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Abstract: We present a model based on S1 scalar leptoquarks to solve the tension ob-

served in the recently proposed non-leptonic optimized observables LK∗K̄∗ and LKK̄ . These

observables are constructed as ratios of U-spin related decays based on B0
d,s → K(∗)0K̄(∗)0.

The model gives a one-loop contribution to the Wilson coefficient of the chromomagnetic

dipole operator needed to explain the tension in both non-leptonic observables, while nat-

urally avoiding large contributions to the corresponding electromagnetic dipoles. The nec-

essary chiral enhancement comes from an O(1) Yukawa coupling with a TeV-scale right-

handed neutrino running in the loop. We endow the model with a U(2) flavor symmetry,

necessary to protect light-family flavor observables that otherwise would be in tension.

Furthermore, we show that the same S1 scalar leptoquark is capable of simultaneously

explaining the hints of lepton flavor universality violation observed in charged-current B-

decays. The model therefore provides a potential link between two puzzles in B-physics and

TeV-scale neutrino mass generation. Finally, the combined explanation of the B-physics

puzzles unavoidably results in an enhancement of B(B → Kνν̄), yielding a value close to

present bounds.ar
X

iv
:2

30
6.

09
17

8v
2 

 [
he

p-
ph

] 
 1

8 
Se

p 
20

23

mailto:jlizana@physik.uzh.ch
mailto:matias@ifae.es
mailto:ben.stefanek@physik.uzh.ch


Contents

1 Introduction and Motivation 1

2 Brief description of the observables and EFT New Physics sensitivity 3

3 Coloron model for the QCD penguin operator O4s 4

4 S1 scalar leptoquark solution of the non-leptonic puzzle via O8gs(d) 5

4.1 Connection to TeV-scale neutrino mass generation 7

4.2 The Model 8

4.2.1 SMEFT dipole matching 9

4.2.2 SMEFT Running and WET Matching: Extraction of C7γ and C8g 10

4.3 Computation of the L-observables, B → Xs/d γ, and high-pT constraints 11

4.3.1 Direct searches for S1 leptoquarks at high-pT 12

4.3.2 Fit to (λL, θτ ) including L-observables and all constraints 13

5 Connection of the S1 model to charged-current B-anomalies (RD(∗)) 13

5.1 Constraints connected to RD(∗) and the non-leptonic puzzle 15

5.1.1 ∆F = 1 processes 16

5.1.2 ∆F = 2 processes 17

5.1.3 Other charged-current transitions 18

5.1.4 Neutron electric dipole moment 18

5.1.5 EWPT and LFU tests in τ -decays 19

5.2 Combined Global Fit: b → cτν and LK(∗)K̄(∗)-observables 19

6 Conclusions 21

A Rotation matrices 23

B Wilson coefficients for the electroweak fit 23

C Charged-current transitions 25

1 Introduction and Motivation

Even if the hints of New Physics (NP) in neutral (b → sℓℓ) Lepton flavor Universality

Violating (LFUV) observables are substantially weaker than a year ago due to the particle

identification problems found at LHCb in the electronic channels [1, 2], the corresponding

LFUV observables of charged (b → cℓν) decays [3, 4], the systematic deficit in b → sµµ

branching ratios [5–7] and some of their optimized angular observables like P ′
5µ [8–10]
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remain to be explained. Indeed it is interesting to emphasize that these remaining anomalies

(charged-current and b → sµµ) can be consistently connected in a particular NP scenario

at the EFT level assuming a left-handed NP explanation of the charged-current anomaly,

also predicting a large enhancement to b → sττ [11]. This scenario was proposed in [12] and

leads to a LFU contribution via renormalization group evolution (RGE) to the b → sℓℓ

semi-leptonic operator coupling vectorially to leptons. Moreover, as it was pointed out

in [13], this vectorial LFU contribution to b → sℓℓ transitions can naturally accommodate

the new experimental situation with rather SM-like values for the Bs → µ+µ− average and

the LFUV observables RK,K∗ [14].

It is well known that LFUV observables are a test of the universality of the coupling

of gauge bosons to electrons, muons and tau leptons. In particular, the observable RK

compares the semi-leptonic branching ratio B+ → K+ℓℓ between 2nd generation (ℓ = µ)

and 1st generation (ℓ = e) leptons. Following this idea, we consider it is worthwhile to

keep searching for NP in a different type of observable that also compares second versus

first generation, but with the d-quark playing the role of electrons and the s-quark the one

of muons. In this case, the relation between the two decays is driven not by lepton flavor

universality, but rather by U-spin. This is the realm of non-leptonic B decays, a more

theoretically complicated region than the much simpler semi-leptonic B decays.

In this context it was pointed out in [15, 16] that one can construct two non-leptonic

observables, called LK∗K̄∗ and LKK̄ , using the ratio of longitudinal branching ratios of the

B̄0
s → K∗0K̄∗0 decay versus the corresponding B̄0

d → K∗0K̄∗0 decay and, similarly, using

the ratio of branching ratios of the decays B̄0
d,s → K0K̄0 . These so-called L-observables

exhibit a tension with respect to their SM prediction of 2.6σ and 2.4σ, respectively.

In this work, we present a model based on scalar leptoquarks that can simultaneously

explain the deviations observed in these non-leptonic observables as well as in charged-

current B-decays (measured via the LFU ratios RD(∗)), while remaining in agreement with

all relevant constraints. Therefore, in this case we explore a possible link between the

charged-current anomalies and non-leptonic ones, while leaving aside the neutral-current

b → sℓℓ anomalies. We also comment on alternative, but more contrived solutions to the

non-leptonic puzzle and summarize the main problems with these solutions. See also [17]

for another proposed model-building solution to the observed non-leptonic tension based

on a non-universal Z ′.

This paper is structured as follows: In Section 2 we review the main structure of

the non-leptonic observables and their NP sensitivity. In Section 3 we briefly describe

a coloron model and its problems while in Section 4 we present our scalar leptoquark

(LQ) model for the non-leptonic observables, focusing on its impact in the relevant Wilson

coefficients (WCs). In Section 5 we discuss all relevant constraints and focus on links to

other interesting observables, particularly RD(∗) . Finally, we present our conclusions in

Section 6. Some more detailed information relevant for the discussion of constraints is

provided in the appendices.
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2 Brief description of the observables and EFT New Physics sensitivity

Non-leptonic B decays offer another handle to test the presence of NP in flavor physics.

However, these type of decays (contrary to decays to two leptons where hadronic uncer-

tainties are minimized, but similarly to semi-leptonic B decays) require optimization of

the observables to reduce their hadronic sensitivity and maximize their NP sensitivity.

As in the semi-leptonic case, we use a weak effective field theory description to quantify

NP sensitivity. In particular, the effective Hamiltonian to describe b → s transitions in

non-leptonic B-decays is given by

Heff =
GF√
2

∑
p=c,u

λ(q)
p

(
Cp
1sQ

p
1s + Cp

2sQ
p
2s +

∑
i=3...10

CisQis + C7γsQ7γs + C8gsQ8gs

)
, (2.1)

where the only operators relevant for the present discussion are:

Q4s = (s̄abb)V−A

∑
q

(q̄bqa)V−A ,

Q5s = (s̄b)V−A

∑
q

(q̄q)V+A , Q7γs =
−e

8π2
mbs̄σµν(1 + γ5)F

µνb ,

Q6s = (s̄abb)V−A

∑
q

(q̄bqa)V+A , Q8gs =
−gs
8π2

mb s̄σµν(1 + γ5)G
µνb ,

with λ
(q)
p = VpbV

∗
pq, (q̄1q2)V±A = q̄1γµ(1 ± γ5)q2, a, b are colour indices, and a summa-

tion over q = u, d, s, c, b is implied. The operators Q4s...6s are known as QCD penguin

operators, while Q7γs and Q8gs are electromagnetic and chromomagnetic dipole operators,

respectively. One can write a similar effective Hamiltonian for b → d transitions just chang-

ing s by d. See Refs. [15, 18] for the definitions and conventions of the complete basis of

operators.

Concerning the optimization of the non-leptonic observables, two observables based

upon ratios of the decay modes B̄0
d,s → K∗0K̄∗0 (longitudinal component) and B̄0

d,s →
K0K̄0 were proposed and analyzed in [15] and [16]. In particular, they are defined as:

LK∗K̄∗ = ρ(mK∗0 ,mK∗0)
BRlong(B̄

0
s → K∗0K̄∗0)

BRlong(B̄
0
d → K∗0K̄∗0)

, (2.2)

LKK̄ = ρ(mK0 ,mK0)
BR(B̄0

s → K0K̄0)

BR(B̄d → K0K̄0)
, (2.3)

where the function ρ stands for the ratio of phase space factors (see the definition in [15])

and it is very close to one in both cases. These observables are constructed to reduce the

sensitivity to dangerous endpoint infrared divergences coming from hard scattering and

annihilation diagrams. The ratio of these decays are governed by U-spin, which is a broken

symmetry in the SM.

The computation of these observables in the SM including NLO αs-corrections as well

as power enhanced contributions in the framework of QCD-Factorization (QCDF) [19, 20]

leads to the following predictions in the SM [15]:

LSM
K∗K̄∗ = 19.53+9.14

−6.64 , LSM
KK̄ = 26.00+3.88

−3.59 , (2.4)
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while their experimental measurements read [21–27]:

Lexp
K∗K̄∗ = 4.43± 0.92 , Lexp

KK̄
= 14.58± 3.37 . (2.5)

In both cases, a significant deficit with respect to the SM prediction is observed. However,

the relevant feature here is that both ratios (i.e. decays to vectors or pseudoscalars) can

be coherently explained with the same NP contributions to the Wilson coefficients of the

following two operators:

• QCD-penguin operator O4q. Here we can consider NP only in the Wilson coefficient

of the b → s transition (C4s), or NP in both b → s and b → d (C4d) transitions. Let us
now illustrate the size of the required NP contribution: in the former case a value of

CNP
4s ≈ 0.016 is called for, while in the latter case CNP

4s ≈ 0.010 and CNP
4d ≈ −0.006 is

also possible according to [15]. These values should be compared with the SM value

of CSM
4s (µ = 4.2GeV) = −0.036.

• Chromomagnetic dipole operator O8gq. Also here we consider two cases: NP only

in b → s (CNP
8gs) or in both b → s and b → d (CNP

8gd). In the former case a large NP

contribution is required of order CNP
8gs ≈ −0.32, while in the latter case one can have

CNP
8gs ≈ −0.16 and CNP

8gd ≈ +0.16, to be compared with CSM
8gs(µ = 4.2GeV) = −0.15.

Taken at face value, the present tension observed in the pure branching ratios of

both b → s and b → d transitions has a preference for NP in both WCs. Finally, the

relatively large NP contribution required is not a problem given the loose bounds on

this WC which currently admits NP contributions as large as a few times its SM value.

This is mainly because the current experimental bound is BR(b → sg) < 6.8% [3, 28]

while the SM contribution is at the level of 0.5% [29].

Finally, we note that there is a third possibility in the pure pseudoscalar-pseudoscalar

case, which is the QCD-penguin operator O6q. Here, the chirally-enhanced contribution

entering these decays includes a contribution from C6s+C5s/Nc that is absent in the vector-

vector case, allowing for an explanation of the tension exclusively in the LKK̄ observable via

contributions of this type. However, even if a non-zero C6s can accommodate the tension in

LKK̄ , we will not consider this possibility here where we focus on a combined explanation

of both L-observables.

In Sections 3 and 4 we organize the discussion according to the main Wilson coefficients

generated by the NP model.

3 Coloron model for the QCD penguin operator O4s

A previous attempt to explain the puzzle of the non-leptonic anomalies using the QCD-

penguin operator O4s was presented in [16]. There the contribution to O4s from a color-

octet vector (coloron) with universal flavor-diagonal couplings to the first two generations

of quarks (to avoid large effects in K and D mixing) was explored. Such a particle appears

naturally in extra-dimensional models as a KK-gluon, composite sectors as a resonance, or
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theories that extend SU(3)c to larger gauge symmetries [30–32]. We consider a simplified

model where the coloron couples to down quarks of different flavors according to:

L = ∆L
sb(s̄γ

µPLT
ab)G′a

µ +∆R
sb(s̄γ

µPRT
ab)G′a

µ , (3.1)

where similarly the flavor-diagonal couplings are denoted by ∆L,R
qq . The contribution of

such a particle to the relevant QCD-penguin Wilson coefficient1 is [16]

C4s = −1

4

∆L
sb∆

L
qq√

2GFVtbV
∗
tsM

2
G′

, (3.2)

where MG′ is the mass of the massive SU(3)c octet vector particle. The issue here is that

di-jet searches strongly constrain the coupling of the coloron to light-generation quarks,

giving the bound [33]
∆L

qq

MG′
<

2.2

10TeV
. (3.3)

As a consequence, in order to explain the non-leptonic anomalies the coupling ∆L
sb has to

be large
∆L

sb

MG′
≈ 1

5TeV
, (3.4)

as can be seen from Eq. (3.2). However, such a large flavor-violating coupling is in strong

tension with ∆MBs : if ∆
R
sb is not activated, Bs-mixing requires [16, 34, 35]

∆L
sb

MG′
≲

1

100TeV
(95%CL). (3.5)

The problem of the tension between di-jet searches and the ∆MBs constraint can be par-

tially alleviated by allowing a substantial fine-tuning between the ∆L
sb and ∆R

sb contributions

to ∆MBs (see [16] for further details). However, even allowing such a tuning, we find dif-

ficult to realize such a large flavor-violating coupling (order O(1) for a 5TeV mass) in a

natural UV-complete model, as it would need to come from O(1) mixing angles between

the b and s quarks, in constrast to the CKM-like expectation of O(Vts).

4 S1 scalar leptoquark solution of the non-leptonic puzzle via O8gs(d)

Due to the difficulty avoiding the bound on Bs-mixing (without a large amount of fine-

tuning) in the case of the QCD penguin, we turn now to a solution of the non-leptonic

puzzle via the chromomagnetic dipole operators O8gs and O8gd. We have seen in Section 2

that explaining the non-leptonic puzzle via these operators requires a NP contribution that

is of the same size as the SM value if there is NP in both b → s and b → d (or double

if only b → s is switched on). While dipole operators d̄iLσµνbR always come with an mb

suppression in the SM, this chiral suppression can in general be lifted in NP models. In

1To avoid over-complicating the notation for the rest of the paper whenever a Wilson coefficient appears

it should be understood as its NP contribution, namely, CNP
i . Only its SM value will be explicitly labeled

with “SM”, unless there may otherwise be confusion.
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d̄iL bR
N c

RνcL

S1

g,γ

Figure 1: Feynman diagrams contributing to C7γi and C8gi, where i = d, s. The cross on

the fermion line corresponds to an insertion of the O(mt) neutrino Dirac mass.

particular, if we assume that the NP sector follows the same structure as the SM up to a

(maximal) chiral enhancement of mt/mb, one is pointed to a low effective NP scale

mt

Λ2
NP

≈ mb

m2
W

=⇒ ΛNP ≈ mW

√
mt

mb
≈ 500 GeV . (4.1)

We turn now to the NP origin of this chiral enhancement. If we restrict our attention

to weakly-coupled beyond the SM particles with spin ≤ 1, such dipoles must be loop-

generated. In particular, since both color and the down-quark charge flow through the loop,

one unavoidably also generates the corresponding electromagnetic dipole C7γ , giving rise to

the b → s(d)γ flavor-changing neutral current (FCNC). Furthermore, the chromomagnetic

and electromagnetic dipoles mix into each other under RGE. However, as we will see later,

if we have C7γ/C8g ≈ −1/3, one obtains an accidental cancellation in the RGE that allows

for CNP
8gs ≈ CSM

8gs while passing the bound on b → sγ. Even if this may seem like a tuning,

it is achieved naturally if the electric charge flowing inside the loop follows the color flow,

predicting C7γ/C8g = −1/3 exactly before RGE effects. Furthermore, the dipole loop should

consist of a fermion line as well as a bosonic one. Assuming at most 2 NP states, if color

flows along the fermion line one can see that the bosonic line must be a spin-1 singlet, aka

a Z ′ ∼ (1,1, 0) vector. Similarly, if color flows along the bosonic line, then the boson must

be a scalar carrying color and the charge of the down quark. Therefore, its SM quantum

numbers should be S1 ∼ (3̄,1, 1/3), a scalar leptoquark. Because this particular leptoquark

can also be responsible for hints of LFUV observed in charged-current B-decays, we focus

on this option in what follows.

Taking S1 as our mediator, we see that the fermion line should be both color and

electrically neutral. Therefore, the origin of the chiral enhancement in this scenario is an

O(1) Yukawa coupling between the SM lepton doublet and a right-handed (RH) neutrino

NR, namely L ⊃ −yN ℓ̄LH̃NR, as shown in Fig. 1 in the electroweak (EW) broken phase,

where yN ⟨H⟩ = O(mt). In order to have a SM-sized effect in the chromomagnetic dipoles,

both NP states (S1 and NR) should have masses of order the TeV scale. A final comment

is in order: generating both CNP
8gs and CNP

8gd, as preferred by L-observables taken together

with the branching fractions, requires that S1 couples to both first and second generation

quarks q1 and q2, e.g.

LS1 ⊃ λi
Lq̄

ci
L ϵℓ

3
LS1 , (4.2)
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q2 ℓ

q1 ℓ

S1

q2

q1

q1

q2

ℓ

ℓ

S1S1

Figure 2: Problematic FCNC diagrams induced when S1 couples to both q1 and q2. Left:

Tree-level contribution to K → πνν̄. Right: One-loop contribution to K-K̄/D-D̄ mixing.

where i = 1, 2 is a light family flavor index. Because the coupling λi
L explicitly breaks the

U(2)q part of the U(2)5 ≡ U(2)q ×U(2)u ×U(2)d ×U(2)ℓ ×U(2)e accidental approximate

flavor symmetry of the SM, one in general expects strong bounds from FCNC processes

if M1 ∼ TeV and λi
L ≳ (|Vtd|, |Vts|). Indeed, one can draw a ∆F = 1 diagram giving rise

to K → πνν̄ at tree-level, as well ∆F = 2 processes at 1-loop level, as shown in Fig. 2.

Even if S1 does not couple to dL, but only to sL in the light-family sector, D − D̄ mixing

still imposes tight constraints due to the Cabibbo-angle misalignment between the up and

down sector. A simple way to avoid these issues is to promote S1 → Si
1, a doublet of U(2)q.

In this case, the coupling with qiL need no longer break the U(2)q symmetry

LS1 ⊃ λLq̄
ci
L ϵℓ

3
LS

i
1 , (4.3)

forbidding the diagrams in Fig. 2 while still allowing both the sL and dL chromomagnetic

dipoles if the breaking of U(2)q is shifted to the coupling between NR and bR. This can be

simply understood by the fact that there is now one S1 that couples to each flavor. This

is the setup that we will work with for the reminder of the paper.

4.1 Connection to TeV-scale neutrino mass generation

The requirement of a TeV-scale RH neutrino forbids a high scale solution for neutrino

masses via the usual Type-I seesaw mechanism. Instead, such a scenario naturally points to

the inverse-seesaw mechanism (ISS) as the origin of small neutrino masses. The mechanism

requires the introduction of 3 Dirac singlet fermions Nα
L,R, with α = 1, 2, 3. The relevant

Lagrangian is

LN = −ℓ̄LYNH̃NR − N̄LM̂RNR − 1

2
N̄LµN

c
L , (4.4)

and we can always work in a basis where M̂R is a diagonal 3×3 matrix, while YN and µ are

arbitrary complex and complex-symmetric 3×3 matrices, respectively. The ISS mechanism

explains the smallness of neutrino masses via the smallness of the Majorana mass µ, which

is technically natural as it is the only parameter violating lepton number. After EWSB

and in the limit of small µ, there are 3 light Majorana states with mass

Mlight ≈ ⟨H⟩2(YNM̂−1
R )µ(YNM̂−1

R )T , (4.5)

corresponding to the active SM neutrinos. Additionally, there are 6 heavy Majorana states

that form 3 pseudo-Dirac pairs with masses approximately given by the diagonal of M̂R.
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One option is that M̂R = MR 1, in which case all 3 pseudo-Dirac pairs would lie at the

TeV scale. Another possibility is that M̂R is very hierarchical. A particularly interesting

option, first proposed in Ref. [36] and further developed in [37], consists of assuming that

YN follows a hierarchy similar to that observed in the SM up-quark sector, namely YN ∼
V †
CKMdiag(yu, yc, yt), while M̂R ∼ diag(104, 102, 1) TeV follows an inverse hierarchy. In

particular, the low-energy theory consists of only one pseudo-Dirac pair lying at the TeV

scale. Integrating out the heavier pseudo-Dirac states, the leading interactions at the TeV

scale are

LN (TeV) ≈ −yN ℓ̄3LH̃N3
R − M̂

(3)
R N̄3

LN
3
R , (4.6)

where we have dropped the Majorana mass µ33 which must be of order µ33 ∼ mν(M̂
(3)
R /mt)

2

∼ 1 eV in order to explain the smallness of the tau neutrino mass. Dropping the Majorana

mass is equivalent to treating N as a Dirac state with mass M̂
(3)
R . We work with this

low-energy theory for the rest of the paper and for simplicity we drop the flavor index on

NR and define M̂
(3)
R = MR, i.e. we consider one Dirac singlet NL,R with a TeV scale mass.

4.2 The Model

We now have all the necessary ingredients to introduce our model to explain the non-

leptonic anomalies. It is defined by the following Lagrangian

L = LSM + LS1 + LN + h.c. , (4.7)

with

LS1 = λLq̄
ci
L ϵℓ

3
LS

i
1 + V i

R b̄cRNRS
i
1 −M1S

†i
1 S

i
1 , (4.8)

LN = −yN ℓ̄3LH̃NR −MRN̄LNR . (4.9)

The fields Si
1 = (S1

1 , S
2
1) are two scalar leptoquarks with quantum numbers (3̄,1)1/3 under

the SM gauge group SU(3)c × SU(2)L × U(1)Y , arranged as a doublet of the flavor group

U(2)q (where i = 1, 2 is a light family flavor index). In this model the U(2)3 = U(2)q ×
U(2)u×U(2)d symmetry in the quark sector is broken only by V i

R, together with the usual

breaking from the SM Yukawas that can be written using the U(2)3-breaking spurions Vq,

∆u and ∆d,

Yu,d = yt,b

(
∆ij

u,d xt,bV
i
q

0 1

)
, (4.10)

where we fix the normalization xt − xb = 1. These spurions have the quantum numbers

VR ∼ (2̄,1,1), Vq ∼ (2,1,1), ∆u ∼ (2, 2̄,1) and ∆d ∼ (2,1, 2̄) under U(2)q×U(2)u×U(2)d,

and xt,b measures the amount of alignment between the interaction and mass basis for the

third family. Without loss of generality, we work in the down basis of the 12 sector (i.e. the

basis that makes ∆d diagonal), but leave xt and xb general to avoid unnecesary tunings.

The rotation matrices to go from the interaction basis to the mass basis are explicity given

in Appendix A. Furthermore, we take

V T
R = (−Vtd/Vts , 1)λ

b
R , (4.11)
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in order to obtain C8gs = −C8gd and we have introduced the coupling λb
R.

The NL,R are total SM singlets carrying lepton number 1. Similarly, the S1 leptoquark

can consistently be assigned lepton number -1, so we can write the coupling to NR but

not to N c
L. Integrating out N gives tree-level contributions to the SMEFT Warsaw basis

operators C
(1)
Hℓ and C

(3)
Hℓ . Including also leading-log running in yt, at the EW scale we get

[C
(1)
Hℓ ]33 = −[C

(3)
Hℓ ]33 =

θ2τ
2v2

[
1 +

y2t
16π2

Nc log

(
µ2
EW

M2
R

)]
, (4.12)

where we have defined the mixing angle θτ between the active tau neutrino and the heavy

pseudo-Dirac singlet N as

θ2τ ≡ |yN |2v2

2M2
R

, (4.13)

where v = 246 GeV is the Higgs vacuum expectation value (VEV). The operators C
(1,3)
Hℓ

give important constraints as they modify the couplings of EW gauge bosons to third-family

leptons, namely W → τντ and Z → ντντ . Combining the EW likelihood provided in [38]

with LFU tests in τ decays [39], we get a constraint on the mixing angle from Eq. (4.12)

of θτ ≤ 0.05 at 95% CL.2 As a point of reference, for MR = 2 TeV this translates into

yN ≤ 0.57. In general, we take into account all RGE contributions at leading-log due to

yt and the SM gauge couplings, and we explicitly give the expressions for all WCs relevant

for EW precision and LFU tests in τ -decays in Appendix B.

4.2.1 SMEFT dipole matching

We proceed now to calculate the SMEFT dipole operators relevant for C7γ and C8g, as
shown in Fig. 1. We define the dipole operators as

LSMEFT ⊃ CdG (gsOdG) + CdW (gLOdW ) + CdB (gY OdB) , (4.14)

where OdG, OdW , and OdB are the operators in the Warsaw basis [44]

OdG = (q̄iLσ
µνT adjR)HGa

µν , OdW = (q̄iLσ
µντ IdjR)HW I

µν , OdB = (q̄iLσ
µνdjR)HBµν ,

(4.15)

where T a are the SU(3) generators and τ I the Pauli matrices. Our own computation in

Package-X [45] cross-checked with the Matchete 1-loop matching software [46] yields the

following Wilson coefficients at the matching scale M1

[CdG]i3 =
1

16π2

λLyNV i∗
R

M2
1

G(xR) , (4.16)

[CdW ]i3 =
1

32π2

λLyNV i∗
R

M2
1

W (xR) , (4.17)

[CdB]i3 = − 1

16π2

λLyNV i∗
R

M2
1

[
YS1G(xR) + YℓLW (xR)

]
, (4.18)

2Similar constraints have been found for example in [40–43].
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where xR = MR/M1, and YS1 = 1/3 and YℓL = −1/2 are the hypercharges. The loop

functions are

G(x) =
1− x4 + 2x2 log x2

4(1− x2)3
, W (x) =

1− x2 + log x2

4(1− x2)2
, (4.19)

which satisfy G(1) = 1/12 and W (1) = −1/8. In principle, these WCs are calculated in the

interaction basis, and therefore in general there is a rotation to move to the down-quark

mass basis. This rotation gives an irrelevant contribution to the dipoles that we neglect

here. However, in Section 5.1 we discuss the impact of this rotation in other observables,

where the effect is not negligible.

4.2.2 SMEFT Running and WET Matching: Extraction of C7γ and C8g
The three dipoles generated at the UV matching scale mix into each other under RGE.

Using DsixTools [47], we find the following numerical RGE matrix [CdG]i3
[CdB]i3
[CdW ]i3


µEW

=

 0.952 0.001 −0.036

0.016 0.932 −0.016

−0.047 −0.002 0.909


 [CdG]i3
[CdB]i3
[CdW ]i3


M1

, (4.20)

where we have taken the matching scale to be M1 = 2 TeV and µEW = 160 GeV. The

matching condition for photon dipole in terms of the dimensionless WETWilson coefficients

C7γs and C7γd reads

C7γi = − v

GFmb

4π2

VtbV
∗
ti

([CdB]i3 − [CdW ]i3)µEW
, (4.21)

where G−1
F =

√
2v2 and we have used ⟨H⟩ = v/

√
2. If we neglect the small RGE mixing,

we see that only the YS1 term in Eq. (4.18) (coming from attaching a hypercharge gauge

boson to S1 in the loop) contributes to the photon dipole. Therefore, a good approximate

analytic formula is

C7γi ≈
v2

2mb

YS1

VtbV
∗
ti

λLθτV
i∗
R

M1
xR G(xR) , (4.22)

where θτ is the mixing angle between the active tau neutrino and the heavy pseudo-Dirac

singlet N defined in Eq. (4.13). The function xR G(xR) is maximized for xR = 1 (where

N and S1 have the same mass), so we work in this limit in what follows. Similarly, for the

chromomagnetic dipole, we find

C8gi ≈ −C7γi/YS1 , (4.23)

so before RGE we predict C8gi = −3C7γi. Including RGE effects, this gets modified to

C8gi ≈ −3.8C7γi at the EW scale. As we will see, this RG mixing helps to achieve a better

accidental cancellation in b → sγ.
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Figure 3: L-observables as a function of the coupling λL normalized to M1 = 2 TeV. The

other couplings are fixed as: θτ = 0.05 and λb
R = −2. We have also assumed C8gd = −C8gs.

Blue: NP theory prediction, Red: Exp. measurement, Black: SM theory prediction.

4.3 Computation of the L-observables, B → Xs/d γ, and high-pT constraints

To compute observables such as LK(∗)K̄(∗) at µ = mb, we also need to account for WET

running from the EW scale down to mb. Using DsixTools, we find(
C7γi

C8gi

)
mb

=

(
0.89 0.13

0.00 0.92

)(
C7γi

C8gi

)
µEW

. (4.24)

The expressions for the LK(∗)K̄(∗)-observables in terms of the NP contributions to the

chromomagnetic dipole Wilson coefficients are [15]

LKK̄ = LSM
KK̄

[
1 + 1.23C8gs + 0.40C 2

8gs

1 + 1.34C8gd + 0.47C 2
8gd

]
mb

,

LK∗K̄∗ = LSM
K∗K̄∗

[
1 + 2.62C8gs + 2.05C 2

8gs

1 + 2.63C8gd + 2.07C 2
8gd

]
mb

, (4.25)

where the SM prediction and the experimental values of LK(∗)K̄(∗) are given in Eq. (2.4)

and Eq. (2.5), respectively. In Fig. 3 we present the predictions for the L-observables as a

function of the relevant coupling parameter λL normalized to M1 = 2 TeV.

Switching now to the theory expressions for B → Xs/d γ where we follow Ref. [48], at

µEW = 160 GeV we have

Bsγ × 104 = (3.39± 0.17)− 2.10 (3.93C7γs + C8gs)µEW
, (4.26)

Bdγ × 104 = (0.174+0.009
−0.020)− 0.09 (3.93C7γd + C8gd)µEW

. (4.27)

These are linearised expressions that provide an accurate description of the Bsq working at

NNLO in QCD not interpolating but computing the mc contribution. One can estimate

the uncertainty of the coefficients of the linear term to be of order 5%. This estimate is

obtained taking into account the combination of two effects [49]: i) the effect of the scale

variation 2 GeV ≤ µ ≤ 5 GeV on these coefficients and ii) half of the overall uncertainty
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Figure 4: C7γi and C8gi at the EW scale for the model defined in Eq. (4.7) (black line). On

the left panel we show C7γs and C8gs, and on the right panel, C7γd and C8gd. In both cases,

on the right vertical axis we show the corresponding coupling λL fixing the other relevant

parameters to MS1 = 2TeV, λb
R = −2 and θτ = 0.05. In blue we show the ∆χ2 = 1 region

for Bsγ (left) and Bdγ (right). In red we show the ∆χ2 = 1 region for LKK and LK∗K∗

assuming C7γd = −C7γs and C8gd = −C8gs. The black line gives the theory prediction in

our S1 model of C8gi ≈ −3.8C7γi at the EW scale.

of the SM amplitude, given that these terms are interference terms between SM and BSM.

These expressions supersede those in [50]. One may also consider the impact of quadratic

terms. However, due to the cancellations between the contributions of C7γ and C8g in our

model described below, the contribution of the quadratic correction is for a large set of

values of C8g estimated to be at the percent level of the central value or below.

Notice that the NP contribution in both cases (b → sγ and b → dγ) exactly cancels

if C8g = −3.93C7γ , which is accidentally very close to our relation at the EW scale C8g =

−3.8C7γ . The experimental measurements are [50, 51]

BExp
sγ =(3.32± 0.15)× 10−4 , (4.28)

BExp
dγ =(0.141± 0.057)× 10−4 . (4.29)

The preferred values for the Wilson coefficients C7γi and C8gi at the EW scale, considering

the L-observables and the B → Xs/d γ constraint, are displayed in Fig.4.

4.3.1 Direct searches for S1 leptoquarks at high-pT

Pure QCD pair production of S1 LQs gives a rather weak lower bound on the LQ mass of

M1 ≳ 1.25 TeV [52]. Another interesting recent analysis from CMS [53] studying S-channel

production of LQs via quark-lepton fusion at the LHC [54] finds bounds for leptoquarks

that in our case imply λL < 0.9 at 95% CL for M1 = 2TeV.

However, a stronger constraint comes from high-mass ττ Drell Yan tails or from mono-

τ+ /ET searches, due to t-channel LQ exchange and production via valence quarks, as shown
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Figure 5: Diagrams constraining the model at high-pT . Left: Charged-current mono-τ .

Right: Neutral-current di-τ Drell-Yan.

in Fig. 5. We take these constraints into account using the HighPT program [55] keeping

the full information of the leptoquark propagator. We generate an estimated event yield for

each leptoquark in each bin including the two searches [56, 57]. The total estimated event

yield per bin is then given by the sum of the two partial event yields for each leptoquark.

Notice that there are no interference terms between both leptoquarks when working in the

up-basis due to the U(2)-symmetry since each leptoquark couples to only one up family. We

can then construct the combined ττ + τν likelihood as a function of the model parameters.

4.3.2 Fit to (λL, θτ) including L-observables and all constraints

Here we perform a fit taking into account the L-observables, EW precision data (EWPD),

LFU tests in τ -decays, Bsγ , Bdγ , and high-pT constraints using the likelihood extracted from

the HighPT program to determine the allowed ranges for the relevant parameters (λL, θτ )

of our S1 model. In order to be able to combine the observables, the fit is done under

the approximation of Gaussian distributions, where we symmetrize the error by taking the

value in the direction of the SM prediction. We fix M1 = 2 TeV, a value well above the

current exclusion limit from QCD pair-production of LQs. This choice does not make our

analysis less general, since changing the LQ mass at this stage is equivalent to re-scaling

the couplings. We also fix the coupling λb
R = −2, which determines the normalization of

VR. This coupling is not directly constrained by any experimental search, so we choose a

sizeable but perturbative value. The result of the fit is shown in Fig. 6.

5 Connection of the S1 model to charged-current B-anomalies (RD(∗))

To address the RD(∗) anomalies in charged-current B-decays, we need to switch on new

U(2)-breaking couplings, V i
L and ∆ij

R,

LS1 = λLq̄
ci
L ϵℓ

3
LS

i
1 + V i

R b̄cRNRS
i
1 + V i

L q̄c3L ϵℓ3LS
i
1 +∆ij

R ūciRτRS
j
1 + h.c. , (5.1)

where V T
L ≡ (ϵL, 1)λ

b
L is a doublet of U(2)q and ∆ij

R is a (2, 2̄) of U(2)q × U(2)u.
3 Fol-

lowing a minimal U(2)-breaking logic, the natural size of ϵL is ∼ Vtd/Vts while we take

∆ij
R ≡ λR

mt
mc

∆ij
u to be aligned with the light Yukawa spurion ∆ij

u , defined in Eq. (4.10).

3Another coupling that could be written at the renormalizable level is the cross-quartic with the Higgs,

L ⊃ λi
H |Si

1|2|H|2. However, the phenomenological impact of this coupling is very suppressed and it is only

barely constrained by contributions at the loop level to the hγγ and hgg vertices [58].

– 13 –



0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6
0.00

0.01

0.02

0.03

0.04

0.05

0.06

0.07

Figure 6: Fit to the L-observables assuming the relation in Eq. (4.11), giving C7γd =

−C7γs and C8gd = −C8gs. We include all constraints and fix M1 = 2TeV and λb
R = −2.

The red regions are preferred at 1 and 2σ by the L-observables, while the gray shaded

regions are excluded at 95% CL.

This relation could be justified if both spurions have the same origin in a UV completion

of the model.

Integrating out the S1 LQs at tree-level generates the following semi-leptonic operators

in the interaction basis

[C
(1)
lq ]3333 = −[C

(3)
lq ]3333 =

V †
LVL

4M2
1

, [C
(1)
lq ]33ij = −[C

(3)
lq ]33ij =

|λL|2

4M2
1

δij ,

[C
(1)
lq ]33i3 = −[C

(3)
lq ]33i3 =

λ∗
LV

i
L

4M2
1

, [C
(1)
lequ]333i = −4[C

(3)
lequ]333i =

[V †
L∆R]i

2M2
1

,

[C
(1)
lequ]33ij = −4[C

(3)
lequ]33ij =

λ∗
L∆

ij
R

2M2
1

, [Ceu]33ij =
[∆†

R∆R]ij

2M2
1

. (5.2)

Relevant for b → cτν transitions are [C
(3)
lq ]33i3 and [C

(1,3)
lequ ]333i. In particular, the expressions
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for RD,D∗,Λc normalized to their respective SM values read [59, 60]

RD

RSM
D

= |1 + CVL
|2 + 1.49Re

[
(1 + CVL

)C∗
SL

]
+ 1.14Re

[
(1 + CVL

)C∗
T

]
+ 1.02|CSL

|2 + 0.9|CT |2 , (5.3)

RD∗

RSM
D∗

= |1 + CVL
|2 − 0.11Re

[
(1 + CVL

)C∗
SL

]
− 5.12Re

[
(1 + CVL

)C∗
T

]
+ 0.04|CSL

|2 + 16.07|CT |2 , (5.4)

RΛc

RSM
Λc

= |1 + CVL
|2 + 0.34Re

[
CSL

+ CVL
C∗
SL

]
− 3.10Re

[
(1 + C∗

VL
)CT

]
+ 0.34|CSL

|2 + 10.43|CT |2 , (5.5)

where the Wilson coefficients are understood to be evaluated at the scale mb. In terms of

the SMEFT Wilson coefficients at the matching scale in the interaction basis, we find

CVL
(mb) = −ηV

v2

Vcb

(
2∑

i=1

V2i[C
(3)
lq ]33i3 + xtVcb[C

(3)
lq ]3333

)
, (5.6)

CSL
(mb) = −ηS

v2

2Vcb
[C

(1)
lequ]

∗
3332 , (5.7)

CT (mb) = −ηT
v2

2Vcb
[C

(3)
lequ]

∗
3332 , (5.8)

where the η parameters take care of the running from M1 = 2 TeV to the scale mb. Using

DsixTools, we find ηV ≈ 1, ηS ≈ 1.7, and ηT ≈ 0.9. The contributions [C
(3)
lq ]33α3 to

RD(∗) scale with the model parameters as [C
(3)
lq ]3333 ∝ xtVcbV

†
LVL, [C

(3)
lq ]3323 ∝ Vcsλ

∗
Lλ

b
L

and [C
(3)
lq ]3313 ∝ Vcdλ

∗
LϵL, so we see that RD(∗) is connected to the non-leptonic dipoles via

the coupling λL, which contributes dominantly via [C
(3)
lq ]3323.

5.1 Constraints connected to RD(∗) and the non-leptonic puzzle

qci ℓ3

qc3 ℓ3

Si
1

V i
L

λ∗
L

qci

qc3

qc3

qci

ℓ3

ℓ3

Si
1Si

1

λ∗
L

λ∗
L

V i
L

V i
L

Figure 7: FCNC diagrams induced when the S1 model solves both the non-leptonic puzzle

and the charged-current B-anomalies (for non-leptonic puzzle only: VL → 0). Left: Tree-

level contribution to B → K(π)νν̄. Right: One-loop contribution to Bs,d-B̄s,d mixing.

As we have just seen, the dipole diagram responsible for solving the non-leptonic puzzle

is connected to effects in RD(∗) via [C
(3)
lq ]3323. However, switching on the new couplings VL
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and ∆R that break the U(2) flavor symmetry also introduces several new constraints. Still,

we will see that the U(2) flavor symmetry of the model protects all FCNCs if the bounds

on b → s transitions are passed. This is a common feature of models with Minimal Flavor

Violation (MFV) [61, 62] or minimally-broken U(2) [63].

5.1.1 ∆F = 1 processes

The relation [C
(3)
lq ]33i3 = −[C

(1)
lq ]33i3 at tree-level, depicted in Fig. 7 (left), leads unavoidably

to large contributions to the ∆F = 1 processes B → K(∗)νν̄. They are given by [58, 64]

Rν
K(∗) =

Br(B → K(∗)νν)

Br(B → K(∗)νν)SM
=

2

3
+

1

3

∣∣∣∣∣1 + Csb,τ

CSM
sb,τ

∣∣∣∣∣
2

, (5.9)

where CSM
sb,τ = −1.48± 0.01 [65]. Defining ∆Cτ

ij = [C
(1)
lq − C

(3)
lq ]33ij we can write

Csb,τ =
v2

2

2π

αw

1

VtbV
∗
ts

[
∆Cτ

23 − xbV
∗
ts (∆Cτ

33 −∆Cτ
22)
]
≈ v2

2M2
1

π

αw

λ∗
Lλ

b
L

VtbV
∗
ts

, (5.10)

with αw = g2L/4π. In the approximate equality we have neglected the xb contribution

which is always V ∗
ts suppressed. The current experimental limits are Rν

K = 2.4 ± 0.9 and

Rν
K∗ < 3.2 (95% CL). Combining both measurements and asuming real couplings we obtain

−
(

1

3.5TeV

)2

≲
λLλ

b
L

M2
1

≲

(
1

5TeV

)2

(95%C.L.). (5.11)

Passing this bound imposes a limit on the product |λLλ
b
L|, meaning we also need a sizeable

contribution coming from CSL
and CT if we want to obtain the central values of RD(∗) .

Likewise, contributions to B → πνν̄ are also expected. Both the NP contribution and

the SM prediction will have a similar suppression with respect to B → K(∗)νν̄ (ϵL and

Vtd/Vts respectively), so the relative impact of NP in both observables is similar. However,

the experimental limit on Rν
π = Br(B → πνν)/Br(B → πνν)SM is one order of magnitude

weaker than Rν
K(∗) and therefore it is automatically satisfied provided Eq. (5.11) is satisfied.

In the light-family sector, although K+ → π+νν̄ is protected to some extent by the

U(2) symmetry, the spurions VL and xbVq can give contributions. The LEFT operator

LLEFT ⊃ Cds,τ (d̄LγµsL)(ν̄τγ
µντ ) , (5.12)

receives NP contributions that at leading order are

Cds,τ = − xb
2M2

1

(V ∗
tdλLλ

b ∗
L + Vtsλ

∗
Lλ

b
LϵL)−

|λL|2|λb
L|2

64π2M2
1

ϵL. (5.13)

The first term comes from the tree-level generated Wilson coefficients [C
(i)
lq ]33i3 ∝ V i

L after

being rotated to the down basis, and the second term is generated via a one-loop box

diagram. Following [66], we find that the limits on K+ → π+νν̄ impose

−
(

1

50TeV

)2

≲ Cds,τ ≲

(
1

80TeV

)2

(95% CL). (5.14)
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The loop-generated contribution is safely inside this range for couplings ∼ 0.5 and TeV

scale masses (in fact, Bs-mixing imposes a stronger constraint on the same combination of

couplings and masses, as we will see below). On the other hand, the tree-level contribution

roughly translates into the bounds of Eq. (5.11) if xb = −1, which corresponds to third-

family up-alignment. Therefore, although this contribution is under control if B → K(∗)νν̄

is, some mild down-alignment |xb| < |xt| could be helpful to suppress it. However, it could

fall within the sensitivity of the NA62 experiment [67], which aims to measure B(K+ →
π+νν̄) at the O(10%) level [68] (and perhaps 5% ultimately [69]).

5.1.2 ∆F = 2 processes

Integrating out the leptoquarks generates at one loop 4-quark operators in SMEFT [58]

(see Fig. 7 right),

LSMEFT ⊃ − 1

256π2M2
1

 3∑
α,β=1

Λαβ q̄αLγµq
β
L

2

− 1

256π2M2
1

 3∑
α,β=1

Λαβ q̄αLτaγµq
β
L

2

(5.15)

where τa are the SU(2)L Pauli matrices, and in the interaction basis,

Λ =

(
|λL|2δij λ∗

LVL

λLV
†
L V †

LVL

)
. (5.16)

After rotating to the mass basis, we obtain the ∆F = 2 operators

LLEFT ⊃ −C1
Bs
(s̄LγµbL)

2 − C1
Bd

(d̄LγµbL)
2 − C1

D(ūLγµcL)
2 − C1

K(d̄LγµsL)
2. (5.17)

The leading contribution to these Wilson coefficients is

C1
Bs

=
λb 2
L λ∗ 2

L

128π2M2
1

, C1
K =

x2b(V
∗
tdλ

b ∗
L λL + VtsϵLλ

b
Lλ

∗
L)

2

128π2M2
1

, (5.18)

C1
Bd

=ϵ2LC
1
Bs
, C1

D =
x2t (Vubλ

b ∗
L λL + V ∗

cb(Vus + ϵL)λ
b
Lλ

∗
L)

2

128π2M2
1

, (5.19)

that should be compared to the 95% CL limits given in [34, 35]. Passing the bound from

Bs-mixing imposes
|λb

LλL|2

M2
1

≲

(
1

6.5TeV

)2

(95% CL) , (5.20)

and Bd-mixing gives a similar bound once we take into account the suppression from ϵL
which is order Vtd/Vts.

Although the bounds on the ∆F = 2 processes in the light sector are stronger, the

U(2) symmetry of the model protects them, so they only receive contributions suppressed

by V 2
td. Their exact contribution depends on the precise values of ϵL and xt,b, but in the

worse case scenario, the strongest constraint (coming from ImC1
K) gives a similar bound

to Eq. (5.20). Analogously to K+ → π+νν̄, some amount of third-family down alignment,

|xb| < |xt|, could be preferred to suppress this contribution.
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5.1.3 Other charged-current transitions

Besides RD(∗) , contributions to other charged-current transitions are expected. They in-

clude Bc,u → τν decays, mainly mediated through [C
(3)
lq ]33i3 and [C

(1,3)
lequ ]33i3, and D+

(s) → τν

decays, mediated through [C
(3)
lq ]33ij and [C

(1,3)
lequ ]33ij . Precise expressions for these observ-

ables are given in Appendix C. Among these, the most relevant ones are Bu → τν and

Ds → τν, but anyway they are weaker than the other constraints. In particular, Bu → τν

imposes ∣∣∣∣λLλ
b
L

M2
1

∣∣∣∣ ≲ ( 1

2TeV

)2

(95% C.L.), (5.21)

which is automatically satisfied if the constraint from B → K(∗)νν in Eq. (5.11) is passed.

At the loop level, the new states can also potentially contribute to charge-current transi-

tions involving the light-family leptons, affecting the experimental determination of Vud or

Vus [42, 43]. We have checked that these contributions to the CKM elements cancel at the

leading log order, and if any, higher order contributions are estimated to be at least two

orders of magnitude below the experimental error of these CKM elements.

5.1.4 Neutron electric dipole moment

Although we take all the NP couplings to be real to maximize the impact of NP into

the anomalies, possible imaginary parts could give unwanted contributions to the neutron

electric dipole moment (EDM). Electric and chromo-electric dipole moments of the up and

down quarks,

L ⊃ −
∑
q=u,d

(
i

2
dq q̄Lσ

µνqRFµν +
i

2
d̃q q̄Lσ

µνTaqR gsG
a
µν

)
+ h.c. (5.22)

contribute to the neutron EDM dn. Using QCD sum rules, one can estimate that this

contribution is [70]

dn = (1± 0.5)
[
1.4(dd − 0.25du) + 1.1e(d̃d + 0.5d̃u)

]
. (5.23)

Similar contributions have been found using lattice QCD [71]. For the down-quark dipole,

we get that after rotating to the mass basis, the leading contributions come from one-loop

matching pieces,

dd ∼ e xb|Vtd|2

288π2

ydyN
yb

Im(λLλ
b∗
R /V ∗

ts)
v√
2M2

1

, d̃d ∼ −3

e
dd, (5.24)

where we are neglecting the running. Even for O(1) imaginary parts of the couplings,

assuming TeV masses for S1 and N , they are more than one order of magnitude below the

experimental bound |dn| < 5.5·10−13GeV−1 (95%C.L.) [62, 72]. The up-quark contribution

is dominated by the running of [C
(3)
lequ]3311 ∝ ∆11

R = λR yu/yc into the up-quark EDM,

du ∼ − e

8π2
Im(λLλ

∗
R)

yτyu
yc

v√
2M2

1

log

(
mn

M1

)
, (5.25)
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wheremn is the neutron mass. TakingM1 = 2TeV and using the central value of Eq. (5.23)

the neutron EDM bound implies

|Im(λLλ
∗
R)| < 0.06, (5.26)

a constraint not difficult to satisfy if the NP is close to the CP conserving limit.

5.1.5 EWPT and LFU tests in τ-decays

When VL ̸= 0, the tree-level semi-leptonic operators [C
(1,3)
lq ]3333 induced by S1 involving all

third-family quarks give additional contributions to [C
(1,3)
Hℓ ]33 at one-loop due to yt running:

∆[C
(1)
Hℓ ]33 =

Ncy
2
t

16π2
[C

(1)
ℓq ]3333 log

(
µ2
EW

M2
1

)
, (5.27)

∆[C
(3)
Hℓ ]33 = −Ncy

2
t

16π2
[C

(3)
ℓq ]3333 log

(
µ2
EW

M2
1

)
. (5.28)

These new contributions correct the Z → ττ vertex, in addition to W → τντ . In addition,

we include all contributions at leading-log running due to yt and the SM gauge couplings.

We give the expressions for all WC’s relevant for the EWPO in Appendix B. With them,

we construct a likelihood combining the EW likelihood provided in [38] with LFU tests in

τ -decays [39].

5.2 Combined Global Fit: b → cτν and LK(∗)K̄(∗)-observables

We next perform a global fit taking into account b → cτν and LK(∗)K̄(∗)-observables as well

as all relevant constraints. In particular, we consider:

• The optimized non-leptonic observables LK∗K̄∗ and LKK̄ .

• LFU tests in b → cτν transitions, including the ratios RD, RD∗ and RΛc .

• Flavor bounds: B → K(∗)νν̄, ∆mBs , b → s(d)γ, Ds → τν.

• EW precision data and LFU tests in τ -decays.

• Constraints from pp → ℓℓ(ℓν) at high-pT (see Section 4.3.1).

For b → cτν transitions, we use the experimental averages and SM theory predictions given

in Ref. [73]. The parameters xt,b and ϵL have very little impact on the fit because, as we

have shown in the previous section, flavor observables involving the first family, such as

B → πνν̄, K → πνν̄, ∆mBd
, meson mixing in the light sector, and Bu → τν remain inside

their bounds provided we have control on b → s transitions, especially if we have a mild

third-family down alignment, |xb| < |xt|. For this reason, we do not include them in the fit.

Likewise, the neutron EDM does not give any constraint because we assume NP couplings

to be real. Additionally, we fix M1 = 2 TeV, λb
R = −2, and assume C7γd = −C7γs and

C8gd = −C8gs, as in all previous plots. We then construct a global likelihood involving the

following four parameters controlling all the relevant phenomenology:

θτ , λL, λb
L, λR . (5.29)
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Observable LKK LK∗K∗ RD RD∗

PSM 2.32 2.25 -1.98 -2.15

PBFP 0.90 0.87 -0.34 -0.73

Table 1: Pull of LK(∗)K(∗) and RD(∗) in the SM and the BFP of our model.
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Figure 8: Global fit (solid blue lines) as a function of the couplings. We fix M1 = 2TeV,

λb
R = −2, and the couplings not shown to the best-fit point. The blue and red regions are

the 1σ preferred regions for RD(∗),Λc
and the L-observables, respectively. The gray contours

give 95% CL exclusion limits from: pp → ττ/τν (solid), Bs-mixing (dashed), B → Kνν̄

(dotted) and EWPD together with LFU tests in τ decays (dashed). On the left panel, the

green dashed lines show contours of Rν
K(∗) with values indicated in the lower right corner.

We find the best fit point (BFP) to be θτ = 0.034±0.009, λL = 0.27±0.05, λb
L = 0.38±0.07

and λR = −1.6 ± 0.3, corresponding to ∆χ2 = χ2
SM − χ2

BFP = 19.5. In Table 1, we show

the pull of RD(∗) and LK(∗)K̄(∗) observables in the SM and the BFP, where we have defined

the pull of an observable O in a theoretical model M as

PM =
OM −OExp√
σ2
Exp + σ2

Th

, (5.30)

where σExp(Th) is the experimental (theoretical) uncertainty for the given observable O.

We observe a significant improvement with respect to the tensions present in the SM.4

The results of our fit are shown in Fig. 8. We can see that the most relevant constraints

for the fit are B → Kνν̄, ∆mBs , pp → ττ(τν), and EWPD with LFU tests in τ -decays.

4The tensions we find in LK(∗)K̄(∗) for the SM are slightly smaller than the ones found in [15, 16] due

to the Gaussian approximation we are using.
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The 95% CL exclusion limits for the other bounds do not show because they are sub-

leading constraints appearing only for larger values of the couplings. We see that while

parameter space exists where the non-leptonic puzzle and the charged-current B-anomalies

can be simultaneously explained, their combination necessarily leads to a large effect in

B → Kνν̄. This occurs since the L-observables scale as θτλL while effects in b → cτν

behave as λb
LλR, where |θτ | and |λR| are bounded by EWPO and high-pT , respectively.

This means one needs λL ≈ λb
L ≈ 0.4 in order to explain both puzzles, leading to a sizeable

contribution to B → Kνν̄ which scales as λLλ
b
L. Additionally, b → cτν transitions receive

a sub-dominant vector contribution from λLλ
b
L, preferring the product to be positive.

This fixes the sign of the contribution to B → Kνν̄ to be positive as well, meaning we

interfere constructively with the SM and go in the direction of the stronger bound given

in Eq. (5.11).5 In particular, our best fit point predicts Rν
K(∗) = 2.3± 0.5.

While the B → Kνν̄ bound allows us to do the central value called for by the charged-

current B-anomalies if we only solve the non-leptonic puzzle at ≈ 1σ, the reverse is only

partially possible due to high-pT constraints requiring |λL| ≲ 0.5. The strength of the

high-pT bound is due to the fact that promoting S1 to a doublet of U(2)q requires that

one leptoquark couples to valence quarks, as shown in Fig. 5. In summary, the fit shows

that a combined explanation of both puzzles is possible, but comes with the prediction of

a significantly enhanced B → Kνν̄ over the SM, well within the reach of Belle II.

6 Conclusions

In this work we present a possible solution to the recently observed tensions in the opti-

mized non-leptonic observables (LK∗K̄∗ and LKK̄) via S1 scalar leptoquarks. As discussed

in Section 2, a solution to both non-leptonic anomalies requires a NP contribution to the

Wilson coefficients of either the QCD-penguin O4s(d) or the chromomagnetic dipole oper-

ators O8gs(d). Here, we have presented a solution contributing to the latter given the large

fine-tuning required for the former. A challenge for any model based on generating the

chromomagnetic dipoles is to avoid the constraints on the corresponding electromagnetic

dipoles C7γs(d) contributing to B → Xs,dγ transitions. It is important to emphasize that

this is achieved without any tuning in our model- it happens simply because the S1 hy-

percharge has the right value to yield an accidental cancellation in the RGE mixing of the

two dipoles.

The tensions in LK∗K̄∗ and LKK̄ are calling for a NP chromomagnetic dipole contri-

bution which is of the same order as the SM one when NP contributions of opposite signs

in both b → s and b → d transitions are allowed. To achieve this with TeV scale NP, one

requires a significant chiral enhancement compared to the SM mb factor. In our case, this is

achieved via an O(1) Yukawa coupling with a RH neutrino. Furthermore, the contribution

to the chromomagnetic dipole is maximized when the RH neutrino mass is similar to that

of the S1 LQ, hinting at a possible connection to TeV-scale neutrino mass generation. In

particular, we have shown that a multi-scale version of the inverse-seesaw mechanism for

5A solution with negative λLλ
b
L is also possible, which gives smaller contributions to B → Kνν̄ but also

a worse quality of fit for b → cτν. As a result, the overall global fit is slightly worse in this scenario.
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neutrino masses fits well within our setup, predicting sizable violations of PMNS unitarity

in the third family, as first pointed out in [32].

To explain the L-observables, the model requires sizeable couplings of the S1 LQ to

light-family left-handed quarks that could imply a large breaking of the U(2)q flavor sym-

metry. However, by promoting the S1 LQ to a doublet of U(2)q, these couplings can

preserve the U(2)q symmetry. Similar ideas have appeared previously in the literature in

different contexts [74–76], showing that promoting NP fields to U(2) multiplets can be an

effective way to suppress FCNC in the light sector while allowing for sizeable contribu-

tions in third-to-second family processes. This is a common characteristic of models with

minimally-broken U(2) flavor symmetries [63], and we find that the idea can be nicely

implemented within our model.

Moreover, it is well-known that the S1 LQ is one of the few mediators that can provide

a NP explanation for hints of LFUV in charged-current B-meson decays, measured by the

ratios RD and RD∗ . We show that an explanation of the non-leptonic puzzle can be con-

sistently combined with an explanation of the charged-current B-anomalies by performing

a global fit including the L-observables, RD(∗) , and all relevant constraints such as FCNC

processes, EWPO, LFU tests in τ -decays, and high-pT to determine the allowed parameter

space of the model. The main outcome of this fit, shown in Fig. 8, is that a consistent com-

bined explanation of the non-leptonic puzzle and the charged-current B-anomalies predicts

a large enhancement to B(B → Kνν̄) as compared with the SM prediction.

In summary, it is very interesting that two open puzzles in B-physics can be connected

by the S1, while simultaneously satisfying all relevant low- and high-energy constraints.

On the phenomenological side, the smoking gun for the model would be a measurement of

B(B → Kνν̄) well above the SM value. This prediction is even now being tested at Belle

II, which ultimately aims to measure the SM value of B(B → Kνν̄) with a 10% relative

error.
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A Rotation matrices

The expression for the Yukawas in the interaction basis is given in Eq. (4.10). Assuming

we are working in the down basis for the left-handed light families, and in the mass basis

for the right-handed light families, the rotation matrices to go from the interaction basis

to the mass basis are implemented as follows

Yu = L†
u ŶuRu, Yd = L†

d ŶdRd, (A.1)

where Ŷu,d are diagonal matrices, and the rotation matrices read

Lu =

 Vud Vus xtVub

Vcd Vcs xtVcb

xtVtd xtVts 1

+O(V 4
us), Ld =

 1 0 −xbV
∗
td

0 1 −xbV
∗
ts

xbVtd xbVts 1

+O(V 4
us).

(A.2)

Ru ≈

 1 0 xt
mu
mt

Vub

0 1 xt
mc
mt

Vcb

−xt
mu
mt

V ∗
ub −xt

mc
mt

V ∗
cb 1

 , Rd ≈

 1 0 −xb
md
mb

V ∗
td

0 1 −xb
ms
mb

V ∗
ts

xb
md
mb

Vtd xb
ms
mb

Vts 1

 .

(A.3)

B Wilson coefficients for the electroweak fit

Running from the high scale to the EW scale, many of the SMEFT operators relevant

for the EW fit receive contributions. Here we provide the formulas for all non-vanishing

WCs involved in the EW fit and LFU tests of τ decays as function of the fundamental

parameters of the model at leading-log order in yt and the gauge couplings [47, 77, 78]. For

the SM parameters, we take their quadratic average along the flow: yt = 0.88, gL = 0.64

and gY = 0.36 (see Appendix B of [39] for details), performed with DsixTools [47]. For

the EW scale we take µEW = mt. Notice that i = 1, 2 and α = 1, 2, 3. Repeated indices in

the WCs indicate diagonal elements. The relevant WCs read

[C
(1)
Hl ]ii =

g2Y |yN |2 log µ2
EW

M2
R

192π2M2
R

, (B.1)

[C
(1)
Hl ]33 =

|yN |2

4M2
R

+
3y2t |yN |2 log µ2

EW

M2
R

64π2M2
R

+
3y2t V

†
LVL log

µ2
EW

M2
1

64π2M2
1

+
g2Y V

†
LVL log

µ2
EW

M2
1

192π2M2
1

+
g2Y |λL|2 log

µ2
EW

M2
1

96π2M2
1

+
g2Y |yN |2 log µ2

EW

M2
R

128π2M2
R

, (B.2)
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[C
(3)
Hl ]ii =−

g2L|yN |2 log µ2
EW

M2
R

192π2M2
R

, (B.3)

[C
(3)
Hl ]33 =− |yN |2

4M2
R

−
3y2t |yN |2 log µ2

EW

M2
R

64π2M2
R

+
3y2t V

†
LVL log

µ2
EW

M2
1

64π2M2
1

−
g2LV

†
LVL log

µ2
EW

M2
1

64π2M2
1

−
g2L|λL|2 log

µ2
EW

M2
1

32π2M2
1

+
5g2L|yN |2 log µ2

EW

M2
R

128π2M2
R

, (B.4)

[CHe]ii =
g2Y |yN |2 log µ2

EW

M2
R

96π2M2
R

, (B.5)

[CHe]33 =
g2Y |yN |2 log µ2

EW

M2
R

96π2M2
R

+
g2Y |λR|2 log

µ2
EW

M2
1

48π2M2
1

, (B.6)

[C
(1)
Hq]ii =−

g2Y |λL|2 log
µ2
EW

M2
1

192π2M2
1

−
g2Y |yN |2 log µ2

EW

M2
R

576π2M2
R

, (B.7)

[C
(1)
Hq]i3 =−

g2Y Viλ
∗
L log

µ2
EW

M2
1

192π2M2
1

, (B.8)

[C
(1)
Hq]33 =−

g2Y V
†
LVL log

µ2
EW

M2
1

192π2M2
1

−
g2Y |yN |2 log µ2

EW

M2
R

576π2M2
R

, (B.9)

[C
(3)
Hq]ii =−

g2L|λL|2 log
µ2
EW

M2
1

192π2M2
1

−
g2L|yN |2 log µ2

EW

M2
R

192π2M2
R

, (B.10)

[C
(3)
Hq]i3 =−

g2LViλ
∗
L log

µ2
EW

M2
1

192π2M2
1

, (B.11)

[C
(3)
Hq]33 =−

g2LV
†
LVL log

µ2
EW

M2
1

192π2M2
1

−
g2L|yN |2 log µ2

EW

M2
R

192π2M2
R

, (B.12)

[CHu]αα =−
g2Y |yN |2 log µ2

EW

M2
R

144π2M2
R

, (B.13)

[CHd]αα =
g2Y |yN |2 log µ2

EW

M2
R

288π2M2
R

. (B.14)
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C Charged-current transitions

Following [58, 59], contributions to Bc,u → τν in our model read

Br(Bc → τν)

Br(Bc → τν)SM
=
∣∣1 + Cc

VL
− χBcC

c
SL

∣∣2 , (C.1)

Br(Bu → τν)

Br(Bu → τν)SM
=
∣∣1 + Cu

VL
− χBuC

u
SL

∣∣2 , (C.2)

where χBc = m2
Bc
/[mτ (mb +mu)] ≈ 4.3, χBu = m2

Bu
/[mτ (mb +mu)] ≈ 3.8, Cc

VL
and Cc

SL

are given in Eqs. (5.6) and (5.7), and

Cu
VL

(mb) = − v2

Vub

(
2∑

i=1

V1i[C
(3)
lq ]33i3 + xtVub[C

(3)
lq ]3333

)
≈ v2

Vub

λ∗
Lλ

b
L

4M2
1

(VudϵL + Vus), (C.3)

Cu
S(mb) = −ηS

v2

2Vub
[C

(1)
lequ]

∗
3331 = −ηS

v2

Vub

mu

mc

λ∗
Rλ

b
L

4M2
1

(VudϵL + Vcd) ≈ 0, (C.4)

with ηS ≈ 1.7. The current experimental measures and SM predictions are [21, 58, 79, 80]

Br(Bc → τν)Exp =2.3%, Br(Bc → τν)SM < 10%, (95% C.L.), (C.5)

Br(Bu → τν)Exp =1.09(24) · 10−4, Br(Bu → τν)SM = 0.869(47) · 10−4. (C.6)

Likewise, for D+
(s) → τν, we get

Br(Ds → τν)

Br(Ds → τν)SM
=
∣∣1 + Ccs

VL
− χDsC

cs
SL

∣∣2 , (C.7)

Br(D+ → τν)

Br(D+ → τν)SM
=
∣∣∣1 + Ccd

VL
− χDC

cd
SL

∣∣∣2 , (C.8)

where χDs = m2
Ds

/[mτ (ms +mc)] ≈ 1.6, χD = m2
D/[mτ (md +mc)] ≈ 1.5, and

Ccs
VL

(mc) = − v2

Vcs

(
2∑

i=1

V2i[C
(3)
lq ]33i2 + xtVcb[C

(3)
lq ]3332

)
≈ v2

|λL|2

4M2
1

, (C.9)

Ccs
S (mc) = −η′S

v2

2Vcs
[C

(1)
lequ]

∗
3322 = −η′Sv

2λLλ
∗
R

4M2
1

, (C.10)

Ccd
VL

(mc) = − v2

Vcd

(
2∑

i=1

V2i[C
(3)
lq ]33i1 + xtVcb[C

(3)
lq ]3331

)
≈ v2

|λL|2

4M2
1

, (C.11)

Ccd
S (mc) = −η′S

v2

2Vcd
[C

(1)
lequ]

∗
3312 = −η′Sv

2λLλ
∗
R

4M2
1

, (C.12)

where η′S ≈ 2 [58]. The current experimental measurements [21] and SM predictions, taken

from flavio [81], are

Br(Ds → τν)Exp =5.48(23)%, Br(Ds → τν)SM = 5.32(4)%, (C.13)

Br(D+ → τν)Exp < 1.2 · 10−3, (90% C.L.), Br(D+ → τν)SM = 1.09(1) · 10−3. (C.14)
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physics at the LHC, JHEP 08 (2021) 021, [arXiv:2103.12074].

[39] L. Allwicher, G. Isidori, J. M. Lizana, N. Selimovic, and B. A. Stefanek, Third-Family

Quark-Lepton Unification and Electroweak Precision Tests, arXiv:2302.11584.

[40] S. Antusch and O. Fischer, Non-unitarity of the leptonic mixing matrix: Present bounds and

future sensitivities, JHEP 10 (2014) 094, [arXiv:1407.6607].

[41] S. Antusch and O. Fischer, Testing sterile neutrino extensions of the Standard Model at

future lepton colliders, JHEP 05 (2015) 053, [arXiv:1502.05915].

[42] A. M. Coutinho, A. Crivellin, and C. A. Manzari, Global Fit to Modified Neutrino Couplings

and the Cabibbo-Angle Anomaly, Phys. Rev. Lett. 125 (2020), no. 7 071802,

[arXiv:1912.08823].

[43] A. Crivellin, F. Kirk, C. A. Manzari, and M. Montull, Global Electroweak Fit and Vector-Like

Leptons in Light of the Cabibbo Angle Anomaly, JHEP 12 (2020) 166, [arXiv:2008.01113].

[44] B. Grzadkowski, M. Iskrzynski, M. Misiak, and J. Rosiek, Dimension-Six Terms in the

Standard Model Lagrangian, JHEP 10 (2010) 085, [arXiv:1008.4884].

[45] H. H. Patel, Package-X: A Mathematica package for the analytic calculation of one-loop

integrals, Comput. Phys. Commun. 197 (2015) 276–290, [arXiv:1503.01469].

[46] J. Fuentes-Mart́ın, M. König, J. Pagès, A. E. Thomsen, and F. Wilsch, A Proof of Concept

for Matchete: An Automated Tool for Matching Effective Theories, arXiv:2212.04510.

[47] A. Celis, J. Fuentes-Martin, A. Vicente, and J. Virto, DsixTools: The Standard Model

Effective Field Theory Toolkit, Eur. Phys. J. C 77 (2017), no. 6 405, [arXiv:1704.04504].

[48] M. Misiak, A. Rehman, and M. Steinhauser, Towards B → Xsγ at the NNLO in QCD

without interpolation in mc, JHEP 06 (2020) 175, [arXiv:2002.01548].

[49] M. Misiak. Private communication, 2023.

[50] M. Misiak et al., Updated NNLO QCD predictions for the weak radiative B-meson decays,

Phys. Rev. Lett. 114 (2015), no. 22 221801, [arXiv:1503.01789].

[51] HFLAV Collaboration, Y. S. Amhis et al., Averages of b-hadron, c-hadron, and τ -lepton

properties as of 2018, Eur. Phys. J. C 81 (2021), no. 3 226, [arXiv:1909.12524].

[52] ATLAS Collaboration, G. Aad et al., Search for leptoquarks decaying into the bτ final state

in pp collisions at
√
s = 13 TeV with the ATLAS detector, arXiv:2305.15962.

[53] CMS Collaboration, Search for leptoquarks produced in lepton-quark collisions and coupling

to τ leptons, tech. rep., CERN, Geneva, 2023.

[54] L. Buonocore, A. Greljo, P. Krack, P. Nason, N. Selimovic, F. Tramontano, and

G. Zanderighi, Resonant leptoquark at NLO with POWHEG, JHEP 11 (2022) 129,

[arXiv:2209.02599].

– 28 –

http://arxiv.org/abs/2012.10492
http://arxiv.org/abs/2203.01952
http://arxiv.org/abs/2103.12074
http://arxiv.org/abs/2302.11584
http://arxiv.org/abs/1407.6607
http://arxiv.org/abs/1502.05915
http://arxiv.org/abs/1912.08823
http://arxiv.org/abs/2008.01113
http://arxiv.org/abs/1008.4884
http://arxiv.org/abs/1503.01469
http://arxiv.org/abs/2212.04510
http://arxiv.org/abs/1704.04504
http://arxiv.org/abs/2002.01548
http://arxiv.org/abs/1503.01789
http://arxiv.org/abs/1909.12524
http://arxiv.org/abs/2305.15962
http://arxiv.org/abs/2209.02599


[55] L. Allwicher, D. A. Faroughy, F. Jaffredo, O. Sumensari, and F. Wilsch, HighPT: A Tool for

high-pT Drell-Yan Tails Beyond the Standard Model, arXiv:2207.10756.

[56] ATLAS Collaboration, G. Aad et al., Search for heavy Higgs bosons decaying into two tau

leptons with the ATLAS detector using pp collisions at
√
s = 13 TeV, Phys. Rev. Lett. 125

(2020), no. 5 051801, [arXiv:2002.12223].

[57] ATLAS Collaboration, Search for high-mass resonances in final states with a tau lepton and

missing transverse momentum with the ATLAS detector, tech. rep., CERN, Geneva, 2021.

All figures including auxiliary figures are available at

https://atlas.web.cern.ch/Atlas/GROUPS/PHYSICS/CONFNOTES/ATLAS-CONF-2021-

025.

[58] V. Gherardi, D. Marzocca, and E. Venturini, Low-energy phenomenology of scalar

leptoquarks at one-loop accuracy, JHEP 01 (2021) 138, [arXiv:2008.09548].

[59] S. Iguro, T. Kitahara, Y. Omura, R. Watanabe, and K. Yamamoto, D∗ polarization vs. RD(∗)

anomalies in the leptoquark models, JHEP 02 (2019) 194, [arXiv:1811.08899].
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