22072 1 (12 + 4.4logm?) 4 LT 1 (7.2 +6.6logm?)+
NN
= QOg (12.7 + 5.4logm7 +3.9logm3) +... . (A.106)
1m3

Presently, the experimental bound on this LE'V decay, at 95% C.L. is [74]

Br(r — 3u) <25x 1078 . (A.107)

A.11 LFV decays ¢ — (v, magnetic and electric dipole moments

We analyze in this Section another set of LFV interactions, namely 7 — py, 7 — ey and
p — evy. Following [145], we can parametrize the ¢,(p) — (3(p — ¢)7(q) vertex in terms
of Lorentz invariant form factors:

M, =i{y" (ViaPL+ ViiPr) + ¢ (S5.PL + Sk Pr) +i0” q, (T5Pr + T Pr) }
(A.108)
which involves functions of p? ¢* and pg. On-shell one has p> = m2, ¢* = 0, pq =
(m? — m%) /2, so that the form factors are just constants. In terms of the form factors
the observables we are interested in can be written as

mg, L |2 R |2
Br(ta = t7) = 7= (|75 + ITE[)

dy, = —Im(TE), (A.109)
2
Aay, = %Re(ﬂi),

where d and a stand for electric and (anomalous) magnetic dipole moment, respectively.
In terms of LEFT coefficients we have

TW =2[Ley)ur(m.)  and  Tp =2[L% ] (m;) . (A.110)

ey
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In terms of parameters of the UV model, the leading terms are given by

2V ME AL 7
1672 TBE; =— Ncemthﬁft (log(mf/Mf) + Z) +
2V AL \ LR 7
- Cemckg+ﬁ2 <log(mz/M12) + Z) + (A.111)
1
N eN, [my, ()\ILT)\lL)ga oy, ()\SLD\BL)ﬁa B mfg()\lRT)\lR)Ba .
4 3M? M2 M2 .
oV * )\lL)\lR* 7
2mL tk " ka 't 2 2
167" Tgo = — Ncemtg—MlQ (10g(mt/M1) + Z) +
2‘/0* )\lg)\iR* 7
- Ncech (log(mz/Mf) + Z) + (A.112)
1
N GNC mzﬂ (AlLT)\lL)ﬁa B mgﬂ ()\3LT)\3L),804 B mﬁa(AlRT)\lR)Ba N
4 302 M2 M2 o

Particularly relevant for our model is the 7 — py constraint. Assuming TeV-scale
masses (to fix the logarithmic dependence on m;) we get this approximate numerical
expression:

4.9 x 107° «\1Ly 1R s\1Ly 1R 1Rt \1R\ |2
Br(r — 1) ~ T( [1220(V A5 ALE 4 58(VE A ) o AL — 2 6 RN, [P 4

1
2 2
+ ’1220(VA1L*)WA§§ + 58(VAY)  ALE + 0.88(AMEIALE) . — 2.6%(/\3” N >

3

(A.113)
8x107°
Br(p — ey) & %( [1220(V* XYY AR 4 58(V ALY, AL — 0.16(AFIALR), |+
2 2
+ ‘1220(V>\1L*)t6)\tlf + 58(VA ) e ALE + 0.05(AM AT, — 0.15%(A3LTA3L)W )
3

(A.114)
The experimental 95% CL bounds are [74]

Br(u — ey) < 5.00 x 10713,
Br(r — py) < 524 x 1072 (A.115)
Br(r — ey) < 3.93 x 107%.

The imaginary and real part of the diagonal terms T'¥, define respectively the Electric
Dipole Moment (EDM) d,, and the anomalous magnetic moment a,, for the three charged
leptons, as seen in Eq.(A.109). For the particularly relevant cases of the muon and electron
magnetic moments, good numerical expressions, for TeV-scale masses and real couplings,
are

1077 1L¥\ 1R 1L¥\ 1R
Aa,, ~ — Re [819(VAY ) AL+ 39V ) g Al + ]

1
107

mj

(A.116)

Aa, ~ Re [4.0(VA )  ALE + 0.29(VAYE) A+ 0]
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The combined SM prediction from the Muon g — 2 Theory Initiative [23] is
aM =116591810(43) x 107, (A.117)
while the Brookhaven E821 measurement [22] finds

as® =116 592089(63) x 107, (A.118)

corresponding to a 3.7c discrepancy: Aa, = (2.79+0.76) x 107, Updated measurements
will be available from the E989 experiment at Fermilab and E34 at J-PARC, which aim
to reduce the experimental uncertainty by a factor of four.

Other potentially interesting observables are quark EDM, which receive a strong bound
via the constraint on the neutron EDM. Since these are not directly relevant for the pa-
rameter space relevant for our fits, we do not consider them in this work. A comprehensive
analysis of EDMs in scalar leptoquark models is given in Ref. [146]; for a recent analysis
in the context of a (vector) U;-leptoquark model see Ref. [147].

A.12 7 boson couplings

The couplings of the Z boson have been measured very precisely at LEP 1. At one-loop,
the LQ model generates contributions to these very well measured quantities, which pose
strong constraints on the model. The RGE-induced contributions in models aimed at
addressing the B anomalies have first been studied in Ref. [24-26]. Here we include the
effect of finite corrections from the one-loop matching.

The pseudo-observables corresponding to the pole couplings of the Z boson to fermions
correspond to these effective Lagrangian couplings:

Lesr = _C%([Qi’SM]ij + 16971i5) Zu (i ;) (A.119)

where [gi’SM]ij = 0,;(T3, — Qus?). The measurements of these pseudo-observables and the

predictions for the SM contributions can be found in [99]. Also often used is the effective
number of neutrino species at the Z peak, which depends on the couplings to neutrinos

as
6% as|”
Ny =3 |bus+ 2esl (A.120)
af v

where gZM ~ 0.502. The latest update on the extraction of N, from LEP data is given
in [100]. We collect in Table 3 the limits used in our fit.

Working at one-loop accuracy, there are two possible contributions to these pseudo-
observables in our setup: tree-level contributions from the SMEFT operators'®, one-loop

13There might be some indirect contributions via modifications to G g, but are negligible in our model.
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matrix elements from the tree-level generated semileptonic operators. The result is:

1 - Ne oo
502 o = = o 108100 + g 51C8 1Tt )]
5021~ — o2 | L1 ) Ne 10 10) 15, 2
[ geR]aﬁ ~—U [ He]aﬂ(ﬂ) + 2[ eu]aﬁzz (u“mZ7u) )
2 167
1 N,
0070 = = 0% | 1O Vs () + 155 [cé;”)]aﬁ“f%%ui,mé,m] ,
v? A.121
697,115 = = SCH 1T ) (4.121)
507 1.~ — Ly yr 0
[ guL]U ~ 2 tk jl[ Hgq ]k‘l (Iu) ’
2
(%
[6g5R]U ~ = E[CHU]Z]I (M) )
5% v Crygl
[ ng] 9 [ Hd]z] (n)

where p is the scale at which the operators are evaluated, C(lig) C + CX , and we
included only one-loop matrix elements from up-type quark loops, since the top quark
gives the dominant effect. The expressions for the one-loop matching of the SMEFT
operators to the LQ model can be found in [58]. The loop functions are given by

o 1
VS iy g 1) = [5q2(1 — 3s2) — 6m2 (1 + 62)+
-3 ( — ¢+ 3(2m +q )59) DlsCB(q Moy Mo, )+
2
+ 3(—3mii +¢* — 3¢%s )log A }
— 5 '
VI (ui, ¢ 1) = —2¢7s5 +m, (2 — dsp)+ (A.122)

3
+ (miz - (2mui +q )39) DiscB(q2,mui, My, )+
2
+ (m?, — s} log = | .
¢*(¢* —4m?)  2m® — ¢ + \/¢*(¢* — 4m?)
log .
q° 2m?

DiscB(¢*, m, m) =

Note that I27°(c,m%, u = 1.5 TeV) = 0.102+0.044, I}%(c,m%}, p = 1.5 TeV) = —0.23 —
i0.10 while IMS(t,m%,u = 1.5 TeV) = —1.91 and IM5(t,m%,p = 1.5 TeV) = 1.83.
Furthermore, in the limit ¢? — 0,

2

N 2
IR (8,0, p) = iv—tlog 19 log (“—) : (A.123)

2 m2 1.5 TeV?

49



When all contributions are included, numerical expressions are:

(/\3L) ()\IL) )\SL/\SL

10°5g7  ~1.58-22(1 + 0.31logm3) — 0.16-"%— — 0.16-225% + .
“ m3 m1 m3
()\1L> ()\SL)
10%0g, ~0.86-—%—(1 4 0.27logm7) + 0.53-22—(1 + 0.52log m3) + .
mi m3
5. ()\1R)2 ()\1R)2 ( 1R)2
10°0g7 .~ — 0.67-—-%5—(1+ 0.37log m7) + 0.059-—%5— + 0.030-—3— + ..., (A.124)
° mi mi mi
(Aer)? + ()?
3¢ 7 T
10%0g;, ~ — 0.044 o2 =
/\lR 2+ /\1R 2
10°6g7, %—0.014( er) m2( o) + ...,
1

where the dots represent smaller, thus negligible, contributions. The largest radiative
contributions are those due to the top quark, which get a y? factor, while all others arise
only due to light Yukawas or gauge couplings and are thus much smaller. The present
measurements are reported in Table 3.

A.13 Oblique corrections and Higgs couplings

Let us now consider a set of constraints for the potential couplings between leptoquark and
the SM Higgs. Since these are universal corrections we focus on constraints independent
on the LQ couplings to fermions. Considering that all effects related to the couplings
in the potential arise at one-loop, and that we also have a scale suppression from the
TeV-scale LQ masses, it is clear we need to consider only high precision constraints for
universal theories: EW precision observables, and Higgs processes which arise at one-loop
in the SM.

Using the expressions of the oblique corrections in terms of Warsaw basis operators
from [122] we get

324_25_

2 2
. ch YSg )\5H3

C
< LLLLEEANT CHJW + - CHJB - _CQJW - —CzJB) =

~ —b4 X 10_5/\€H3/m2 ,

4872 M3
2
~ v
T=al =-= (Crip — §*(Crsp — Casp)) =
NP, Na? " |2M4 M — 2M2M2log M2 /M2
T 48m2MZE T 162 P (M2 — M3)3 a (A.125)
~ 3.8 x 10722, /m? + 3.8 X 104 Aps|?/m?
,UZgQ N 1}2929/2 YZ YQ
y=_ "9 =PI ~ 2.3 %1077 /m?
2 2P 192072 (M2 M2) X 107/m
,U2g2 N ,U2g4
W=—"LComw=—2"n35x 1075 /m?
2 W T 9602 M2 X107 /m”,
U292 ’U29292 1 3
7=——2(C —J s ~ 4.0 x 1070 /m?
2 "¢ T 384052 (M2 * M2> X107 /m”,
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where in the numerical expressions we set M; = M3 = m TeV and (O w, Onss, Owuw,
Osy5, O25¢) are universal combination of Warsaw basis operators as defined in [122].
Given the smallness of the contributions to Y, W, Z, we neglect these and use the S, T fit
from [117] with U = 0: S =0.04 £0.08, "= 0.08 £ 0.07, with correlation psy = 0.92.

All deviations in Higgs couplings arise at loop level in this model and are thus very
suppressed. The only channels potentially sensitive to such deviations are those for which
also the SM contribution arises at one-loop: Higgs couplings to photons and gluons. For
the couplings to photons and gluons we use the latest combination of Higgs measurements
done by ATLAS with 80 fb~! of luminosity [118] while for the Z~ channel we use the
ATLAS [119] and CMS [120] constraints:

Ky =1.00+0.06, r,=1030+0065, p, ,=—044,

A.126
olosm(Z7y) = /13/@2@ = 2.0759]atras (< 3.9 @95%CL) s ( )

where k; are coupling-modifiers in the so-called kappa-framework, defined for each channel
by k2 = I;/T5M or k2 = 0;/0?™. We take the HL-LHC prospects from [123] (Table 38),
which give the following uncertainties for the x parameters we are interested in:

O, =2.0%, 0x,y =124%, 04, =2.5%. (A.127)
Defining the phenomenological effective Lagrangian

the x parameters are given by k; = 14+ ¢* /cfM, with 3 = 6.9x 1073, EM = 3.8 x 1072,

cgg/[ = 8.1 x 1073, The matching to the SMEFT, and to our LQ model, is given by

Cgs = '02 [2CW3W(CHB — CHW) + (C%V — 8%/[/)CHWB] s

C,lj,g) = —2? [L%/VCHB + Sw(SWcHW — CWcHWB)} , (A129>
cgNgP = —20%Che ,
and
C . ngNc 3/\H3Y5?3 /\H1Y5?1
5= 9672 M2 M2 )
C g2Nc)\H3
HW — 5 931720
48m2 M2
, (A.lSO)
C — _N 99 Ys; Aerrs
HWB c 487T2M§ )
2
g 3Amz  Am
Chg = —= )
He = 19272 ( Mz Mf)

Numerically, fixing both L) masses to 1 TeV, we get:

Kzy — 1= —(1.89Ag3 + 0.23A\ g3 — 0.033Agy) x 1072,
Ky — 1= —(2.322p3 + 0.66A 3 — 0.11A ;) x 1072, (A.131)
kg —1=—(3.51 g3 + 1.17A1) x 1072 .
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B SMEFT and LEFT operator bases

For ease of reference, we report in this Section the SMEFT [59] and LEFT [128] oper-
ator bases used throughout our analyses. We denote SMEFT and LEFT operators by

calligraphic O and O respectively. Flavor indices are suppressed.

B.1 SMEFT basis
X3 X2H? HAD?
Oz | [APCG GG | Opg | GR,GM(H'H) | Opn (H'H)O(H'H)
O, | [ABOGHGErGSH | Ops | GL,GM¥(H'H) | Oyp | (H'D"H)'(H'D,H)
ng EIJK%UWJPW;(“ OHW AWJLWI”V(HTH) H6
Oy | KWW ewkn | O, | WLWIW(HTH) | Og (HTH)?
Oup | BB (H'H)
OHB B[NVB#V<P{T§[)
Onwn %]VBM (H TIH)
Oivn WWB“”(HTT H)
Table 7: SMEFT bosonic operators.
V?XH +h.c. V?H? +h.c. V' DH?
Ouc (GTAJWU)]:TGZ‘D Ounr | (HH)gHu (’)2()1 (qy“q)(HTiZH)
Oww | @ )T HW], | Ogy | (HTH)gHd | OF) | (@r'y"q)(H'i D LH)
Ous | @o™uw)HB, | Our | (HTHYHe | O, (u'y”u)(HTizuH)
Ouc | (@ d)HG, Opq | (dy*d)(H'i D ,H)
Oaw (@U“”d)TIHWIfV OHud (uv“d)(HTguH)
Ous | (go"d)HB,, O | (tyrey(HT DHMH)
Oav | (o e)yr! HW], o (Ww)(mg} TH)
O | (lo"e)HB,, One | (eyte)(H'i'D ,H)

Table &:

SMEFT two-fermion operators.
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Four quark Four lepton Semileptonic

oW | @")@ne) | Ouw| @rO@0 | 0P T () (@)
0w | @' 9)@no'e) | O | (Eve)(Eve) | OF) | ((v"o'0)(Gyuo’q)
Ouu (UV“U)@ u Ore | (" 0)(EVpe) | Oeu (57“6)@%#)
Oud (dy"d)(dv,d) Oca (ev*e)(dv,ud)
oL | (@yru)(dy,d) Ope (@) @ e)
O%) | @y T4u)(dy, T4d) Ow | ([@"0)(@yu)
Ol (@ q) (@Y, > Ou (0y+0)(dr,d)
o8 | @"Tq)(@y,Tu) Otedy (Ce)(dq)
oY | @)y, 9 O, | T e)ens(@u)
08 | (g7 g) (@, TAd) O | @ e (@)
0;13% (T w)ers(3°d)

Oquqd (TTAU)E,«S( sTAd)

Table 9: SMEFT four-fermion baryon number conserving operators.

B.2 LEFT basis

(IR)X
Oe,y ELU“”eRFW
Oufy ELO'IWURF;W
Od'y ELO"uydRFMV
OuG ELTAJ“VURG;?V
Od7 aLU’WdRFw,

Table 10: LEFT dipole (dimension five) operators.

XS
OSG fABC GAVGBpGC’u
03@ fABCGAuGBpGCu

Table 11: LEFT bosonic operators.
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(L)L) (LL)(RR) (LR)(LF)
Ty ) (TLyve) 0" (ZLy"vL) (ERVueR) oz (eLer)(eLer)
(eLy*er)(€ryuer) Oe™ " (eLy*er)(€rVuer) o5 (erer)(urur)
(TLy"vr)(@Lyuer) O Ty L) (TRvuur) O™ | (eLo™er)(@Loumur)
@eyv) @) | O™ | @erv)(drydr) | 05 | (Erer)(didr)
(Try*ve)(dryudr) 0" eyt er)(@ryuur) O™ | (@roer)(dLoywdr)
(ery'er)(@ryuur) ot (@r*er)(drVudr) oy (Zrer)(drur)
(@ er)(dryudr) Ou (rypuL)(€ryter) Ot | (Zroter)(dLouur)
(Tryer)(dryuL) optn (dryudr)@Erater) | Ouw™ | (@pug)(@Lug)
(@ry ur)(@ry,ur) Opecn (r'er)(dryuur) O™ (@LTur) (@ T ur)
(dertdr)(dpyedr) | Ow™™ | @y ur)@ryeur) | O™ | (@pug)(ddg)
(@ry*ur)(dryudr) O™ | (@ Ty ur) (@rTAyur) | O™ | (@ T4up)(drTAdR)
(@ T4y up) (@ TAydr) | O3 | @yt ur)(dryudr) | O™ | (dodr)(drdn)
(RR)(RR) OVI | (@ T Ay ur) (drT4y,dg) | O™ | (dpTAdR)(d TdR)
(€rY"er)(ERVueR) 0y, " (doy"dr) (@ryuur) O (@rdr)(drur)
(ery*er)(URVuUR) OVELE | (A TAmdy) @rT Ay ur) | OS5 | (@, TAdR)(dL T ug)
(Ery"er)(dryudr) | Ogg ™™ | (dr"dr)(dryudr) , (LR)(RL)
(UR’Y“UR)(ER%LUR) OL&LR (ELTA’}/‘“dL)(ERT 'YudR) O?{LRL (eLeR)(uRuL)
(drr"dr)(dryudr) | Opgiy” | (@ydr)(drveur) | Og"" | (eLer)(drdy)
(@r*ur)(drYudr) Ot | (@ TAyrdy) (AT yuur) | Ot (Zrer)(drur)
(@rT*~"ur)(drT*yudr)

Table 12: LEFT four-fermion lepton and baryon number conserving operators.
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