arXiv:2211.14172v2 [hep-ph] 22 Feb 2023

PSI-PR-22-34, ZU-TH 56/22, TTP22-069, P3H-22-113, KEK-TH-2474

Impact of Λ_b → Λ_cτ ν measurement on New Physics in b → c lν transitions

Marco Fedele,^{1, ∗} Monika Blanke,^{1, 2, †} Andreas Crivellin,^{3, 4, ‡} Syuhei Iguro,^{1, 2, §} Teppei Kitahara,^{5, 6, 7, ¶} Ulrich Nierste,^{1, ∗∗} and Ryoutaro Watanabe^{8, ††} 1Institut für Theoretische Teilchenphysik (TTP), Karlsruhe Institute of Technology, D-76131 Karlsruhe, Germany 2Institut für Astroteilchenphysik (IAP), Karlsruhe Institute of Technology, D-76344 Eggenstein-Leopoldshafen, Germany 3Paul Scherrer Institut, CH–5232 Villigen PSI, Switzerland 4Physik-Institut, Universität Zürich, Winterthurerstrasse 190, 8057 Zürich, Switzerland 5Institute for Advanced Research & Kobayashi-Maskawa Institute for the Origin of Particles and the Universe, Nagoya University, Nagoya 464–8602, Japan 6KEK Theory Center, IPNS, KEK, Tsukuba 305-0801, Japan 7CAS Key Laboratory of Theoretical Physics, Institute of Theoretical Physics, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100190, China 8INFN, Sezione di Pisa, Largo B. Pontecorvo 3, 56127 Pisa, Italy

Measurements of the branching ratios of B → D^{(∗)}τ ν̄/B → D^{(∗)}ℓν̄ and Bc → J/ψ τ ν̄/Bc → J/ψ ℓν̄ by the BaBar, Belle and LHCb collaborations consistently point towards an abundance of taus compared to channels with light leptons. However, the ratio Λ_b → Λcτ ν̄/Λ_b → Λcℓν̄ shows a relative deficit in taus. In this paper, we critically address whether data still points towards a coherent pattern of deviations, in particular in light of the sum rule relating these decays in a modelindependent way. We find that no common new physics explanation of all ratios is possible (within 2σ or 1.5σ, depending on the R(Λc) normalization to light lepton channels). While this inconsistency could be a statistical fluctuation, further measurements are required in order to converge to a coherent pattern of experimental results.

I. INTRODUCTION

The Standard Model (SM) has a solid experimental foundation since its formulation half a century ago [1– 3]. However, several incontestable observations, like the presence of dark matter or neutrino oscillation (see, e.g., Refs. [4, 5] for recent reviews), prove the existence of New Physics (NP). A useful approach for searching for NP is to look at the violation of (approximate) symmetries of the SM, like, e.g., lepton flavor universality (LFU) which is only broken in the SM Lagrangian by the small Yukawa couplings.

In fact, several hints for the violation of LFU have emerged over the last years (see e.g. Refs. [6–10] for a recent review). In particular, ratios of the semi-leptonic b hadrons decays

R(D^{(∗)}) ≡ BR(B → D^{(∗)}τν̄)/BR(B → D^{(∗)}ℓν̄) , R(J/ψ) ≡ BR(B_c → J/ψ τν̄)/BR(B_c → J/ψ ℓν̄) , R(Λ_c) ≡ BR(Λ_b → Λ_cτν̄)/BR(Λ_b → Λ_cℓν̄) , (1)

where CKM and hadronic uncertainties drop out and are reduced, respectively, show deviations from the SM predictions.^1

∗ marco.fedele@kit.edu † monika.blanke@kit.edu ‡ andreas.crivellin@cern.ch § igurosyuhei@gmail.com ¶ teppeik@kmi.nagoya-u.ac.jp ∗∗ ulrich.nierste@kit.edu †† wryou1985@gmail.com 1 Here and in the following, ℓ = e, μ, while l = e, μ, τ .

Both R(D) and R(D^∗) have been measured by BaBar [11, 12] and Belle [13–17] and a first combined measurement of these ratios has just recently been announced by LHCb [18], which previously had measured only the latter one [19–21]. A global average for these quantities has been provided by the HFLAV collaboration [22],

R(D) = 0.358 ± 0.025 ± 0.012 , R(D^∗) = 0.285 ± 0.010 ± 0.008 , (2) where the first uncertainty is statistical and the second is systematic. When comparing this result with the recent SM predictions [22–28],

R_{SM}(D) = 0.298 ± 0.004 , R_{SM}(D^∗) = 0.254 ± 0.005 , (3) one observes a tension at the level of 3.2 σ. As the determination of |V_{cb}| from the modes with light leptons is consistent with global CKM fits [29, 30], it is regularly assumed that the deviation implies an over-abundance of taus.

An analogous behavior has been observed for R(J/ψ) [31] R(J/ψ) = 0.71 ± 0.17 ± 0.18 . (4)

To compare this result with SM predictions, we can rely on the latest estimates [32–35],

R_{SM}(J/ψ) = 0.258 ± 0.004 , (5)

that are compatible with data at the 1.8 σ level. However, we are still missing a determination of the tensor form factors from lattice, and the lack of a precise knowledge for these form factors from other sources precludes an accurate NP analysis [33, 36–39]. For this reason, we do not include this observable in our NP analysis.

Finally, LHCb [40] finds

R(Λ_c) = 0.242 ± 0.026 ± 0.040 ± 0.059 , (6)

where the first uncertainty is statistical, the second is systematic and the third is due to external branching fraction measurements. A recent reanalysis of this result has been performed in Ref. [41] where, in order to reduce systematic errors, the tau decay channel measured by the LHCb collaboration is normalized to the SM prediction for Γ(Λ_b → Λ_cμν̄), rather than employing its experimental average. Such a procedure improves the accuracy and slightly amplifies the central value, yielding

R(Λ_c) = |0.04/V_{cb}|^2(0.285 ± 0.073) . (7)

In comparison the SM prediction, where the absence of a subleading Isgur-Wise function at O(Λ̄/m_{c,b}) in the Λ_b → Λ_c transition suppresses the theoretical uncertainty [42], is equal to [43–49]

R_{SM}(Λ_c) = 0.324 ± 0.004 . (8)

Although this value does not point towards a strong tension with the SM, it actually hints this time to an underabundance of taus.

This opposite behavior compared to the other ratios is unexpected as all processes are described by the same effective Hamiltonian for b → clν transitions. Many modelindependent NP analyses have been performed to explain either the deviation observed in R(D) and R(D^∗) [50– 66], and/or R(Λ_c) alone [49, 67–72], with NP effects connected to tau leptons. However, a joint description of the three LFU ratios is mandatory, because the three decay modes are correlated in a model-independent way: R(D), R(D^∗) and R(Λ_c) fulfill a sum rule which is rooted in their properties in the heavy quark limit [73, 74].

The intent of this paper is therefore to critically scrutinize the compatibility of data. We try to understand, by means of an EFT approach, whether it is possible to introduce further NP effects in order to address experimental measurements, or if on the other hand we are facing a situation where current results are incompatible among themselves. While most previous analyses were restricted to NP contributions in tau final states, we also consider the possibility to introduce NP coupled to light leptons, thereby modifying the sum rule in order to potentially accommodate data.

This paper is organized a follows: in Sec. II we introduce the EFT formalism employed to perform the NP analyses and in Sec. III we update the sum rule, which is modified once taking the latest results into account. In Sec. IV we review all the possible, simple UV completions that can produce the effects described by the EFT at the low-scale, and in Sec. V we report the results of our fits. We draw our conclusions in Sec. VI.

II. EFT FORMALISM

We use the effective Hamiltonian

H_{eff} = 2 √ 2G_F V_{cb} [ (1 + C^l_{VL} )O^l_{VL} + C^l_{SR} O^l_{SR} +C^l_{SL} O^l_{SL} + C^l_T O^l_T ] , (9)

with the dimension-six operators O^l_{VL} = (c̄γ^μP_Lb) (¯ lγ_μP_Lν_l ) , O^l_{SR} = (c̄P_Rb) (¯ lP_Lν_l ) , O^l_{SL} = (c̄P_Lb) (¯ lP_Lν_l ) , O^l_T = (c̄σ^{μν} P_Lb) (¯ lσ_{μν} P_Lν_l ) ,

(10)

where σ_{μν} =^i_2 [γ_μ, γ_ν ]. Note that in our convention for the effective Hamiltonian the Wilson coefficients (WCs) C^l_i describe a genuine NP effect, and vanish in the SM. Moreover, NP effects due to light right-handed neutrinos, like the ones considered e.g., in Refs. [75–80], or right-handed quark vector currents, which are LFU at the dimension-six level [81–84], are not included in our analysis.

Finally, it is important to remember that the operators and WCs in Eq. (9) are scale-dependent. We perform our analysis for a heavy NP scale, which we take to be 2 TeV for concreteness. To connect these coefficients to the decay scale μ = μ_b = 4.2 GeV, we use the renormalizationgroup evolution (RGE) for the dimension-six operators at next-to-leading order in QCD and leading order in EW interactions, including the top-quark threshold corrections [85] and taking the QCD one-loop matching corrections (for general scalar and vector leptoquarks whose couplings are invariant under the SM gauge group) into account at the NP scale [86],

C^l_{VL} (μ_b) = 1.12 C^l_{VL} (2 TeV) ,

C^l_{SR} (μ_b) = 2.00 C^l_{SR} (2 TeV) , (11) ( C^l_{SL} (μ_b) C^l_T (μ_b) ) = ( 1.91 −0.38

0. 0.89 ) ( C^l_{SL} (2 TeV) C^l_T (2 TeV) ) .

III. UPDATED SUM RULE

R(D^{(∗)}) and R(Λ_c) have strong theoretical correlations as they depend on the same transition at the quark level. Given the update of the form factors relevant for B → D^{(∗)} transitions [27], together with the newly measured value for R(Λ_c) [40] and the updated measurements for R(D^{(∗)}) [18], we update here the sum rule connecting the three LFU ratios [73, 74]. Indeed, the update of the form factors has an impact on the coefficients feeding into the sum rule, while the additional experimental information for R(D^{(∗)}) gives a more precise prediction for

R(Λ_c), which can now be directly compared with its experimental measurement. For this we start from a seminumerical formula for R(Λ_c), assuming NP contributions to the tau channel only and using the Λ_b → Λ_c lattice QCD results of Refs. [45, 47, 63]:

R(Λ_c) R_{SM}(Λ_c) = | |1 + C^τ_{VL} | |^2 + 0.50 Re [(1 + C^τ_{VL} ) C^{τ ∗}_{SR} ] + 0.33 Re [(1 + C^τ_{VL} ) C^{τ ∗}_{SL} ] + 0.52 Re (C^τ_{SL} C^{τ ∗}_{SR} )

+ 0.32 ( |C^τ_{SL} |^2 + |C^τ_{SR} |^2 ) − 3.11 Re [( 1 + C^τ_{VL} ) C^{τ ∗}_T ] + 10.4 |C^τ_T |^2 , (12)

where the Wilson coefficients have to be considered at the scale μ = μ_b [47], and we used m_c(μ_b) = 0.92 GeV in the computation of the form factors of the scalar and pseudoscalar currents.

Combining this with the updated general NP formulae for R(D^{(∗)}) [66] and Eq. (12), we find^2

R(Λ_c) R_{SM}(Λ_c)

= 0.280 R(D) R_{SM}(D)

+ 0.720 R(D^∗) R_{SM}(D^∗)

+ δ_{Λc} ,

(13)

with

δ_{Λc} = Re [( 1 + C^τ_{VL} ) ( 0.314 C^{τ ∗}_T − 0.003 C^{τ ∗}_{SR} )] + 0.014 ( |C^τ_{SL} |^2 + |C^τ_{SR} |^2 ) + 0.004 Re ( C^τ_{SL} C^{τ ∗}_{SR} ) − 1.30 |C^τ_T |^2 . (14)

This is to be compared with

R(Λ_c) R_{SM}(Λ_c)

≃ 0.262 R(D) R_{SM}(D)

+ 0.738 R(D^∗) R_{SM}(D^∗)

, (15)

found in Ref. [74]. As expected, the coefficients in the sum rule slightly change with this update due to the improvements in the form factors and the different choice employed relative to the minimization procedure for δ_{Λc} . However, the change is only minimal, showing the robustness of the sum rule.

It is interesting to notice that a deviation in R(D^∗) from the SM has a stronger impact on R(Λ_c) compared to one in R(D). Therefore, the latest measurement of LHCb [18] with a value for R(D^∗) quite close to the SM value while that of R(D) being further away, decreases the expected deviation in R(Λ_c).

Equation (13) holds in any tau-philic NP scenario described by the effective Hamiltonian in Eq. (9). Moreover, for |C^τ_T | ≪ 1, the correction factor δ_{Λc} is irrelevant. We therefore obtain the model-independent prediction

R(Λ_c) ≃ R_{SM}(Λ_c) ( 0.280 R(D) R_{SM}(D)

+ 0.720 R(D^∗) R_{SM}(D^∗) )

= R_{SM}(Λ_c) (1.172 ± 0.038) = 0.380 ± 0.012 ± 0.005 , (16)

2 We obtain this sum rule by imposing a condition such that a C^τ_{VL} C^{τ ∗}_{SL} interference term is absent in δ_{Λc} , while Ref. [73] has imposed such a condition for C^τ_{VL} C^{τ ∗}_{SR} . We find that although both procedures are numerically equivalent, our procedure is slightly more accurate whenever the δ_{Λc} term is ignored.

where the first error arises from the experimental uncertainty of R(D) and R(D^∗), and the second one from R_{SM}(Λ_c). Even with the updated coefficients, the central value of the predicted R(Λ_c) is unchanged with respect to Ref. [74], where R(Λ_c) = 0.38 ± 0.01 ± 0.01 was obtained; the only difference is in the increased precision of the prediction, more accurate due to the updates in the measurements of R(D^{(∗)})/R_{SM}(D^{(∗)}) and once again proving the stability and robustness of the sum rule.

IV. NP SCENARIOS

In this Section we consider NP scenarios including WCs by the addition of at most two new heavy fields. In the cases of two fields, we allow one of them to couple to tau leptons, and the other to both light leptons with the same strength.^3 We consider all NP WCs to be real, unless stated otherwise.

A. Scalar Leptoquarks

Out of the five scalar Leptoquarks (LQs) [88], only three can generate b → clν transitions:

• S_1 = (¯3, 1, 1/3), an SU(2)_L-singlet scalar that, once integrated out, contributes to C^l_{VL} and/or the combination C^l_{SL} = −4C^l_T (at the matching scale), which becomes C^l_{SL} (μ_b) ≃ −8.9C^l_T (μ_b) at the decay scale. Solutions to the R(D) and R(D^∗) anomalies by means of this LQ can be found in Refs. [53, 89– 96]. Note however that the SU(2)_L symmetry implies an inevitable correlation between C^l_{VL} and a tree-level contribution to b → sν_lν_l. Hence, a constraint from B → K^∗νν̄ measurement is unavoidable [97–99]. Moreover, additional severe bounds

3 Strictly speaking, if the NP field coupling to light leptons is a leptoquark, the stringent constraints from lepton flavor violating decays require the introduction of two such fields, one coupling to muons and the other to electrons [87].

come from the S_1–ν_l box diagrams contributions to ΔM_s [100, 101].

• R_2 = (3, 2, 7/6), a weak doublet scalar whose footprints at the B-meson scale are described by a contribution satisfying C^l_{SL} = 4C^l_T . Once again, due to RGE this relation becomes C^l_{SL} (μ_b) ≃ 8.4C^l_T (μ_b) at the low scale. In this specific scenario we allow the WCs to be complex, since this is a necessary requirement in order to address at the same time R(D) and R(D^∗) [73, 74, 87, 95, 102–105].

• S_3 = (¯3, 3, 1/3), an SU(2)_L-triplet scalar that is parametrized at the low scale by the WC C^l_{VL} . Models which contain such a solution to the LFU ratios have been studied in Refs. [52, 53, 89, 91, 94, 105, 106]. Similarly to the S_1 case, also this scenario suffers from the constraint induced by B → K^∗νν̄, severely limiting the allowed size for C^l_{VL} [89].

It is important to remember that, in order to avoid the undesirable effect of proton decays, one has to forbid diquark couplings to the LQ for S_1 and S_3 (e.g. by a symmetry, see Ref. [107]).

B. Vector Leptoquarks

A second family of solutions for the LFU ratios involves vector LQs.^4 Out of the five vector LQs [88] only two can produce effects of interest in our study, namely:

• U_1 = (3, 1, 2/3), an SU(2)_L-singlet vector that produces at the low scale the WCs C^l_{VL} and/or C^l_{SR} . Models that include this LQ in a Pati-Salam extension of the SM can be found, e.g., in Refs. [101, 108– 120], which are based on the early studies performed in Refs. [121–128].

• V_2 = (¯3, 2, 5/6), a weak doublet vector whose effects at the decay scale can be described by means of the WC C^l_{SR} . An example for this kind of solution can be found, e.g., in Ref. [129]. This scenario, previously disfavored due to its limited impact on R(D^∗), is now viable again due to the recent LHCb result hinting at a smaller deviation in R(D^∗) compared to the one in R(D) [18]. Note that, in order to avoid proton decay, also this scenario requires a symmetry that prevents di-quark coupling to V_2.

4 It is worth mentioning that these solutions usually require some sort of UV completion in order to explain the origin of a massive spin-1 particle.

C. Charged Higgses

A charged scalar boson (H^±) generates the WCs C^l_{SR} and C^l_{SL} . The 2HDM model of type II at large tan β [130– 132] leads to the wrong sign to fit data, but the 2HDM with a generic flavor structure [133–141], can lead to constructive effects. It is interesting to note that while a fit including only C^l_{SL} requires it to be complex in order to properly address the data, this is no longer necessary once both WCs are allowed at the same time, as in our fits.

D. Singly charged vector boson

W^′, being a charged vector boson, generates C^l_{VL} [142– 147]. However, such solutions are no more viable due to constraints from ΔM_s, b → sνν and LHC direct searches like pp(bb̄) → Z^′ → τ^+τ^−, which arose due to SU(2)_L invariance. Similarly, a W^′_R scenario [76] is no longer compatible with collider bounds [148].

V. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

We are now ready to assess how 1D and 2D extension of the SM perform in explaining R(D), R(D^∗) and R(Λ_c), where the dimensionality of the extension refers to the number of new fields, not to the number of WCs generated. For the form factors, we utilized results obtained by lattice QCD whenever available [45, 149, 150], therefore relying on the results of Heavy Quark Effective Theory [24] only for tensor form factors in B → D^∗ transitions. It is important to stress that our main conclusions are unchanged if one employs a different choice for the form factors. Our fits are performed by carrying out a Markov Chain Monte Carlo Bayesian analysis, implementing the full analytic expressions and including all theoretical correlations for all the analysed modes, using the HEPfit code [151]. We assumed for each WC a flat prior centered around zero, representing our initial ignorance on their allowed regions. To ascertain the prior-independence of our results and avoid misinterpretations, we ensured that the employed ranges for the priors were large enough, in such a way that the posterior distributions would not be cut (as an artifact that could be induced by being too constrictive without a motivated theoretical reason with the prior ranges), nor it would be altered by further enlarging such ranges. Given that our goal is to test whether the validity of the sum rule among the three LFU ratios at Eq. (16) holds for any NP scenario, or if there are indeed scenarios in which either the correction factor δ_{Λc} defined in Eq. (14) is maximized or the sum rule is even violated by NP coupling to muons and electrons as well, a case not covered by our sum rule in Eqs. (13) and (14), we proceed in the following way: as a first step and for the sake of simplicity, we perform a fit only to the ratios in order to assess how they scenario R(D) R(D^∗) R(Λc)

exp. 0.36(3) 0.29(1) 0.24(7)

S1 0.36(3) 0.29(1) 0.38(3)

R2 0.36(3) 0.28(1) 0.40(4)

S3 0.33(2) 0.29(1) 0.38(2)

U1 0.36(3) 0.28(1) 0.37(2)

V2 0.36(3) 0.28(1) 0.36(1)

H^± 0.36(3) 0.28(1) 0.36(2)

TABLE I. Predicted values for R(Λc) from a fit to R(D) and R(D^∗) for several single particle extensions of the SM which couple to tau leptons.

comply with the sum rule; only in the case of a positive result, we therefore inspect and comment on how they fare once additional constraints are considered, like, e.g., the B_c → τν decay (which we allow to be as large as 60% [73]), the D^{∗−} polarization [152] or constraints on |V_{cb}| coming from fits to the Unitary Triangle [29, 30].

A. 1D scenarios

Assuming that NP couples to taus only, none of the extensions discussed in the previous Section is capable of describing in a satisfactory way the measurements of the three LFU ratios. This does not come as a surprise, since it was already known that the three ratios are connected by the sum rule derived in Refs. [73, 74] and Sec. III: if two of them are measured above the SM prediction, like is the case for R(D) and R(D^∗), a similar behavior is expected for the third one, contrary to what is the case for R(Λ_c). For a recent result of 1D global fits to all relevant data in this sector, we refer the reader to Ref. [66].

To better assess the (in)compatibility of data under the 1D hypotheses, we therefore performed the following test: first, for each scenario capable to fit R(D) and R(D^∗), we predict the value for R(Λ_c); in a similar fashion, for each scenario capable to fit R(Λ_c), we predict the values for R(D) and R(D^∗). It is worth mentioning that, as already observed in Refs. [73, 74], the only prediction for R(Λ_c) affected (albeit marginally) by allowing the B_c → τν decay up to 60% instead of a lower value, e.g. 30%, is the one involving a charged Higgs. We report our findings in Tables I and II, respectively. Note that in Table II we report only the scenarios of a scalar LQ S_1 or S_3, or of a vector LQ U_1, since those are the only ones capable to reproduce the measured value of R(Λ_c). As expected, in the case where the mesons LFU ratios are considered in the fit, a large prediction for the baryon one is obtained, compatible with the prediction of the sum rule in Eq. (16), larger than the SM prediction and hence ∼ 2σ above its measured value. On the other hand, when predicting the values for R(D) and R(D^∗) scenario R(Λc) R(D) R(D^∗)

exp. 0.24(7) 0.36(3) 0.29(1)

S1 0.23(7) 0.21(8) 0.16(8)

S3 0.21(8) 0.18(7) 0.17(6)

U1 0.22(8) 0.15(8) 0.17(8)

TABLE II. Predicted values for R(D) and R(D^∗) from a fit to the experimental value of R(Λc) [40].

scenario R(Λc) R(D) R(D^∗)

Ref. [41] 0.29(7) 0.36(3) 0.29(1)

S1 0.28(7) 0.25(8) 0.19(8)

S3 0.27(7) 0.23(6) 0.21(6)

U1 0.28(7) 0.17(9) 0.22(8)

TABLE III. Predicted values for R(D) and R(D^∗) using the value of R(Λc) from Ref. [41], assuming |V_{cb}| = 0.04.

from a fit to R(Λ_c), the opposite pattern is observed: a value for the latter ratio complying with data would imply values for the former ones smaller than their SM predictions, and ∼ 2σ below their measured values. It is worth mentioning that, if one uses for R(Λ_c) the value suggested in Ref. [41], the discrepancy among predicted values and measured ones is reduced to ∼ 1.5σ, as shown in Table III.

Nevertheless, the current uncertainty on R(Λ_c) is still large enough that those scenarios cannot be ruled out at present, and a potential decrease in the discrepancy among R(D), R(D^∗) and their SM prediction could reduce the induced tension in R(Λ_c), or vice versa.

B. 2D scenarios

Here we allow a first new field to couple to taus only, and a second one to couple to muons and electrons equally. For this reason, we identify fields belonging to the first class with the label τ, e.g., R^τ_2 , while fields related to the second one are labelled with ℓ, e.g., S^ℓ_1. Having at hand six possible kinds of fields parametrized by a different low-energy EFT description, and each being allowed to couple either to the heavy charged lepton or to the light ones, we ultimately inspected a total of 36 potential 2D scenarios. Out of all these possibilities, we only found two scenarios capable to reproduce in a satisfactory way all three LFU ratios, with all the other scenarios still implying an over-production of taus in R(Λ_c) at the 2 σ level. The first viable model is composed by an S_1 LQ coupling to light fermions, together with an R_2 coupled to taus, namely the pair formed by S^ℓ_1 and R^τ_2 . The second possibility shares the same NP extension coupled to muons and electrons, but requires furthermore a charged Higgs coupled to taus, i.e., the pair formed by S^ℓ_1 and H^{±τ} . The fact that both scenarios rely on the presence of an SU(2)_L-singlet scalar LQ coupled to light fermions is the reason why these scenarios apparently comply with data, but is also the origin why they ultimately fail once faced with additional constraints.

Indeed, once NP is allowed to couple to both heavy and light charged leptons, the numerical formulae for the LFU ratios and for the sum rule connecting them have to be modified accordingly. Observing now that S^ℓ_1 implies the presence of a tensor WC, a strong violation of the sum rule (and hence a potential opposite behavior of R(Λ_c) w.r.t. R(D) and R(D^∗)) could be induced in the case of a non-negligible size for this coefficient. This is indeed what we find in our fits, where in both viable scenarios we need a strong contribution to the scalar and tensor currents, equal to C^ℓ_{SL} = −4C^ℓ_T ≃ ±1, in order to obtain a value R(Λ_c) ≃ 0.24.

Moreover, this is not the only requirement for the WCs coupling to light leptons: S^ℓ_1 also generates a vector current mediated by C^ℓ_{VL} , whose value is constrained by the fit in strong correlation with that of the former pair of WCs, and determined to be in both scenarios equal to C^ℓ_{VL} ≃ −1. This corresponds to a −100% correction in the light leptons vector current w.r.t. the SM contribution, inducing a complete cancellation of this term.

However, these solutions are actually not viable once further constraints are taken into account. NP contributions to vector currents involving light leptons are constrained by high-p_T lepton tail searches at the LHC |C^e_{VL} | < 0.25 [104, 153] and, even more, by the aforementioned bound imposed on S_1 LQs by B → K^∗νν̄ measurement [97], which implies −0.011 ≤ C^ℓ_{VL} ≤ 0.027 [99]; moreover, a strong NP tensor component for light leptons is also heavily constrained by the high-p_T search [154], which implies |C^e_T | < 0.32, or by an analysis of angular distribution [155, 156] and D^{∗−} polarization data [152], which requires it to be even smaller, namely |C^ℓ_T | ≤ 0.05 [157, 158]. NP coupling to light leptons is also strongly constrained by global CKM fits [29, 30], with the value extracted for |V_{cb}| from B → D^{(∗)}ℓν being consistent with the constraint coming from a fit to all the other channels entering in the Unitarity Triangle Analysis (UTA). Since a modification to such effective couplings would unavoidably alter this extraction, stringent bounds can therefore be inferred on the NP WCs, see Ref. [157] for an early non-universal study. A systematic analysis of these bounds goes beyond the scope of this paper, given that the aforementioned constraints coming from angular distributions data, D^{∗−} polarization and collider bounds are already strong enough to invalidate the selected 2D scenarios apparently capable to describe the LFU ratios. However, a crude estimate of the bound for a WC can be obtained by requiring that the extracted value for |V_{cb}| in the presence of NP would stay compatible with its predicted value by a UTA where such channels are not included in the fit [29, 30]. Such estimates lead to |C^ℓ_{VL} | ≲ 0.025 and |C^ℓ_T | ≲ 0.25.

C. General Model-Independent fit

For completeness, we conclude our analysis of viable NP scenarios by performing a fully model-independent fit for eight generic WCs, i.e., C^{τ,ℓ}_{VL,SL,R,T} ≠ 0, which we take to be real.^5 The results turn out to be similar to the ones observed for the 2D scenarios: while it is indeed possible to find regions of the eight-dimensional WC parameter space where the values for all three LFU ratios are found to be compatible with observed measurements, when additional constraints like the |V_{cb}| determination within CKM fits, angular distributions data, D^{∗−} polarization and collider bounds are considered, these solutions are no longer acceptable.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have critically analysed the latest results concerning LFU ratios in B-meson charged-current decays, aiming to assess the compatibility of data which is challenged by the measurement of R(Λ_c): the latter result, being smaller than the SM prediction, is in contrast with R(D) and R(D^∗), where an enhancement w.r.t. the SM of 3.2 σ is observed. Since all these ratios are mediated by the same b → clν̄ transition, their NP predictions are connected in a model-independent way by a sum rule, which we updated here while investigating whether the data at hand complies with it. For this we have relaxed one assumption of the sum rule, namely that NP affects b → cτν but not b → cℓν with ℓ = e, μ. Due to the sum rule, no single particle can explain all three LFU ratios at the same time, and even when considering the different normalization suggested in Ref. [41] for R(Λ_c) the discrepancy is still at the ∼ 1.5 σ level.

We therefore investigated whether the addition of a second NP field, this time coupling equally to light charged leptons ℓ = e, μ, could induce a modification in the sum rule such that it is possible to address the opposite behavior of R(Λ_c) compared to R(D^{(∗)}). While we found two possible scenarios capable to address the three LFU ratios at the same time, namely one formed by the pair S^ℓ_1 and R^τ_2 , and the second formed by the couple S^ℓ_1 and H^{±τ} , we ultimately ruled out these possibilities as well using CKM fits, B → K^∗νν̄, angular distributions and high-p_T collider bounds.

We further performed a fit to eight WCs, half of them related to taus with the remaining associated with light charged leptons. Even in this general case we found that

5 We do not consider the introduction of imaginary parts for these coefficients to be able to alter our conclusions, mainly because the interference terms among different WCs in the sum rule of Eq. (16) are proportional to lepton masses, hence negligible for ℓ = e, μ. Similarly, since for right-handed neutrino interactions interference terms do not exist for any of the three modes, their inclusion would not have an impact on our results .

while a fit to the three LFU ratios might find viable solutions in the eight-dimensional WC parameter space, once additional constraints are taken into account such a solution is no longer acceptable. We therefore concluded that present data cannot be addressed, neither in the SM nor beyond, in a satisfactory way, as current experimental results for R(D^{(∗)}) and R(Λ_c) show an inconsistent pattern. It is therefore mandatory to obtain further experimental results in this sector in order to eventually converge to a coherent data pattern, differently from what we currently observe. Whether this pattern will lead us to the SM or to NP, only time will tell.

With our current input and assumptions, we predict that at least one of the central values of R(D^{(∗)}) or R(Λ_c) will move from its present value once more statistics is accumulated, independently of the presence or nature of NP. Moreover, it might also be possible that NP is present in the q^2 distributions of light lepton modes, while still resulting in consistent values for |V_{cb}|, if a different theoretical approach for the form factors is used [159]. Interestingly, this might provide a connection to the anomaly in ΔA_{F B} [160], which requires different NP related to muons and electrons [98, 161]. Furthermore, in a UV complete (or simplified) model, NP effects in ΔF = 2 processes occur in general, such that the global CKM fit could allow for larger NP effects in the determination of |V_{cb}|.

Acknowledgments.— The work of M.B., M.F., S.I. and U.N. is supported by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation) under grant 396021762- TRR 257. A.C. is supported by a Professorship Grant (PP00P2 176884) of the Swiss National Science Foundation. The work of T.K. is supported by the Japan Society for the Promotion of Science (JSPS) Grant-in-Aid for Early-Career Scientists (Grant No. 19K14706) and the JSPS Core-to-Core Program (Grant No. JPJSCCA20200002). R.W. is partially supported by the INFN grant ‘FLAVOR’ and the PRIN 2017L5W2PT.

[1] S. L. Glashow, “Partial Symmetries of Weak Interactions,” Nucl. Phys. 22 (1961) 579–588.

[2] S. Weinberg, “A Model of Leptons,”

Phys. Rev. Lett. 19 (1967) 1264–1266.

[3] A. Salam, “Weak and Electromagnetic Interactions,” Conf. Proc. C 680519 (1968) 367–377.

[4] A. Arbey and F. Mahmoudi, “Dark matter and the early Universe: a review,” Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 119 (2021) 103865

[arXiv:2104.11488].

[5] M. C. Gonzalez-Garcia, “Neutrino physics,” CERN Yellow Rep. School Proc. 5 (2022) 85.

[6] F. U. Bernlochner, M. F. Sevilla, D. J. Robinson, and G. Wormser, “Semitauonic b-hadron decays: A lepton flavor universality laboratory,” Rev. Mod. Phys. 94 (2022) 015003

[arXiv:2101.08326].

[7] O. Fischer et al., “Unveiling hidden physics at the LHC,” Eur. Phys. J. C 82 (2022) 665

[arXiv:2109.06065].

[8] D. London and J. Matias, “B Flavour Anomalies: 2021 Theoretical Status Report,” Ann. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci. 72 (2022) 37–68

[arXiv:2110.13270].

[9] A. Crivellin and M. Hoferichter, “Hints of lepton flavor universality violations,” Science 374 (2021) 1051

[arXiv:2111.12739].

[10] A. Crivellin and J. Matias, “Beyond the Standard Model with Lepton Flavor Universality Violation,” in 1st Pan-African Astro-Particle and Collider Physics Workshop. 2022. arXiv:2204.12175.

[11] BaBar Collaboration, “Evidence for an excess of B̄ → D^{(∗)}τ^−ν̄_τ decays,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 109 (2012) 101802

[arXiv:1205.5442].

[12] BaBar Collaboration, “Measurement of an Excess of B̄ → D^{(∗)}τ^−ν̄_τ Decays and Implications for Charged Higgs Bosons,” Phys. Rev. D 88 (2013) 072012

[arXiv:1303.0571].

[13] Belle Collaboration, “Measurement of the branching ratio of B̄ → D^{(∗)}τ^−ν̄τ relative to B̄ → D^{(∗)}ℓ^−ν̄_ℓ decays with hadronic tagging at Belle,” Phys. Rev. D 92 (2015) 072014 [arXiv:1507.03233].

[14] Belle Collaboration, “Measurement of the branching ratio of B̄^0 → D^{∗+}τ^−ν̄τ relative to B̄^0 → D^{∗+}ℓ^−ν̄_ℓ decays with a semileptonic tagging method,” Phys. Rev. D 94 (2016) 072007 [arXiv:1607.07923].

[15] Belle Collaboration, “Measurement of the τ lepton polarization and R(D^∗) in the decay B̄ → D^∗τ^−ν̄τ ,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 118 (2017) 211801

[arXiv:1612.00529].

[16] Belle Collaboration, “Measurement of the τ lepton polarization and R(D^∗) in the decay B̄ → D^∗τ^−ν̄τ with one-prong hadronic τ decays at Belle,” Phys. Rev. D 97 (2018) 012004 [arXiv:1709.00129].

[17] Belle Collaboration, “Measurement of R(D) and R(D^∗) with a semileptonic tagging method,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 124 (2020) 161803

[arXiv:1910.05864].

[18] LHCb Collaboration, “First joint measurement of R(D^∗) and R(D^0) at LHCb.” https://indico.cern.

ch/event/1187939/.

[19] LHCb Collaboration, “Measurement of the ratio of branching fractions B(B̄^0 → D^{∗+}τ^−ν̄τ )/B(B̄^0 → D^{∗+}μ^−ν̄μ),” Phys. Rev. Lett. 115 (2015) 111803

[arXiv:1506.08614]. [Erratum: Phys.Rev.Lett. 115,

159901 (2015)].

[20] LHCb Collaboration, “Measurement of the ratio of the B^0 → D^{∗−}τ^+ντ and B^0 → D^{∗−}μ^+νμ branching fractions using three-prong τ -lepton decays,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 120 (2018) 171802

[arXiv:1708.08856].

[21] LHCb Collaboration, “Test of Lepton Flavor Universality by the measurement of the B^0 → D^{∗−}τ^+ντ branching fraction using three-prong τ decays,” Phys. Rev. D 97 (2018) 072013

[arXiv:1711.02505].

[22] HFLAV Collaboration, “Averages of b-hadron, c-hadron, and τ -lepton properties as of 2021.”

arXiv:2206.07501. updated results and plots available

at https://hflav-eos.web.cern.ch/hflav-eos/

semi/fall22/html/RDsDsstar/RDRDs.html.

[23] D. Bigi and P. Gambino, “Revisiting B → Dℓν,” Phys. Rev. D 94 (2016) 094008 [arXiv:1606.08030].

[24] F. U. Bernlochner, Z. Ligeti, M. Papucci, and D. J. Robinson, “Combined analysis of semileptonic B decays to D and D^∗: R(D^{(∗)}), |V_{cb}|, and new physics,” Phys. Rev. D 95 (2017) 115008 [arXiv:1703.05330]. [Erratum: Phys.Rev.D 97, 059902 (2018)].

[25] S. Jaiswal, S. Nandi, and S. K. Patra, “Extraction of |V_{cb}| from B → D^{(∗)}ℓν_ℓ and the Standard Model predictions of R(D^{(∗)}),” JHEP 12 (2017) 060

[arXiv:1707.09977].

[26] P. Gambino, M. Jung, and S. Schacht, “The V_{cb} puzzle: An update,” Phys. Lett. B 795 (2019) 386–390

[arXiv:1905.08209].

[27] M. Bordone, M. Jung, and D. van Dyk, “Theory determination of B̄ → D^{(∗)}ℓ^−ν̄ form factors at O(1/m^2_c ),” Eur. Phys. J. C 80 (2020) 74

[arXiv:1908.09398].

[28] G. Martinelli, S. Simula, and L. Vittorio, “|V_{cb}| and R(D)^{(∗)}) using lattice QCD and unitarity,” Phys. Rev. D 105 (2022) 034503 [arXiv:2105.08674].

[29] UTfit Collaboration, “New UTfit Analysis of the Unitarity Triangle in the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa scheme.” arXiv:2212.03894.

[30] CKMfitter Collaboration, “Recent CKMfitter updates on global fits of the CKM matrix.” https://

indico.cern.ch/event/891123/contributions/
4601722/attachments/2351890/4013122/
CKMfitter2021.pdf.

[31] LHCb Collaboration, “Measurement of the ratio of branching fractions B(B^+_c → J/ψτ^+ντ )/B(B^+_c → J/ψμ^+νμ),” Phys. Rev. Lett. 120 (2018) 121801

[arXiv:1711.05623].

[32] T. D. Cohen, H. Lamm, and R. F. Lebed,

“Model-independent bounds on R(J/ψ),” JHEP 09 (2018) 168 [arXiv:1807.02730].

[33] D. Leljak, B. Melic, and M. Patra, “On lepton flavour universality in semileptonic Bc → ηc, J/ψ decays,” JHEP 05 (2019) 094 [arXiv:1901.08368].

[34] LATTICE-HPQCD Collaboration, “R(J/ψ) and B^−_c → J/ψℓ^−ν̄_ℓ Lepton Flavor Universality Violating Observables from Lattice QCD,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 125 (2020) 222003

[arXiv:2007.06956].

[35] HPQCD Collaboration, “Bc → J/ψ form factors for the full q^2 range from lattice QCD,” Phys. Rev. D 102 (2020) 094518 [arXiv:2007.06957].

[36] R. Watanabe, “New Physics effect on Bc → J/ψτ ν̄ in relation to the R_D(∗) anomaly,” Phys. Lett. B 776 (2018) 5–9 [arXiv:1709.08644].

[37] C.-T. Tran, M. A. Ivanov, J. G. Körner, and P. Santorelli, “Implications of new physics in the decays Bc → (J/ψ, ηc)τ ν,” Phys. Rev. D 97 (2018) 054014 [arXiv:1801.06927].

[38] C. W. Murphy and A. Soni, “Model-Independent

Determination of B^+_c → ηc ℓ^+ ν Form Factors,” Phys. Rev. D 98 (2018) 094026 [arXiv:1808.05932].

[39] P. Colangelo, F. De Fazio, F. Loparco, N. Losacco, and M. Novoa-Brunet, “Relations among Bc→ J/ψ, ηc form factors,” JHEP 09 (2022) 028

[arXiv:2205.08933].

[40] LHCb Collaboration, “Observation of the decay Λ^0_b → Λ^+_c τ^−ντ ,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 128 (2022) 191803

[arXiv:2201.03497].

[41] F. U. Bernlochner, Z. Ligeti, M. Papucci, and D. J. Robinson, “Interpreting LHCb’s Λ_b → Λcτ ν̄ measurement and puzzles in semileptonic Λ_b decays.”

arXiv:2206.11282.

[42] M. Neubert, “Heavy quark symmetry,”

Phys. Rept. 245 (1994) 259–396 [hep-ph/9306320]. [43] T. Gutsche, et al., “Semileptonic decay

Λ_b → Λc + τ^− + ν̄τ in the covariant confined quark model,” Phys. Rev. D 91 (2015) 074001

[arXiv:1502.04864]. [Erratum: Phys.Rev.D 91,

119907 (2015)].

[44] S. Shivashankara, W. Wu, and A. Datta, “Λ_b → Λcτ ν̄τ Decay in the Standard Model and with New Physics,” Phys. Rev. D 91 (2015) 115003 [arXiv:1502.07230].

[45] W. Detmold, C. Lehner, and S. Meinel, “Λ_b → pℓ^−ν̄_ℓ and Λ_b → Λcℓ^−ν̄_ℓ form factors from lattice QCD with relativistic heavy quarks,” Phys. Rev. D 92 (2015) 034503 [arXiv:1503.01421].

[46] X.-Q. Li, Y.-D. Yang, and X. Zhang, “Λ_b → Λcτ ντ decay in scalar and vector leptoquark scenarios,” JHEP 02 (2017) 068 [arXiv:1611.01635].

[47] A. Datta, S. Kamali, S. Meinel, and A. Rashed, “Phenomenology of Λ_b → Λcτ ντ using lattice QCD calculations,” JHEP 08 (2017) 131

[arXiv:1702.02243].

[48] F. U. Bernlochner, Z. Ligeti, D. J. Robinson, and W. L. Sutcliffe, “New predictions for Λ_b → Λc semileptonic decays and tests of heavy quark symmetry,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 121 (2018) 202001

[arXiv:1808.09464].

[49] F. U. Bernlochner, Z. Ligeti, D. J. Robinson, and W. L. Sutcliffe, “Precise predictions for Λ_b → Λc semileptonic decays,” Phys. Rev. D 99 (2019) 055008

[arXiv:1812.07593].

[50] S. Fajfer, J. F. Kamenik, I. Nisandzic, and J. Zupan, “Implications of Lepton Flavor Universality Violations in B Decays,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 109 (2012) 161801

[arXiv:1206.1872].

[51] A. Datta, M. Duraisamy, and D. Ghosh, “Diagnosing New Physics in b → c τ ντ decays in the light of the recent BaBar result,” Phys. Rev. D 86 (2012) 034027

[arXiv:1206.3760].

[52] M. Tanaka and R. Watanabe, “New physics in the weak interaction of B̄ → D^{(∗)}τ ν̄,” Phys. Rev. D 87 (2013) 034028 [arXiv:1212.1878].

[53] M. Freytsis, Z. Ligeti, and J. T. Ruderman, “Flavor models for B̄ → D^{(∗)}τ ν̄,” Phys. Rev. D 92 (2015) 054018 [arXiv:1506.08896].

[54] D. Bardhan, P. Byakti, and D. Ghosh, “A closer look at the RD and RD∗ anomalies,” JHEP 01 (2017) 125

[arXiv:1610.03038].

[55] S. Bhattacharya, S. Nandi, and S. K. Patra, “Looking for possible new physics in B → D^{(∗)}τ ντ in light of recent data,” Phys. Rev. D 95 (2017) 075012

[arXiv:1611.04605].

[56] A. Celis, M. Jung, X.-Q. Li, and A. Pich, “Scalar contributions to b → c(u)τ ν transitions,” Phys. Lett. B 771 (2017) 168–179

[arXiv:1612.07757].

[57] A. K. Alok, D. Kumar, J. Kumar, S. Kumbhakar, and S. U. Sankar, “New physics solutions for RD and RD∗ ,” JHEP 09 (2018) 152 [arXiv:1710.04127].

[58] A. Azatov, D. Bardhan, D. Ghosh, F. Sgarlata, and E. Venturini, “Anatomy of b → cτ ν anomalies,” JHEP 11 (2018) 187 [arXiv:1805.03209].

[59] S. Bhattacharya, S. Nandi, and S. Kumar Patra, “b → cτ ντ Decays: a catalogue to compare, constrain, and correlate new physics effects,” Eur. Phys. J. C 79 (2019) 268 [arXiv:1805.08222].

[60] Z.-R. Huang, Y. Li, C.-D. Lu, M. A. Paracha, and C. Wang, “Footprints of New Physics in b → cτ ν Transitions,” Phys. Rev. D 98 (2018) 095018

[arXiv:1808.03565].

[61] A. Angelescu, D. Bečirević, D. A. Faroughy, and O. Sumensari, “Closing the window on single leptoquark solutions to the B-physics anomalies,” JHEP 10 (2018) 183 [arXiv:1808.08179].

[62] S. Iguro, Y. Omura, and M. Takeuchi, “Test of the R(D^{(∗)}) anomaly at the LHC,” Phys. Rev. D 99 (2019) 075013 [arXiv:1810.05843].

[63] C. Murgui, A. Peñuelas, M. Jung, and A. Pich, “Global fit to b → cτ ν transitions,” JHEP 09 (2019) 103 [arXiv:1904.09311].

[64] R.-X. Shi, L.-S. Geng, B. Grinstein, S. Jäger, and J. Martin Camalich, “Revisiting the new-physics interpretation of the b → cτ ν data,” JHEP 12 (2019) 065 [arXiv:1905.08498].

[65] D. Bečirević, M. Fedele, I. Nišandžić, and

A. Tayduganov, “Lepton Flavor Universality tests through angular observables of B → D^{(∗)}ℓν decay modes.” arXiv:1907.02257.

[66] S. Iguro, T. Kitahara, and R. Watanabe, “Global fit to b → cτ ν anomalies 2022 mid-autumn.”

arXiv:2210.10751.

[67] E. Di Salvo, F. Fontanelli, and Z. J. Ajaltouni, “Detailed Study of the Decay Λ_b → Λcτ ν̄τ ,” Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 33 (2018) 1850169

[arXiv:1804.05592].

[68] A. Ray, S. Sahoo, and R. Mohanta, “Probing new physics in semileptonic Λ_b decays,” Phys. Rev. D 99 (2019) 015015 [arXiv:1812.08314].

[69] N. Penalva, E. Hernández, and J. Nieves, “Further tests of lepton flavour universality from the charged lepton energy distribution in b → c semileptonic decays: The case of Λ_b → Λcℓν̄_ℓ,” Phys. Rev. D 100 (2019) 113007 [arXiv:1908.02328].

[70] M. Ferrillo, A. Mathad, P. Owen, and N. Serra, “Probing effects of new physics in Λ^0_b → Λ^+_c μ^−ν̄μ decays,” JHEP 12 (2019) 148 [arXiv:1909.04608].

[71] X.-L. Mu, Y. Li, Z.-T. Zou, and B. Zhu, “Investigation of effects of new physics in Λ_b → Λcτ ν̄τ decay,” Phys. Rev. D 100 (2019) 113004 [arXiv:1909.10769].

[72] D. Bečirević and F. Jaffredo, “Looking for the effects of New Physics in the Λ_b → Λc(→ Λπ)ℓν decay mode.”

arXiv:2209.13409.

[73] M. Blanke, et al., “Impact of polarization observables and Bc → τ ν on new physics explanations of the b → cτ ν anomaly,” Phys. Rev. D 99 (2019) 075006

[arXiv:1811.09603].

[74] M. Blanke, et al., “Addendum to “Impact of polarization observables and Bc → τ ν on new physics explanations of the b → cτ ν anomaly”,” Phys. Rev. D 100 (2019) 035035 [arXiv:1905.08253].

[75] S. Iguro and Y. Omura, “Status of the semileptonic B decays and muon g-2 in general 2HDMs with right-handed neutrinos,” JHEP 05 (2018) 173

[arXiv:1802.01732].

[76] P. Asadi, M. R. Buckley, and D. Shih, “It’s all right(-handed neutrinos): a new W^′ model for the R_D(∗) anomaly,” JHEP 09 (2018) 010

[arXiv:1804.04135].

[77] A. Greljo, D. J. Robinson, B. Shakya, and J. Zupan, “R(D^{(∗)}) from W^′ and right-handed neutrinos,” JHEP 09 (2018) 169 [arXiv:1804.04642].

[78] D. J. Robinson, B. Shakya, and J. Zupan,

“Right-handed neutrinos and R(D^{(∗)}),” JHEP 02 (2019) 119 [arXiv:1807.04753].

[79] A. Azatov, D. Barducci, D. Ghosh, D. Marzocca, and L. Ubaldi, “Combined explanations of B-physics anomalies: the sterile neutrino solution,” JHEP 10 (2018) 092 [arXiv:1807.10745].

[80] K. S. Babu, B. Dutta, and R. N. Mohapatra, “A theory of R(D^∗, D) anomaly with right-handed currents,” JHEP 01 (2019) 168 [arXiv:1811.04496].

[81] W. Buchmuller and D. Wyler, “Effective Lagrangian Analysis of New Interactions and Flavor Conservation,” Nucl. Phys. B 268 (1986) 621–653.

[82] B. Grzadkowski, M. Iskrzynski, M. Misiak, and J. Rosiek, “Dimension-Six Terms in the Standard Model Lagrangian,” JHEP 10 (2010) 085

[arXiv:1008.4884].

[83] R. Alonso, B. Grinstein, and J. Martin Camalich, “SU(2) × U(1) gauge invariance and the shape of new physics in rare B decays,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 113 (2014) 241802

[arXiv:1407.7044].

[84] J. Aebischer, A. Crivellin, M. Fael, and C. Greub, “Matching of gauge invariant dimension-six operators for b → s and b → c transitions,” JHEP 05 (2016) 037

[arXiv:1512.02830].

[85] M. González-Alonso, J. Martin Camalich, and K. Mimouni, “Renormalization-group evolution of new physics contributions to (semi)leptonic meson decays,” Phys. Lett. B 772 (2017) 777–785

[arXiv:1706.00410].

[86] J. Aebischer, A. Crivellin, and C. Greub, “QCD improved matching for semileptonic B decays with leptoquarks,” Phys. Rev. D 99 (2019) 055002

[arXiv:1811.08907].

[87] A. Crivellin, B. Fuks, and L. Schnell, “Explaining the hints for lepton flavour universality violation with three S2 leptoquark generations,” JHEP 06 (2022) 169

[arXiv:2203.10111].

[88] W. Buchmuller, R. Ruckl, and D. Wyler,

“Leptoquarks in Lepton - Quark Collisions,” Phys. Lett. B 191 (1987) 442–448. [Erratum: Phys.Lett.B 448, 320–320 (1999)].

[89] Y. Sakaki, M. Tanaka, A. Tayduganov, and R. Watanabe, “Testing leptoquark models in B̄ → D^{(∗)}τ ν̄,” Phys. Rev. D 88 (2013) 094012

[arXiv:1309.0301].

[90] M. Bauer and M. Neubert, “Minimal Leptoquark Explanation for the R_D(∗) , RK , and (g − 2)μ Anomalies,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 116 (2016) 141802

[arXiv:1511.01900].

[91] A. Crivellin, D. Müller, and T. Ota, “Simultaneous explanation of R(D^{(∗)}) and b → sμ^+μ^−: the last scalar leptoquarks standing,” JHEP 09 (2017) 040

[arXiv:1703.09226].

[92] Y. Cai, J. Gargalionis, M. A. Schmidt, and R. R. Volkas, “Reconsidering the One Leptoquark solution: flavor anomalies and neutrino mass,” JHEP 10 (2017) 047 [arXiv:1704.05849].

[93] W. Altmannshofer, P. S. Bhupal Dev, and A. Soni, “R_D(∗) anomaly: A possible hint for natural supersymmetry with R-parity violation,” Phys. Rev. D 96 (2017) 095010 [arXiv:1704.06659].

[94] D. Marzocca, “Addressing the B-physics anomalies in a fundamental Composite Higgs Model,” JHEP 07 (2018) 121 [arXiv:1803.10972].

[95] S. Iguro, T. Kitahara, Y. Omura, R. Watanabe, and K. Yamamoto, “D^∗ polarization vs. R_D(∗) anomalies in the leptoquark models,” JHEP 02 (2019) 194

[arXiv:1811.08899].

[96] A. Crivellin and F. Saturnino, “Correlating tauonic B decays with the neutron electric dipole moment via a scalar leptoquark,” Phys. Rev. D 100 (2019) 115014

[arXiv:1905.08257].

[97] Belle Collaboration, “Search for B → hνν̄ decays with semileptonic tagging at Belle,” Phys. Rev. D 96 (2017) 091101 [arXiv:1702.03224]. [Addendum: Phys.Rev.D 97, 099902 (2018)].

[98] A. Carvunis, A. Crivellin, D. Guadagnoli, and S. Gangal, “The Forward-Backward Asymmetry in B → D^∗ℓν: One more hint for Scalar Leptoquarks?” Phys. Rev. D 105 (2022) L031701

[arXiv:2106.09610].

[99] M. Endo, S. Iguro, T. Kitahara, M. Takeuchi, and R. Watanabe, “Non-resonant new physics search at the LHC for the b → cτ ν anomalies,” JHEP 02 (2022) 106 [arXiv:2111.04748].

[100] A. Crivellin, D. Müller, and F. Saturnino, “Flavor Phenomenology of the Leptoquark Singlet-Triplet Model,” JHEP 06 (2020) 020 [arXiv:1912.04224].

[101] C. Cornella, D. A. Faroughy, J. Fuentes-Martin, G. Isidori, and M. Neubert, “Reading the footprints of the B-meson flavor anomalies,” JHEP 08 (2021) 050

[arXiv:2103.16558].

[102] D. Bečirević, S. Fajfer, N. Košnik, and O. Sumensari, “Leptoquark model to explain the B-physics anomalies, RK and RD,” Phys. Rev. D94 (2016) 115021 [arXiv:1608.08501].

[103] D. Bečirević, et al., “Scalar leptoquarks from grand unified theories to accommodate the B-physics anomalies,” Phys. Rev. D98 (2018) 055003

[arXiv:1806.05689].

[104] S. Iguro, M. Takeuchi, and R. Watanabe, “Testing leptoquark/EFT in B̄ → D^{(∗)}lν̄ at the LHC,” Eur. Phys. J. C 81 (2021) 406 [arXiv:2011.02486].

[105] D. Bečirević, et al., “Model with two scalar leptoquarks: R2 and S3,” Phys. Rev. D 106 (2022) 075023 [arXiv:2206.09717].

[106] N. G. Deshpande and A. Menon, “Hints of R-parity violation in B decays into τ ν,” JHEP 01 (2013) 025

[arXiv:1208.4134].

[107] I. Doršner, S. Fajfer, A. Greljo, J. F. Kamenik, and N. Košnik, “Physics of leptoquarks in precision experiments and at particle colliders,” Phys. Rept. 641 (2016) 1–68 [arXiv:1603.04993].

[108] N. Assad, B. Fornal, and B. Grinstein, “Baryon Number and Lepton Universality Violation in Leptoquark and Diquark Models,” Phys. Lett. B777 (2018) 324–331

[arXiv:1708.06350].

[109] L. Di Luzio, A. Greljo, and M. Nardecchia, “Gauge leptoquark as the origin of B-physics anomalies,” Phys. Rev. D96 (2017) 115011 [arXiv:1708.08450].

[110] L. Calibbi, A. Crivellin, and T. Li, “Model of vector leptoquarks in view of the B-physics anomalies,” Phys. Rev. D98 (2018) 115002 [arXiv:1709.00692].

[111] M. Bordone, C. Cornella, J. Fuentes-Martin, and G. Isidori, “A three-site gauge model for flavor hierarchies and flavor anomalies,” Phys. Lett. B779 (2018) 317–323

[arXiv:1712.01368].

[112] R. Barbieri and A. Tesi, “B-decay anomalies in Pati-Salam SU(4),” Eur. Phys. J. C 78 (2018) 193

[arXiv:1712.06844].

[113] M. Blanke and A. Crivellin, “B Meson Anomalies in a Pati-Salam Model within the Randall-Sundrum Background,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 121 (2018) 011801

[arXiv:1801.07256].

[114] A. Greljo and B. A. Stefanek, “Third family quark–lepton unification at the TeV scale,” Phys. Lett. B 782 (2018) 131–138

[arXiv:1802.04274].

[115] M. Bordone, C. Cornella, J. Fuentes-Martín, and G. Isidori, “Low-energy signatures of the PS^3 model: from B-physics anomalies to LFV,” JHEP 10 (2018) 148 [arXiv:1805.09328].

[116] A. Crivellin, C. Greub, D. Müller, and F. Saturnino, “Importance of Loop Effects in Explaining the Accumulated Evidence for New Physics in B Decays with a Vector Leptoquark,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 122 (2019) 011805

[arXiv:1807.02068].

[117] L. Di Luzio, J. Fuentes-Martin, A. Greljo,

M. Nardecchia, and S. Renner, “Maximal Flavour Violation: a Cabibbo mechanism for leptoquarks,” JHEP 11 (2018) 081 [arXiv:1808.00942].

[118] C. Cornella, J. Fuentes-Martin, and G. Isidori, “Revisiting the vector leptoquark explanation of the B-physics anomalies,” JHEP 07 (2019) 168

[arXiv:1903.11517].

[119] S. Iguro, J. Kawamura, S. Okawa, and Y. Omura, “TeV-scale vector leptoquark from Pati-Salam unification with vectorlike families,” Phys. Rev. D 104 (2021) 075008 [arXiv:2103.11889].

[120] S. Iguro, J. Kawamura, S. Okawa, and Y. Omura, “Importance of vector leptoquark-scalar box diagrams in Pati-Salam unification with vector-like families,” JHEP 07 (2022) 022 [arXiv:2201.04638].

[121] R. Alonso, B. Grinstein, and J. Martin Camalich, “Lepton universality violation and lepton flavor conservation in B-meson decays,” JHEP 10 (2015) 184

[arXiv:1505.05164].

[122] L. Calibbi, A. Crivellin, and T. Ota, “Effective Field

Theory Approach to b → sℓℓ^{(′)}, B → K^{(∗)}νν and B → D^{(∗)}τ ν with Third Generation Couplings,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 115 (2015) 181801

[arXiv:1506.02661].

[123] S. Fajfer and N. Košnik, “Vector leptoquark resolution of RK and R_D(∗) puzzles,” Phys. Lett. B 755 (2016) 270–274

[arXiv:1511.06024].

[124] R. Barbieri, G. Isidori, A. Pattori, and F. Senia, “Anomalies in B-decays and U(2) flavour symmetry,” Eur. Phys. J. C76 (2016) 67 [arXiv:1512.01560].

[125] G. Hiller, D. Loose, and K. Schönwald, “Leptoquark Flavor Patterns & B Decay Anomalies,” JHEP 12 (2016) 027 [arXiv:1609.08895].

[126] B. Bhattacharya, A. Datta, J.-P. Guévin, D. London, and R. Watanabe, “Simultaneous Explanation of the RK and R_D(∗) Puzzles: a Model Analysis,” JHEP 01 (2017) 015 [arXiv:1609.09078].

[127] R. Barbieri, C. W. Murphy, and F. Senia, “B-decay Anomalies in a Composite Leptoquark Model,” Eur. Phys. J. C 77 (2017) 8 [arXiv:1611.04930].

[128] D. Buttazzo, A. Greljo, G. Isidori, and D. Marzocca, “B-physics anomalies: a guide to combined explanations,” JHEP 11 (2017) 044

[arXiv:1706.07808].

[129] K. Cheung, W.-Y. Keung, and P.-Y. Tseng, “Isodoublet vector leptoquark solution to the muon g − 2, RK,K∗, RD,D∗, and W -mass anomalies,” Phys. Rev. D 106 (2022) 015029 [arXiv:2204.05942].

[130] J. Kalinowski, “Semileptonic Decays of B Mesons into τ ντ in a Two Higgs Doublet Model,” Phys. Lett. B 245 (1990) 201–206.

[131] W.-S. Hou, “Enhanced charged Higgs boson effects in B^− → τ ν, μν and b → τ ν + X,” Phys. Rev. D 48 (1993) 2342–2344.

[132] U. Nierste, S. Trine, and S. Westhoff, “Charged-Higgs effects in a new B —> D tau nu differential decay distribution,” Phys. Rev. D 78 (2008) 015006

[arXiv:0801.4938].

[133] A. Crivellin, C. Greub, and A. Kokulu, “Explaining B → Dτ ν, B → D^∗τ ν and B → τ ν in a 2HDM of type III,” Phys. Rev. D 86 (2012) 054014

[arXiv:1206.2634].

[134] A. Celis, M. Jung, X.-Q. Li, and A. Pich, “Sensitivity to charged scalars in B → D^{(∗)}τ ντ and B → τ ντ decays,” JHEP 01 (2013) 054 [arXiv:1210.8443].

[135] P. Ko, Y. Omura, and C. Yu, “B → D^(∗)τ ν and B → τ ν in chiral U(1)^′ models with flavored multi Higgs doublets,” JHEP 03 (2013) 151

[arXiv:1212.4607].

[136] A. Crivellin, A. Kokulu, and C. Greub,

“Flavor-phenomenology of two-Higgs-doublet models with generic Yukawa structure,” Phys. Rev. D87 (2013) 094031 [arXiv:1303.5877].

[137] A. Crivellin, J. Heeck, and P. Stoffer, “A perturbed lepton-specific two-Higgs-doublet model facing experimental hints for physics beyond the Standard Model,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 116 (2016) 081801

[arXiv:1507.07567].

[138] C.-H. Chen and T. Nomura, “Charged-Higgs on R_D(∗) , τ polarization, and FBA,” Eur. Phys. J. C 77 (2017) 631 [arXiv:1703.03646].

[139] S. Iguro and K. Tobe, “R(D^{(∗)}) in a general two Higgs doublet model,” Nucl. Phys. B 925 (2017) 560–606

[arXiv:1708.06176].

[140] S. Iguro, “Revival of H- interpretation of RD(*) anomaly and closing low mass window,” Phys. Rev. D 105 (2022) 095011 [arXiv:2201.06565].

[141] M. Blanke, S. Iguro, and H. Zhang, “Towards ruling out the charged Higgs interpretation of the R_D(∗) anomaly,” JHEP 06 (2022) 043 [arXiv:2202.10468].

[142] X.-G. He and G. Valencia, “B decays with τ leptons in nonuniversal left-right models,” Phys. Rev. D 87 (2013) 014014 [arXiv:1211.0348].

[143] A. Greljo, G. Isidori, and D. Marzocca, “On the breaking of Lepton Flavor Universality in B decays,” JHEP 07 (2015) 142 [arXiv:1506.01705].

[144] S. M. Boucenna, A. Celis, J. Fuentes-Martin, A. Vicente, and J. Virto, “Non-abelian gauge extensions for B-decay anomalies,” Phys. Lett. B760 (2016) 214–219

[arXiv:1604.03088].

[145] X.-G. He and G. Valencia, “Lepton universality violation and right-handed currents in b → cτ ν,” Phys. Lett. B 779 (2018) 52–57 [arXiv:1711.09525].

[146] M. Abdullah, J. Calle, B. Dutta, A. Flórez, and D. Restrepo, “Probing a simplified, W^′ model of R(D^{(∗)}) anomalies using b-tags, τ leptons and missing energy,” Phys. Rev. D 98 (2018) 055016

[arXiv:1805.01869].

[147] J. D. Gómez, N. Quintero, and E. Rojas, “Charged current b → cτ ν̄τ anomalies in a general W^′ boson scenario,” Phys. Rev. D 100 (2019) 093003

[arXiv:1907.08357].

[148] S. Iguro, S. Mishima, and M. Endo.

Private communication.

[149] MILC Collaboration, “B→Dℓν form factors at nonzero recoil and |V_{cb}| from 2+1-flavor lattice QCD,” Phys. Rev. D 92 (2015) 034506 [arXiv:1503.07237].

[150] Fermilab Lattice, MILC Collaboration,

“Semileptonic form factors for B → D^∗ℓν at nonzero recoil from 2 + 1-flavor lattice QCD.”

arXiv:2105.14019.

[151] J. De Blas et al., “HEPfit: a code for the combination of indirect and direct constraints on high energy physics models,” Eur. Phys. J. C 80 (2020) 456

[arXiv:1910.14012].

[152] A. Abdesselam et al., on behalf of Belle Collaboration, “Measurement of the D^{∗−} polarization in the decay B^0 → D^{∗−}τ^+ντ ,” in 10th International Workshop on the CKM Unitarity Triangle. 2019. arXiv:1903.03102.

[153] 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.

[154] ATLAS Collaboration, “Search for a heavy charged boson in events with a charged lepton and missing transverse momentum from pp collisions at √ s = 13 TeV with the ATLAS detector,” Phys. Rev. D 100 (2019) 052013 [arXiv:1906.05609].

[155] Belle Collaboration, “Precise determination of the CKM matrix element |V_{cb}| with B̄^0 → D^{∗ +} ℓ^− ν̄_ℓ decays with hadronic tagging at Belle.”

arXiv:1702.01521.

[156] Belle Collaboration, “Measurement of the CKM matrix element |V_{cb}| from B^0 → D^{∗−}ℓ^+ν_ℓ at Belle,” Phys. Rev. D 100 (2019) 052007 [arXiv:1809.03290].

[Erratum: Phys.Rev.D 103, 079901 (2021)].

[157] M. Jung and D. M. Straub, “Constraining new physics in b → cℓν transitions,” JHEP 01 (2019) 009

[arXiv:1801.01112].

[158] S. Iguro and R. Watanabe, “Bayesian fit analysis to full distribution data of B → D^{(∗)}ℓν : |V_{cb}| determination and new physics constraints,” JHEP 08 (2020) 006 [arXiv:2004.10208].

[159] G. Martinelli, M. Naviglio, S. Simula, and L. Vittorio, “|V_{cb}|, lepton flavor universality and SU(3)F symmetry breaking in Bs→Ds(*)ℓνℓ decays through unitarity and lattice QCD,” Phys. Rev. D 106 (2022) 093002

[arXiv:2204.05925].

[160] C. Bobeth, M. Bordone, N. Gubernari, M. Jung, and D. van Dyk, “Lepton-flavour non-universality of B̄ → D^∗ℓν̄ angular distributions in and beyond the Standard Model,” Eur. Phys. J. C 81 (2021) 984

[arXiv:2104.02094].

[161] B. Bhattacharya, et al., “Implications for the ΔAF B anomaly in B̄^0 → D^{∗+}ℓ^−ν̄ using a new Monte Carlo Event Generator.” arXiv:2206.11283.