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We investigate the potential for discovering new physics through the low-energy scattering pro-
cesses e−p→ e−(µ−)Λc, which could be accessible in the forthcoming ep scattering experiments once
adapted to our proposed setups. In the framework of a general low-energy effective Lagrangian, we
demonstrate that, compared with the conventional flavor-changing neutral-current weak decays of
charmed hadrons and the dilepton productions at high-energy colliders, the low-energy scattering
processes can provide more competitive potentials for hunting the underlying new physics. In some
specific leptoquark models, we also show that promising event rates can be expected for both the
scattering processes, and point out a possible way to distinguish the experimental signals due to the
scalar leptoquarks from those of the vector ones.

I. INTRODUCTION

The absence of flavor-changing neutral current
(FCNC) at tree level in the Standard Model (SM) makes
these processes very sensitive to new physics (NP) be-
yond the SM. The FCNC processes in the beauty sector
are known to be an ideal ground for NP searches due to
their good exposure to the short-distance effects [1, 2].
However, similar processes in the charm sector are gen-
erally hindered by the pollution of long-distance hadronic
contributions, which obscures the short-distance NP
contributions. Therefore, to access the short-distance
physics in the charm sector, e.g., in the semileptonic de-
cays of charmed hadrons, one usually selects particular
kinematic phase spaces, in which the NP-induced rates
are much larger than those due to the hadronic resonance
background [3–5].

For a more thorough analysis, however, one may pre-
fer to look at all the kinematically available regions in
these rare decays, and thus a special treatment of the
long-distance hadronic contributions becomes necessary.
This can be achieved by using, e.g., a Breit-Wigner shape
to model the resonance effect and then shifting it to the
short-distance Wilson coefficients [4–8].1 Similar treat-
ments of the hadronic resonance contributions in other
charm decays can be found in Ref. [4]. Nevertheless, it
is known that such treatments leave the nuisance param-
eters introduced to describe the resonance effects unde-
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where the hadronic resonance contributions are obtained through
a dispersion relation, modeling the spectral functions as towers of
Regge-like resonance in each channel and imposing the partonic
behavior in the deep Euclidean.

termined, due to the lack of experimental data [4–8].
Crossing symmetry offers a way to avoid the long-

distance pollution without invoking the kinematic cuts.
To this end, instead of the conventional charmed-hadron
weak decays mediated by the partonic-level c → u`−`+

transitions, we consider the low-energy scattering process
induced by the transition `u → `c, whose amplitude is
unambiguously connected to that of the former because
of the crossing symmetry. Furthermore, due to its differ-
ent kinematics relative to the rare FCNC decays, such a
process is free from the long-distance pollution. To be
more specific, let us consider the process of a low-energy
electron scattered from a proton target and producing
a Λc baryon, i.e., e−p → e−Λc, which can be consid-
ered as the FCNC production of the baryon Λc, analo-
gous to, e.g., the electroproduction of the baryon ∆(1236)
through ep scattering [11]. It is also noted that the high-
precision data of the Hadron-Electron Ring Accelerator
has been recently used to constrain the NP contributions
to the eeqq contact interactions [12]. The underlying pro-
cesses involved are essentially the partonic-level eq → eq
scatterings at high energy. However, only the interactions
with the same quark flavors have been considered [12].

Recently, thanks to the high luminosity accumulated
at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC), competitive con-
straints on the short-distance NP effects in the charm
sector can also be set by recasting resonant searches in
the high-pT invariant mass tails of dilepton in the pro-
cesses pp → `−`+ [13]. Being essentially the qq̄ → `−`+

scatterings realized in the high-energy regions, these pro-
cesses are free from the long-distance pollution as well.
As demonstrated in Ref. [13], there exhibits an interest-
ing and pronounced complementarity between the con-
straints from pp → `−`+ high-pT invariant mass tails
and those from the rare charm decays.

In this paper, we will show that, benefiting from the
development of electron beams, particularly those de-
signed for light dark-matter searches through electron
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fixed-target experiments [14–17], the FCNC scattering
process e−p → e−Λc, once measured with a proper ex-
perimental setup, could be competitive with the conven-
tional charmed-hadron weak decays and the high-pT in-
variant mass tails, in constraining the short-distance NP
effects in the charm sector.

Presumably, the simplest way to access the short-
distance NP effects while without worrying about the
long-distance pollution in charmed-hadron weak decays is
to consider the null test observables, i.e., the observables
that are very small in the SM due to approximate sym-
metries and/or parametric suppression [7, 18–20]. In this
respect, the lepton flavor-violating (LFV) FCNC process
is a sound candidate, since it contains practically no SM
contribution due to the smallness of neutrino masses.
This kind of process has been extensively studied in rare
charmed-meson weak decays [6, 18–24]. Searches for the
rare FCNC decays of charmed baryons, such as Λc and
Σc, have also been conducted experimentally [22, 25, 26],
while the corresponding detailed theoretical studies are
still developing [27]. The LFV FCNC processes have also
been explored by analyzing the high-pT dilepton invari-
ant mass tails in the processes pp → ``′ [28]. Similar to
the lepton flavor-conserving (LFC) case discussed above,
the high-pT invariant mass tails are generally found to
offer better insights into the short-distance NP effects.
However, to have a deep understanding of the whole
picture, they must also be complemented with the rare
charm decays [28].

In this paper, we will also consider the process of a
low-energy electron scattered from a proton target and
producing a Λc baryon and a muon, i.e., e−p → µ−Λc.
Interestingly enough, such a LFV scattering process, to-
gether with the LFC one discussed above, can be simul-
taneously accessible with one experimental setup. Based
on the setup, we will show that our proposal of the low-
energy LFV ep scattering experiment can yield at least
comparable constraints with respect to those obtained at
the high-energy collider [28].

Among the possible new degrees of freedom that can
mediate both the LFC and LFV scattering processes at
tree level, we will focus on the leptoquark (LQ) medi-
ators, which are expected to exist in several extensions
of the SM, such as in the Pati-Salam model [29] and
in the grand unification theories [30, 31]. These hypo-
thetical particles can convert a quark into a lepton and
vice versa and, due to such a distinctive character, have
very rich phenomenology in precision experiments and
at particle colliders [32, 33]. Particularly, several anoma-
lies observed recently in charged- and neutral-current B-
meson weak decays have attracted extensive studies of
the LQ interactions, due to their potentials for explain-
ing the anomalies simultaneously (see, e.g., Refs. [34–
50]). While most of these analyses have been focusing on
the LQ couplings to down-type quarks, we will concen-
trate on the LQ interactions involving the light leptons

and up-type quarks. For completeness, we consider both
scalar and vector LQs, even though the vector ones are
more sensitive to the ultraviolet complete models, which
may in turn render the obtained limits on vector LQ cou-
plings less robust [51]. With the selected experimental
setup, together with the constraints from high-pT invari-
ant mass tails and the rare charm decays, we will show
that the observation of both the LFC and LFV scattering
processes mediated by the LQs can be expected.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we start
with a recapitulation of the generic LQ-fermion interac-
tions that respect the SM gauge symmetry. To avoid the
stringent constraints set by the null results of experimen-
tal searches for proton decays, we exclude the LQs that
can induce tree-level proton decays. We then present the
general effective Lagrangian that can mediate the two
scattering processes. In the established theoretical frame-
work, we firstly consider in Sec. III the LFC e−p→ e−Λc
and then in Sec. IV the LFV e−p → µ−Λc scattering
process, including both the kinematics involved and the
proper experimental setups. After revisiting the cur-
rently existing experimental constraints, we evaluate the
prospect for discovering the potential LQ effects through
the low-energy scattering processes in various aspects.
Our conclusions are finally made in Sec. V. For conve-
nience, the helicity-based definitions for Λc → p, the
cross section and kinematics, as well as the amplitude
squared of the LFC (LFV) scattering process are given
in Appendices A, B, and C, respectively.

II. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

A. Leptoquarks

We start with a brief summary of the LQ interac-
tions with the SM fermions. Based on their different
representations under the SM gauge group SU(3)C ×
SU(2)L×U(1)Y , both scalar and vector LQs can be classi-
fied into five different categories. Following the notation
used commonly for the LQs in the literature [32, 33],
we present schematically in Table I their interactions
with the SM fermions, where the left-handed lepton
(quark) doublets are denoted as LiL = (νiL, `

i
L)T (QiL =

(uiL, d
i
L)T ), while the right-handed up-(down-)type quark

and lepton singlets as uiR (diR) and e
i
R, respectively. Note

that, for simplicity, neither the coupling constants nor the
Hermitian conjugation are explicitly shown.

It is known that not all the LQs can be assigned def-
inite baryon (B) and lepton (L) numbers, because some
of them can also couple to two quarks, which would
then mediate proton decays at tree level [52–54]. Here,
given the strong constraints on proton stability (or gen-
erally the |∆B| = 1 processes) [55], we will focus only
on the LQs that cannot mediate these processes at tree
level. This reduces the number of LQs significantly,
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Scalar LQ Representation Vector LQ Representation

S1QLLL

S1uReR
(3̄, 1, 1/3)

U1µQ̄Lγ
µLL

U1µd̄Rγ
µeR

(3, 1, 2/3)

R2ūRLL

R2Q̄LeR
(3, 2, 7/6)

V2µdRγ
µLL

V2µQLγ
µeR

(3̄, 2, 5/6)

S3QLLL (3̄, 3, 1/3) U3µQ̄Lγ
µLL (3, 3, 2/3)

S̃1dReR (3̄, 1, 4/3) Ũ1µūRγ
µeR (3, 1, 5/3)

R̃2d̄RLL (3, 2, 1/6) Ṽ2µuRγ
µLL (3̄, 2,−1/6)

Table I. Scalar and vector LQ interactions with the SM
fermions, as well as their representations under the SM gauge
group SU(3)C × SU(2)L × U(1)Y . Our convention for the
hypercharge Y is given by Qem = T3 + Y .

and leaves us with only one scalar R2 and three vec-
tor (U1, U3, Ũ1) LQs. One can further reduce the num-
ber to one by forbidding dimension-five proton decays as
well — only Ũ1 would survive in this case [54]. How-
ever, since the dimension-five proton decay operators
can be conveniently eliminated by embedding the vec-
tor LQs into UV complete models or by imposing some
additional symmetry (such as a gauged U(1)B−L) for the
scalar case [52, 54], we will keep the LQs that can induce
dimension-five proton decays.

Since the vector LQ U1 cannot mediate the scattering
processes e−p→ e−(µ−)Λc at tree level, we will concen-
trate only on the remaining three LQs (R2, U3, Ũ1), with
their relevant interactions fleshed out, respectively, as

LR2
⊃ R

5
3
2

[
(λS2 )ij ū

i
Re

j
L + (λ′S2 )ij ū

i
Le

j
R

]
+ H.c., (1)

LU3 ⊃ U
5
3

3µ(λV3 )ij ū
i
Lγ

µejL + H.c., (2)

LŨ1
⊃ Ũ

5
3

1µ(λV
1̃

)ij ū
i
Rγ

µejR + H.c., (3)

where we have adopted the four-component spinors for
all the fermions such that, e.g., eR,L = PR,Le, with
PR,L = (1 ± γ5)/2. Several necessary explanations are
in order. First, we have assigned in Eq. (1) two different
coupling constants (λS2 )ij and (λ′S2 )ij , with i, j = 1, 2, 3
denoting the generation indices, to characterize the two
different interactions of R2 with the SM fermions. Note
that there exists a minus sign difference between the cou-
plings λS2 in Eq. (1) and yRL2 defined in Ref. [32]. In ad-
dition, for the LQ U3, our definition of the coupling λV3
in Eq. (2) differs by a factor

√
2 from xLL3 introduced in

Ref. [32]. Second, the electric charges of the LQ com-
ponents are characterized by the rational superscript in
each of the LQs, with the convention Qem = T3 + Y .
Finally, all the fermion fields in Eqs. (1)–(3) have been
given in their mass-eigenstate basis, which, in our con-
vention, coincides with the flavor basis of the left-handed
up-type quarks and charged leptons. With such a conven-
tion, the left-handed down-type quark and neutrino fla-

vor states can be transformed into their respective mass
eigenstates through dL → V dL and νL → UνL, where V
and U denote the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa and the
Pontecorvo-Maki-Nakagawa-Sakata matrix, respectively.

B. Effective Lagrangian

The general effective Lagrangian responsible for the
process `u→ `(`′)c can be written as

Leff = LSMeff + LLQeff , (4)

where LSMeff and LLQeff represent the SM and the LQ contri-
bution, respectively. In contrast to the charmed-hadron
weak decays, to which both the short- and long-distance
effects from the SM can contribute, only the short-
distance ones play a part in the scattering processes.
However, due to the Glashow-Iliopoulos-Maiani mech-
anism, the SM short-distance effects are strongly sup-
pressed [4–7, 19, 56–61], and thus we can safely neglect
the contribution from LSMeff , when discussing the scatter-
ing processes.

The general effective Lagrangian LLQeff induced by tree-
level exchanges of LQs is given by [51]

LLQeff =
∑

i,j,m,n

{
[gLLV ]ij,mn(¯̀i

Lγµ`
j
L)(q̄mL γ

µqnL)

+ [gLRV ]ij,mn(¯̀i
Lγµ`

j
L)(q̄mR γ

µqnR)

+ [gRLV ]ij,mn(¯̀i
Rγµ`

j
R)(q̄mL γ

µqnL)

+ [gRRV ]ij,mn(¯̀i
Rγµ`

j
R)(q̄mR γ

µqnR)

+ [gLT ]ij,mn(¯̀i
Rσ

µν`jL)(q̄mR σµνq
n
L)

+ [gRT ]ij,mn(¯̀i
Lσ

µν`jR)(q̄mL σµνq
n
R)

+ [gLS ]ij,mn(¯̀i
R`

j
L)(q̄mR q

n
L)

+ [gRS ]ij,mn(¯̀i
L`
j
R)(q̄mL q

n
R)
}
, (5)

where i, j and m,n represent the flavor indices of lep-
tons and quarks, respectively. The effective Wilson co-
efficients (WCs) g resulting from different LQs will be
explicitly determined case by case, and only the non-
vanishing ones will be shown hereafter.

After integrating out the scalar LQ R2, together with
proper chiral Fierz transformations (see, e.g., Ref. [62])
of the resulting four-fermion operators to the ones given
by Eq. (5), we get the following non-vanishing WCs:

[ĝLS ]ij,mn = 4[ĝLT ]ij,mn = −(λ′S2 )∗in(λS2 )jm,

[ĝRS ]ij,mn = 4[ĝRT ]ij,mn = −(λS2 )∗in(λ′S2 )jm,

[ĝLRV ]ij,mn = −(λS2 )∗in(λS2 )jm,
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[ĝRLV ]ij,mn = −(λ′S2 )∗in(λ′S2 )jm, (6)

where we have defined g ≡ ωĝ with the common factor
ω ≡ 1/(2M2). For simplicity, we will assume that all the
three LQs share the same massM , which is of course not
necessary the case in nature. For tree-level exchanges of
the vector LQs U3 and Ũ1, on the other hand, only one
non-vanishing WC survives in each case. Following the
same procedure, we obtain

[ĝLLV ]ij,mn = −2(λV3 )∗in(λV3 )jm, (7)

[ĝRRV ]ij,mn = −2(λV
1̃

)∗in(λV
1̃

)jm, (8)

for U3 and Ũ1, respectively.
The WCs and their relations given by Eqs. (6)–(8)

hold at the matching scale µ = M . To connect the LQ
coupling constants λ (λ′) to the low-energy scattering
processes, we must use the renormalization group (RG)
equation to evolve them to the corresponding low-energy
scale. Since large mixings of the tensor operators into the
scalar ones can arise due to QED and electroweak (EW)
one-loop effects [63, 64], we take account of both QCD
and EW/QED effects. To be specific, we firstly match
at the NP scale µ = M the general effective Lagrangian
given by Eq. (5) to that of the Standard Model Effec-
tive Field Theory (SMEFT), in which the four-fermion
operators are defined in the Warsaw basis (see Table 3
in Ref. [65]), and then perform the RG running from
µ = M down to the EW scale (µ = mZ). Here we take
M = 1 TeV as the benchmark for the LQ mass, since di-
rect searches for the LQs at LHC have already pushed the
lower bounds to such an energy scale [66–69].2 Finally,
we match the four-fermion SMEFT operators to the low-
energy ones given at the EW scale, and continue the RG
running down to the characteristic scale µ = 2 GeV. Tak-
ing into account both the one-loop QCD and EW/QED
effects [63, 70], we obtain numerically

gχS(2GeV) ≈ 2.0 gχS(1TeV)− 0.5 gχT (1TeV),

gχT (2GeV) ≈ 0.8 gχT (1TeV), (9)

where χ = L,R. We neglect the RG running effects of the
vector operators, since these operators do not get renor-
malized under QCD while their RG running effects under
EW/QED are only at the percent level. Note that our
result in Eq. (9) is slightly different from that in Eq. (6.4)
of Ref. [13], which results from the two- and three-loop
QCD effects [63] that have been neglected here.

Together with the result in Eq. (9), the scalar-tensor
WC relations, ĝχS(1TeV) = 4ĝχT (1TeV), in Eq. (6) would

2 Note that the lower mass bounds for vector LQs have been
pushed roughly up to 1.8 TeV [69]. Nonetheless, we choose here
1 TeV for both scalar and vector LQs as a simple demonstration.

be modified as

gχS(2GeV) ≈ 9.4 gχT (2GeV), (10)

at the scale µ = 2 GeV for R2, the only scalar LQ that
can generate non-vanishing tensor and scalar effective op-
erators considered in this work.

The general effective Lagrangian introduced in Eq. (5)
is often presented in another operator basis (see, e.g.,
Refs. [6, 19]). For the LFC case, the conversion relations
between the WCs defined in these two bases are given by

C9,10 =

√
2π

2GFαe

(
gRLV ± gLLV

)
, CS,P =

√
2π

2GFαe
gRS ,

C ′9,10 =

√
2π

2GFαe

(
gRRV ± gLRV

)
, C ′S,P = ±

√
2π

2GFαe
gLS ,

CT,T5 =

√
2π

GFαe

(
gRT ± gLT

)
, (11)

where GF is the Fermi constant and the fine-structure
constant αe ≡ e2/4π. For the LFV case, the conversion
relations in Eq. (11) still hold and, to be distinguished
from the LFC case, all the Ci (C ′i) will be replaced by
Ki (K ′i). Note that, for convenience, we will denote the
g(2GeV) simply by g hereafter.

C. Initial- and final-state hadronic effects

Before diving into explicit analyses of the two scatter-
ing processes e−p → e−Λc and e−p → µ−Λc, we now
discuss how to characterize the initial- and final-state
hadronic effects. Since the energy scale of the two pro-
cesses is in a few GeV region, it is unnecessary to invoke
the parton distribution functions, while the form-factor
description is sufficient. In fact, similar approaches have
been adopted in the asymmetrical electroproduction of
the baryon ∆(1236) by polarized ep scattering [11, 71],
in parametrizing the parity violation in electron-nucleon
scattering (see, e.g., Ref. [72]), and recently in evaluating
the cross section of inverse beta decay [73, 74].

We will adopt the helicity-based definition of the Λc →
p form factors [59, 75]. For details, we refer the readers
to Appendix A. The form factors can be calculated in
quark models [76–79], by QCD light-cone sum rules [80],
or through Lattice QCD (LQCD) [59]. We will follow the
following two criteria to select the proper methods: (i)
the form-factor parametrization must be analytic in the
complex q2 plane, with cut along the real axis for q2 ≥ t+
with t+ = (mΛc + mp)

2; (ii) an error estimation for the
form factors can be provided. The first criterion is cru-
cial, because the kinematic range of a decay process is dif-
ferent from that of a scattering process. For example, the
kinematic range of the semileptonic decay Λc → p`−`+

is given by 0 ≤ q2 ≤ t− with t− = (mΛc −mp)
2, whereas

that of the low-energy scattering process e−p → e−Λc
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is restricted to q2 < 0. Consequently, to warrant the
application of form-factor descriptions that are conven-
tional for the charmed-hadron weak decays to the low-
energy scattering processes, the form-factor parametriza-
tion must possess analyticity in the proper q2 range. Re-
markably, such a parametrization scheme already exists.
It was initially proposed to parametrize the B → π vec-
tor form factor in Ref. [81], and has been recently utilized
in the LQCD calculation of the Λc → N (nucleon) form
factors in Ref. [59]. Given the LQCD calculation can
also provide an error estimation, we will thus adopt their
latest results [59] in this work.

III. LFC FCNC PROCESS e−p → e−Λc

In this section, we evaluate the prospect for discovering
the LFC process e−p → e−Λc mediated by the survived
LQs through low-energy scattering experiments. In this
context, based on the general effective Lagrangian given
by Eq. (5) at µ = 2 GeV, we briefly discuss its kinematics
and cross section. The benefit of working in the frame-
work of low-energy Leff here is twofold. First, the con-
nection of the low-energy scattering process to the high-
energy LQ models can always be established through the
relations in Eqs. (6)–(8). Second, the low-energy result
can be easily generalized to other ultraviolet models. Af-
ter building a suitable experiment setup, we will show
that, compared with the charmed-hadron weak decays
and the high-pT dilepton invariant mass tails, the low-
energy scattering process can provide a competitive in-
sight into the NP effects in charm sector. Finally, taking
into account the constraints from charmed-hadron weak
decays and high-pT dilepton invariant mass tails, we pro-
vide an event-rate estimation for the LFC scattering ex-
periment in the survived LQ models.

A. Cross section and kinematics

The differential cross section of the scattering process
e−(k) +p(P )→ e−(k′) + Λc(P

′), with P = (mp, 0), P ′ =
(EΛc , ppp

′), k = (E,kkk), and k′ = (E′, kkk′), is given by

dσ =
1

4[(P · k)2 −m2
em

2
p]

1/2

d3kkk′

(2π)3

1

2E′
d3ppp′

(2π)3

1

2EΛc

× |M|
2
(2π)4δ4(P + k − P ′ − k′), (12)

where the amplitude squared |M|
2
is obtained by averag-

ing over the initial- and summing up the final-state spins,
with more details elaborated in Appendix B. Contrary to
the semileptonic charmed-hadron decays, the kinematics
of the scattering process is now bounded by

2E(m2
Λc
−m2

p − 2mpE)

mp + 2E
≤ q2 ≤ 0, (13)

which indicates that the electron beam energy E must
satisfy condition

E ≥ (m2
Λc
−m2

p)/(2mp). (14)

B. Relevant experimental constraints

We here revisit briefly the most relevant and stringent
constraints on the effective coefficients [g]ee,cu from the
charmed-hadron weak decays and the high-pT dilepton
invariant mass tails.

• Constraint from D0 → e+e−

The expression of the branching ratio of D0 → `+`−

decay can be found, e.g., in Refs. [6, 19], where it is usu-
ally formulated in terms of C and C ′. Using the exper-
imental limit on the branching fraction of D0 → e+e−,
B(D0 → e+e−) < 7.9 × 10−8 at 90% confidence level
(C.L.) [82], and neglecting the SM contributions as in
Refs. [6, 19], we obtain

|CS − C ′S |2 + |CP − C ′P |2 . 0.062, (15)

where terms proportional to C10 and C ′10 have been ne-
glected due to the tiny mass ratio memc/m

2
D. Using the

relations in Eq. (11), we can rewrite the constraint as

π2

G2
Fα

2
e

(
|gRS |2 + |gLS |2

)
. 0.062. (16)

• Constraints from D+ → π+e+e− and Λc → pe+e−

The differential decay distribution of D → P`+`− with
P standing for a pseudoscalar meson has been discussed,
e.g., in Refs. [6, 19].3 Using the latest lattice result of the
D → π form factors [83, 84], we update the constraint
on the WCs Ci and C ′i set by the measurement of D+ →
π+e+e− decay. Currently, the best limit on the branching
fraction of D+ → π+e+e− is B(D+ → π+e+e−) < 1.1×
10−6 in the full q2 regions, i.e.,

√
q2 ∈ [0.2, 0.95] GeV

and
√
q2 > 1.05 GeV, at 90% C.L. [22], which yields the

constraint

0.07 |C9 + C ′9|2 + 0.07 |C10 + C ′10|2 + 0.16 |CS + C ′S |2

+ 0.16 |CP + C ′P |2 + 0.02 |CT |2 + 0.02 |CT5|2 . 1. (17)

This translates into the following constraint on g:

π2

G2
Fα

2
e

[
0.16 (|gLS |2 + |gRS |2) + 0.08 (|gLT |2 + |gRT |2)

3 Note that the tensor matrix element in Ref. [19] is normalized
by mD +mP , rather than by mD as in Ref. [6]. Here, we adopt
the convention used in Ref. [19].
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+ 0.07 (|gRLV |2 + |gLRV |2 + |gRRV |2 + |gLLV |2

+ 2.0Re[gRLV gRR∗V + gLLV gLR∗V ])
]
. 1. (18)

In comparison with the D-meson weak decays, studies
on the rare FCNC decays of Λc baryon are much fewer.
Currently, the only existing experimental constraint on
B(Λc → pe+e−) is set by the BaBar Collaboration [22].
Theoretical studies of Λc → pe+e− exist as well [27, 60,
61]. However, no direct constraints on the NP WCs have
been set—the same observation also holds for the LFV
charmed-hadron decays. Therefore, we will concentrate
on the constraint from D+ → π+e+e−.

• Constraint from high-pT dilepton mass tails

Due to the high luminosity accumulated at the LHC,
constraining NP through the analysis of the invariant
mass tails of the dilepton in pp(qq̄) → e+e− processes
at high pT becomes feasible. Recently, the analysis from
the CMS Collaboration with 140 fb−1 of 13-TeV data [85]
has been recast into the following constraints on g at
µ = 2 GeV and at 90% C.L. [13]:

|giV |.1.9
GFαe
π

, |gL,RS |.4.7
GFαe
π

, |gL,RT |.0.76
GFαe
π

,

(19)

where i = LL,RR,LR,RL. Note that, due to the neg-
ligible fermion masses involved in these processes, con-
tributions from the interference terms, such as gRLV gRR∗V

and gLS g
R∗
T , have been neglected [13, 28].

Processes
∣∣gLL,RRV

∣∣2 ∣∣gLR,RLV

∣∣2 ∣∣gL,RS

∣∣2 ∣∣gL,RT

∣∣2
D0 → e+e− [82] \ \ 0.062 \

D+ → π+e+e− [22] 14 14 6.3 13
pp(qq̄)→ e+e− [85] 3.6 3.6 22 0.57

e−p→ e−Λc 0.035 0.083 0.17 0.0056

Table II. Constraints on the WCs g at 90% C.L. from the LFC
(semi)leptonic D-meson decays, the high-pT dilepton invari-
ant mass tails, and the e−p→ e−Λc scattering process in the
framework of a general low-energy effective Lagrangian spec-
ified by Eq. (5). Note that we have factored out the common
factorG2

Fα
2
e/π

2. The entries with “\” mean that the processes
in the first column put no constraints on the corresponding
WCs.

We summarize in Table II the aforementioned con-
straints. It can be seen that the most stringent constraint
on gS results from the measurement of D0 → e+e−,
which unfortunately sheds no light on gV and gT . Such
a deficiency can be remedied by the measurement of
D+ → π+e+e− decay and the analysis of high-pT dilep-
ton invariant mass tails in pp(qq̄) → e+e−. Clearly, the
latter can provide better constraints than do the semilep-
tonic D-meson decay. Nonetheless, a complementarity

between the D-meson decays and the high-pT dilepton
invariant mass tails can indeed be established [13].

The model-independent constraints obtained thus far
can be translated into the LQ cases. To this end, we must
take into account the RG running effects (see Eq. (9)).
For the scalar LQ R2, we obtain

|gRL,LRV |2 . 3.6

(
G2
Fα

2
e

π2

)
,

|gL,RS |2 ' 88 |gL,RT |2 . 0.062

(
G2
Fα

2
e

π2

)
, (20)

where the first one comes from pp(qq̄) → e+e− and the
other one from D0 → e+e−. It can be seen that both the
scalar and tensor operators are severely constrained. For
the vector LQ U3 (Ũ1), on the other hand, we get

|gLL(RR)
V |2 . 3.6

(
G2
Fα

2
e

π2

)
. (21)

C. Experimental setup

We consider the fixed-target scattering experiments,
whose event rate dN/dt is defined by

dN

dt
= Lσ = φρTLσ, (22)

where the luminosity L is given in units of cm−2s−1, and
the incoming beam is characterized by the flux φ (i.e.
the number of electrons per second), which is connected
to the intensity I through the relation φ = I/|e|, with
the electron charge e = −|e|. The target number density
and length are denoted by ρT and L, respectively.4

As demonstrated in Eq. (13), the electron beam energy
E determines the maximal Q2 (Q2 = −q2) of the scat-
tering process, which, in turn, implies that constraints
on Q2

max restrict the E selection. As an explicit exam-
ple, we have used the condition Q2

max = Q2
min = 0 to

obtain the minimal requirement for E of the scattering
process (see Eq. (14)). This condition is also visualized
in Fig. 1 by noting the intersection point of the E axis
and the red line that represents the E-Q2

max relation. Be-
sides the kinematic constraint on Q2

max, a limit from the
theoretical point of view must be taken into account as
well. As mentioned before, our analysis is carried out
in the framework of Leff given by Eq. (5) at the scale
µ = 2GeV; to ensure the validity of our results presented
below, we must require Q2

max not to exceed Q2 = 4GeV2.
Such a requirement, depicted by the blue line in Fig. 1,
indicates an upper bound E . 4.65GeV, provided that
the observables one is interested in, such as the total

4 Note that ρT = ρ/mp, where ρ is the density of the proton target.



7

0 1 2 3 4 5
0

1

2

3

4

5

Figure 1. Criteria for selecting the electron beam energy E,
where the red line denotes the E − Q2

max relation given by
Eq. (13), the blue line represents the condition Q2 ≤ 4GeV2

required by our theoretical framework, while the green line
corresponds to our benchmark scenario with Q2 = 1GeV2.
The yellow region indicates the eligible E with its correspond-
ing [Q2

min, Q
2
max].

cross section, involve Q2
max. Otherwise, E is not bounded

as above—one can always focus on the lower Q2 region,
even though a high Q2

max is available due to a high E.
In what follows, we will consider a benchmark scenario
with Q2

max ≤ 1GeV2, which leads to an upper bound-
ary E . 3GeV, since only the total cross section will be
involved in both estimating the event rate and constrain-
ing the Wilson coefficients. Eventually, we find a proper
beam with an intensity up to 150µA and a beam en-
ergy ranging from 1.1 to 4.5GeV, which has been used in
the APEX experiment at Jefferson Laboratory (JLab) for
hunting sub-GeV dark vector bosons [14, 15]. To maxi-
mize the event rate of the scattering process in our bench-
mark scenario, we will set the beam energy at 3GeV and
keep the beam intensity at 150µA. Nevertheless, it is im-
portant to point out that an electron beam with higher
beam energy and intensity, as will be shown in Fig. 3, is
certainly favored, but the analyses have to be conducted
within the proper Q2 range established above.

For the proton targets, we favor a liquid hydrogen tar-
get with density ρ = 71.3× 10−3g/cm3 at 20K and 207–
228 kPa. Such a target has been utilized in the Qweak ex-
periment at JLab with an electron beam of E = 1.16GeV
and I = 180µA [17]. It is well-known that the liquid tar-
get length is limited due to the heating problem and, to
break the limit, a cooling system is necessary. Given that
the energy (or heat) H stored in the target as an elec-
tron beam passes through is given byH = LρdE/dL [55],
where dE/dL represents the mean rate of the electron en-
ergy loss in units of MeVg−1 cm2, and the cooling power
P is defined as P = HI, with a 3-kW cooling system, the
Qweak experiment sets the length of its liquid hydrogen

target to be around 35 cm [17].
Assuming that the same cooling system can be applied

to our case, we find that the maximal length of the liquid
hydrogen target is about 40 cm. It should be noted that
more ambitious targets for future experiments have been
proposed. For example, the P2 target at Mainz will be
60 cm long and able to absorb 4-kW heat for a 150-µA
electron intensity [86], and the 150-cm-long JLab Møller
target will be capable of absorbing 5 kW at 85µA [87].
Finally, based on the aforementioned setup, we summa-
rize in Table III our preferred experimental parameters.

D. Competitive and complementary

Based on the experimental setup in Table III and for a
running time of 1 year (yr), the sensitivity to the effective
WCs of the low-energy Leff is given by

1.4π2

G2
Fα

2
e

{
20
(
|gLLV |2 + |gRRV |2

)
+ 8.4

(
|gRLV |2 + |gLRV |2

)
+ 0.30Re

[
gRLV gRR∗V + gLLV gLR∗V

]
+ 4.2

(
|gRS |2 + |gLS |2

)
+ 124

(
|gRT |2 + |gLT |2

)
− 26Re

[
gRS g

R∗
T + gLS g

L∗
T

] }
.

(
N events
1 event

)(
1 yr
t

)(
2.1× 1022 cm−3

ρT

)(
40 cm
L

)

×
(

9.4× 1014 s−1

φ

)(
100%

εΛc

)(
100%

εe

)
, (23)

where εΛc and εe denote the detecting efficiency of the
generated Λc and the scattered electron, respectively.5
As done in Sec. III B, once the interference terms are ne-
glected, we can obtain constraints on |gV |2, |gS |2, and
|gT |2 from Eq. (23), which are also collected in Table II.
It can be seen that, compared with other processes except
the leptonic D-meson decay, significant improvements in
constraining the effective WCs can be made through the
low-energy scattering process. Meanwhile, this indicates
that the scattering process can provide a further comple-
mentarity to the charmed-hadron weak decays and the
high-pT dilepton invariant mass tails.

It should be mentioned that our results can be weak-
ened by the non-100% detecting efficiency of the pro-
duced particles. Especially for the Λc baryon, it is hard
to keep track of all its decay products. In practice, one
may focus only on one of its decay channels, such as
Λc → pK−π+ with its decay fraction of about 6.28% [55].
However, even so, the scattering process can still provide

5 Note that it might be unnecessary to detect both the produced
Λc and the scattered electron.
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Electron beam Liquid hydrogen target Luminosity
Energy (GeV) Intensity (µA) Length (cm) Density (g/cm3) (cm−2s−1)

3 150 40 71.3× 10−3 1.6× 1039

Table III. Summary of the experimental parameters for the low-energy scattering experiments.

competitive results than from the semileptonic D-meson
decay and the high-pT dilepton invariant mass tails.

E. e−p → e−Λc in the survived LQ models

Now we are ready to perform an event-rate estimation
for the scattering process in the survived LQ models. The
total cross section in the scalar R2 model is given by

σR2 =
[
8.4
(
|gRLV |2 + |gLRV |2

)
+ 2.8

(
|gRS |2 + |gLS |2

)]
× 10−4 GeV2, (24)

where the RG running effects in Eq. (10) have been taken
into account. Following the same procedure, we have also
computed the total cross section in the vector U3 (Ũ1)
model, with the final result given by

σU3(Ũ1) = 20 |gLL(RR)
V |2 × 10−4 GeV2. (25)

We will assume that only one non-vanishing WC con-
tributes to the process at a time, and take the upper
limits in Eqs. (20) and (21) for each LQ. Then, suppos-
ing a running time of 1 yr, we evaluate the expected event
rates in units of number per year (N/yr) in different LQ
models. The final results are given in Table IV. It can
be seen that, if the contributions from scalar and tensor
operators dominate, it would be less promising to ob-
serve the LFC scattering process, mainly because of the
stringent constraints on these operators from the leptonic
D-meson decay. In addition, the vector LQ models are
expected to generate more events than the scalar one.

Models giV gL,RS

R2 43 0.25
U3 103 \
Ũ1 103 \

Table IV. Summary of the event-rate estimations for e−p →
e−Λc in the three survived LQ models, where i = LR,RL and
LL (RR) for R2 and U3 (Ũ1), respectively. Note that only
one non-vanishing WC is assumed to saturate the process at
a time, and the event rate is given in units of N/yr. The
entries with “\” mean that no estimations are available due
to the absence of the corresponding WCs in the LQ models.

Rather than the total cross section, one may be more
interested in how the differential cross sections vary in

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
0

5

10

15

Figure 2. Differential cross section dσ′/(dQ2|g|2), with σ′ =
(256πm2

pE
2)σ, in the R2 (red curve) and U3 (Ũ1) (blue curve)

models. Note that we have neglected the scalar and tensor
contributions in the R2 model, because of the stringent con-
straints from the leptonic D-meson decay (see Table II).

the available kinematic region for the three different LQ
models. As shown in Fig. 2, after factoring out |g|2, the
differential cross section remains roughly constant in the
U3 and Ũ1 models, whereas it decreases rapidly as Q2 ap-
proaches Q2

max in the R2 model. This is because the oper-
ators jLV J

L
V , j

R
V J

R
V and jRV J

L
V , j

L
V J

R
V (see their definitions

in Appendix B) contribute differently to the differential
cross section. As can also be inferred from Eqs. (16), (18),
(19) and (23), such a distinct phenomenon is the unique
feature of low-energy scattering process. This suggests
that, in contrast to the vector LQs U3 and Ũ1, search-
ing for the scalar LQ R2 is preferred to be conducted
in the low-Q2 region. Furthermore, one may exploit
the unique feature to distinguish the scalar LQ from the
vector ones in future low-energy scattering experiments.
For example, if indisputable signals are observed in both
D+ → π+e+e− decay and e−p → e−Λc scattering, an
analysis of dΓ(D+ → π+e+e−)/dσ(e−p→ e−Λc) in their
“common” kinematic region, say Q2 ∈ [0.04, 0.9]GeV2,
would indicate the presence of a scalar or a vector LQ.

We now explore the dependence of the differential cross
section on the electron beam energy E. Here we take the
LQ model U3 as an example. As shown in Fig. 3, along
with the increase of E, the available kinematic region of
Q2 expands considerably. Meanwhile, due to the enlarged
Q2 region, it becomes clear that the differential cross
section that remains constant in the E = 3GeV case
falls gradually—but still not as dramatically as in the
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Figure 3. Differential cross section dσ̄/(dQ2|gLLV |2) in the LQ
model U3, with different electron beam energies, where σ̄ is
defined as σ̄ = (256πm2

p)σ = σ′/E2.

R2 model. Such a trend becomes more prominent for a
higher E. Finally, it can be seen that a high beam energy
clearly favors a high event rate.

Before concluding this section, let us make the follow-
ing interesting comment. Given that, besides the vector
operators jLV J

R
V and jRV J

L
V , both the scalar (jLSJ

L
S and

jRS J
R
S ) as well as the tensor (jLT J

L
T and jRT J

R
T ) opera-

tors can also contribute to the scattering process in the
R2 model, it is tempting to ask if their contributions
can be distinguished from those of the vector interac-
tion through the analysis of the differential cross section
discussed above. Unfortunately, this cannot be achieved
at the moment, because, on the one hand, it is difficult
to separate these contributions via the differential cross
section and, on the other hand, the scalar contribution is
severely constrained by the leptonic decay D0 → e+e−.
However, if the constraints on both the vector and scalar
(tensor) contributions can reach a similar level in the
future—so that both contributions can equally matter—
it would be possible to fully distinguish the contributions
from the operators jLV J

R
V , j

R
V J

L
V , j

L
SJ

L
S (jLT J

L
T ), and j

R
S J

R
S

(jRT J
R
T ) present in the R2 model through the low-energy

polarized scattering process e−p→ e−Λc [88].

IV. LFV FCNC PROCESS e−p → µ−Λc

We now turn to discuss the LFV FCNC scattering pro-
cess e−p→ µ−Λc.

A. Kinematics and beam energy selection

The total cross section of the scattering process e−(k)+
p(P ) → µ−(k′) + Λc(P

′) can be calculated in the same
way as for the LFC case. But its spin-averaged amplitude

squared |M|
2
contains some additional terms induced by

the non-negligible muon mass mµ.
Due to the presence of mµ, the kinematics and the

lower bound on the electron beam energy E of the LFV
scattering process are also changed. We find that the
variable q2 must now satisfy the condition

α− E
√
λµ

mp + 2E
≤ q2 ≤

α+ E
√
λµ

mp + 2E
, (26)

with

α≡E(m2
Λc
−m2

p+m2
µ−2mpE)+mpm

2
µ,

λµ≡m4
Λc

+(m2
p+2mpE−m2

µ)2−2m2
Λc

(m2
p+2mpE+m2

µ).

This in turn indicates the beam energy condition

E ≥
(mΛc +mµ)2 −m2

p

2mp
. (27)

Compared with Eq. (14), Eq. (27) produces a slightly
higher Emin, rendering a tiny difference of Q2

max in the
low-E region. However, due to the small ratios mµ/mΛc

and mµ/E, such a difference can be safely neglected. For
our benchmark scenario with Q2

max ≤ 1GeV2, we find
that the 3-GeV electron beam selected in the LFC case
is also suitable for the LFV scattering process. Thus,
interestingly, one can explore both the LFC and LFV
scattering processes at the same time with the same ex-
perimental setup.

B. Relevant experimental constraints

We give a brief survey of the best relevant constraints
on [g]µe,cu from the LFV charmed-hadron weak decays
and the high-pT dilepton mass tails in pp(qq̄)→ e±µ∓.

• Constraint from D0 → e−µ+

We start with the LFV leptonic decay of the neutral D
meson. The branching fraction of D0 → e−µ+ decay can
be found, e.g., in Refs. [6, 19]. Using the experimental
limit on the branching fraction, B(D0 → e−µ+) < 1.3×
10−8 at 90% C.L. [21], we obtain

|KS −K ′S − 0.04(K9 −K ′9)|2

+ |KP −K ′P + 0.04(K10 −K ′10)|2 . 0.01, (28)

which is consistent with the latest result presented in
Ref. [19]. With the relations defined in Eq. (11), we can
rewrite the constraint as

π2

G2
Fα

2
e

{
0.08Re

[
gLS
(
gRLV − gRRV

)∗ − gRS (gRRV − gLRV
)∗]

+ |gRS |2 + |gLS |2
}

. 0.01, (29)
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where we have neglected the vector-vector interference
terms, due to the tiny coefficients associated with them.

• Constraint from D+ → π+e−µ+

Theoretical studies of the LFV semileptonic D+ →
π+e−µ+ decay have been conducted in Refs. [6, 19]. Con-
sidering the experimental limit, B(D+ → π+e−µ+) <
3.6× 10−6 at 90% C.L. [22], we obtain the constraint

2.5
(
|K9 +K ′9|2 + |K10 +K ′10|2

)
+ 5.2

(
|KS +K ′S |2

+|KP +K ′P |2
)

+ 0.72
(
|KT |2 + |KT5|2

)
+ 0.63Re [(K9 +K ′9)K∗T − (K10 +K ′10)K∗T5]

+ 1.0Re [(K10 +K ′10) (K∗P +K ′∗P )

− (K9 +K ′9) (K∗S +K ′∗S )] . 100, (30)

which is consistent with the corrected result presented in
Ref. [19]. Rewriting them in terms of g, we get

π2

G2
Fα

2
e

{
5.2 (|gLS |2 + |gRS |2) + 2.9 (|gLT |2 + |gRT |2)

+ 2.5
(
|gRLV |2 + |gLRV |2 + |gRRV |2 + |gLLV |2

)
+ 2.0Re[gRLV gRR∗V + gLLV gLR∗V ]

)
− 1.0Re[gLLV gR∗S ]

+ 1.2Re[gRLV gL∗T + gLLV gR∗T ]
}
. 100. (31)

• Constraints from high-pT dilepton mass tails

Constraints on the effective WCs from the analyses of
high-pT dilepton invariant mass tails in pp(qq̄) → e±µ∓

have recently been worked out in Ref. [28]. They re-
cast the latest ATLAS analysis with 36.1 fb−1 of 13-TeV
data [89], and obtained the following bounds at 90% C.L.:

|giV |.1.1
GFαe
π

, |gL,RS |.2.4
GFαe
π

, |gL,RT |.0.44
GFαe
π

,

(32)

where i = LL,RR,LR,RL. Note that the RG running
effects neglected in Ref. [28] have been taken into ac-
count. Being the same as observed in the pp(qq̄)→ e+e−

case, no sensible constraints can be set on the interference
terms as well.

We summarize in Table V the relevant constraints on
the WCs [g]µe,cu. It can be seen that the most stringent
constraint on gS comes from the measurement of the LFV
leptonic D-meson decay, which clearly constrains neither
gV nor gT . Compared with the LFV semileptonic D-
meson decay, on the other hand, the analysis of the high-
pT dilepton invariant mass tails in pp(qq̄) → e∓µ± pro-
cesses can set more severe limits on gV and gT .

Constraints on [g]µe,cu in specific LQ models can be
read out from Table V straightforwardly. For the scalar
R2 model, even with the RG running effects (see Eq. (10))

Processes
∣∣gLL,RRV

∣∣2 ∣∣gLR,RLV

∣∣2 ∣∣gL,RS

∣∣2 ∣∣gL,RT

∣∣2
D0 → e−µ+ [21] \ \ 0.010 \

D+ → π+e−µ+ [22] 40 40 19 34
pp(qq̄)→ e∓µ± [89] 1.2 1.2 5.8 0.19

e−p→ µ−Λc 0.039 0.091 0.18 0.0063

Table V. Constraints on the WCs [g]µe,cu at 90% C.L. from
the LFV (semi)leptonicD-meson decays, the high-pT dilepton
invariant mass tails, and the e−p→ µ−Λc scattering process
in the framework of a general low-energy Leff specified by
Eq. (5). Note that the common factor G2

Fα
2
e/π

2 has been
factored out. The entries with “\” mean that the processes
in the first column put no constraints on the corresponding
WCs.

taken into account, the constraint on gS is still dictated
by the LFV leptonic D-meson decay, whereas the bound-
ary of gV is determined by pp(qq̄)→ e∓µ± processes. We
thus obtain the following constraints for the R2 model:

|gRL,LRV |2 . 1.2

(
G2
Fα

2
e

π2

)
,

|gL,RS |2 ' 88|gL,RT |2 . 0.010

(
G2
Fα

2
e

π2

)
. (33)

For the vector U3 (Ũ1) model, we find

|gLL(RR)
V |2 . 1.2

(
G2
Fα

2
e

π2

)
. (34)

C. Competitive and complementary

Utilizing the same experimental setup, we can set lim-
its on the WCs through the LFV scattering process. In
the context of low-energy Leff, we make the same assump-
tions as in the LFC case, and obtain the sensitivity

1.4π2

G2
Fα

2
e

{
18
(
|gLLV |2+|gRRV |2

)
+7.7

(
|gRLV |2+|gLRV |2

)
+0.28Re

[
gRLV gRR∗V +gLLV gLR∗V

]
+3.9

(
|gRS |2+|gLS |2

)
+4.4Re[gRS g

RR∗
V +gLS g

LL∗
V ]+0.63Re[gRS g

RL∗
V +gLS g

LR∗
V ]

−33Re[gRT g
RR∗
V +gLT g

LL∗
V ]+3.0Re[gRT g

RL∗
V +gLT g

LR∗
V ]

+112
(
|gRT |2+|gLT |2

)
−23Re

[
gRS g

R∗
T +gLS g

L∗
T

] }
.

(
N events
1 event

)(
2.1× 1022 cm−3

ρT

)(
40 cm
L

)(
1 yr
t

)

×
(

9.4× 1014 s−1

φ

)(
100%

εΛc

)(
100%

εµ

)
, (35)

where εµ denotes the detecting efficiency of the muon
lepton generated in the LFV scattering process.
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Focusing on the constraints on |gV |2, |gS |2, and |gT |2,
we compare in Table V our results with those obtained
from the D-meson weak decays and the high-pT dilepton
invariant mass tails. It can be seen that appreciable im-
provement on the constraints can be made through the
LFV scattering experiment. Even the obtained limit of
|gS |2, though not as stringent as that set by the LFV
leptonic D-meson decay, is still very competitive.

As in the LFC case, our constraints can be weakened by
the imperfect detecting efficiency of the Λc baryon, εΛc .
However, even if the produced Λc is solely detected via
the decay Λc → pK−π+, our results are still comparable
to those from the high-pT dilepton invariant mass tails.

For both the LFC and LFV scattering experiments,
further improvement could be made by considering an
electron beam with a higher intensity, if available in the
future, and a hydrogen gas target working in more se-
vere conditions. Note that a gas target is free from the
boiling problem, and consequently its luminosity is not
limited by the cooling power. However, higher intensity
or longer target length would be preferred to compensate
its relatively lower number density.

D. e−p → µ−Λc in the survived LQ models

We now evaluate the total cross sections specifically in
the three LQ models. For the scalar R2 model, we obtain

σR2
=
[
7.7
(
|gRLV |2 + |gLRV |2

)
+ 2.7

(
|gRS |2 + |gLS |2

)
+ 0.95Re[gRS g

RL∗
V + gLS g

LR∗
V ]

]
× 10−4 GeV2, (36)

where the RG running effects in Eq. (10) have been con-
sidered. Note that the scalar-vector interference terms
emerge because of the non-vanishing mµ. Similarly, the
total cross section in the vector U3 (Ũ1) model is com-
puted to be

σU3(Ũ1) = 18 |gLL(RR)
V |2 × 10−4 GeV2. (37)

Let us give a simple event-rate estimation for the scat-
tering experiment in the three different LQ models. As
done in the LFC case, we ignore the contributions from
the interference terms, take the upper limits given in
Eqs. (33) and (34) for each LQ model, and always assume
a running time of 1 yr. It can be seen from Table VI that,
in comparison with the LFC case, fewer events are now
expected for the LFV scattering process, mostly because
of the relatively more severe constraints on the vector
operators.

We have also looked into the differential cross sections
in the allowed kinematic region. As shown in Fig. 4, they
behave in the same way as in Fig. 2. This is not surpris-
ing, since these two scattering processes are identical in
respect of kinematics, except the mass difference between

Models giV gL,RS

R2 13 0.039
U3 31 \
Ũ1 31 \

Table VI. Summary of the event-rate estimations for e−p →
µ−Λc in the three survived LQ models, where i = LR,RL
and LL (RR) for R2 and U3 (Ũ1), respectively. The entries
with “\” mean that no estimations are available due to the
absence of the corresponding WCs in the LQ models.

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
0

5

10

15

Figure 4. Differential cross section dσ′/(dQ2|g|2) in the LFV
case. The other captions are the same as in Fig. 2

the electron and the muon. Although a non-zero mµ can
indeed induce non-vanishing interference terms, such as
the last term in Eq. (36) for the R2 model, as well as addi-
tional non-interference contributions, they are too small
to make a numerical difference.

V. CONCLUSION

We have investigated the potential for discovering NP
in the charm sector through the low-energy scattering
processes e−p → e−Λc and e−p → µ−Λc. Focusing on
the fixed-target ep scattering experiments, we have stud-
ied the kinematics of both scattering processes. It has
been shown that, even though the corresponding mini-
mal beam energies vary due to their different kinematics,
they can be simultaneously detected with the same exper-
imental setup. Taking account of all the constraints on
the beam energies, we have eventually proposed an elec-
tron beam with energy of 3 GeV. Meanwhile, to maximize
the chance of observing their signals, we have chosen a
liquid hydrogen target with a powerful cooling system. It
is intriguing to note that both the beam and the target
have already been utilized in different experiments.

Based on the selected experimental setup, we have
demonstrated in a model-independent way that, com-
pared with the charmed-hadron weak decays and the
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high-pT dilepton invariant mass tails, the low-energy
scattering processes can provide more competitive con-
straints and, at the same time, build a further comple-
mentarity with the charmed-hadron weak decays. On the
other hand, in the specific LQ models, we have shown
that promising event rates can be expected for both the
LFC and LFV scattering processes, with the most strin-
gent constraints on the corresponding WCs from other
processes taken as input.

We have also analyzed the differential cross sections
in the allowed kinematic region, and observed that they
all decrease gradually as Q2 approaches to its maximum
Q2

max. Interestingly, such a trend becomes more distinct
for a higher beam energy. Furthermore, we have found
that the decreasing rate in the scalar R2 model is al-
ways more dramatic than those in the vector U3 and Ũ1

models, which provides a potential way to distinguish the
scalar and vector LQs in future experiments.

Finally, we would like to remark that, since the major-
ity of our analyses are based on the general low-energy
effective Lagrangian, it is straightforward to generalize
them into other specific NP scenarios [88].
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Appendix A: Definitions and parametrization of the
Λc → p form factors

The form factors for Λc → p transition can be con-
veniently parametrized in the helicity basis [59, 75, 90].
For the vector and axial-vector currents, their hadronic
matrix elements are defined, respectively, by

〈N+(p, s)|ūγµc|Λc(p′, s′)〉

= ūN (p, s)

[
f0(q2)(mΛc

−mN )
qµ

q2

+f+(q2)
mΛc +mN

s+

(
p′µ+pµ−(m2

Λc
−m2

N )
qµ

q2

)
+f⊥(q2)

(
γµ− 2mN

s+
p′µ− 2mΛc

s+
pµ
)]
uΛc

(p′, s′),

(A.1)

and

〈N+(p, s)|ūγµγ5c|Λc(p′, s′)〉

=−ūN (p, s)γ5

[
g0(q2)(mΛc +mN )

qµ

q2

+g+(q2)
mΛc−mN

s−

(
p′µ+pµ−(m2

Λc
−m2

N )
qµ

q2

)
+g⊥(q2)

(
γµ+

2mN

s−
p′µ− 2mΛc

s−
pµ
)]
uΛc(p′, s′),

(A.2)

where q = p′ − p and s± = (mΛc
± mN )2 − q2. Note

that we have denoted the proton by N+ instead of p to
avoid possible confusion with the proton’s momentum.
From Eqs. (A.1) and (A.2), we can obtain the hadronic
matrix elements of the scalar and pseudo-scalar currents
through the equation of motion,

〈N+(p, s)|ūc|Λc(p′, s′)〉

=
(mΛc

−mN )

mc −mu
f0(q2)ūN (p, s)uΛc

(p′, s′), (A.3)

〈N+(p, s)|ūγ5c|Λc(p′, s′)〉

=
(mΛc

+mN )

mc +mu
g0(q2)ūN (p, s)γ5uΛc

(p′, s′), (A.4)

where mu(c) denotes the u(c)-quark running mass. Fi-
nally, the hadronic matrix element for the tensor current
is given by

〈N+(p, s)|ūiσµνc|Λc(p′, s′)〉

= ūN (p, s)

[
2h+

p′µpν−p′νpµ
s+

+h⊥

(mΛc +mN

q2

×(qµγν−qνγµ)−2

(
1

q2
+

1

s+

)
(p′µpν−p′νpµ)

)
+h̃+

(
iσµν−

2

s−
[mΛc(pµγν−pνγµ)

−mN (p′µγν−p′νγµ) +p′µpν−p′νpµ]
)

+ h̃⊥
mΛc

−mN

q2s−

(
(m2

Λc
−m2

N − q2)(γµp
′
ν − γνp′µ)

− (m2
Λc
−m2

N + q2)(γµpν − γνpµ)

+2(mΛc
−mN )(p′µpν − p′νpµ)

)]
uΛc

(p′, s′), (A.5)

where σµν = i[γµ, γν ]/2. These form factors satisfy the
endpoint relations

f+(0) = f0(0), g+(0) = g0(0),

g+(q2
max) = g⊥(q2

max), h̃+(q2
max) = h̃⊥(q2

max), (A.6)

where q2
max = (mΛc

− mN )2. As the latest LQCD de-
terminations [59] of these form factors satisfy the two
criteria mentioned in Sec. II, we will adopt the re-
sults provided in Ref. [59] in this work. Explicitly, the
parametrization of the form factors takes the form [59, 81]

f(q2) =
1

1− q2/(mf
pole)

2

nmax∑
n=0

afn
[
z(q2)

]n
, (A.7)
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with the expansion variable defined as

z(q2) =

√
t+ − q2 −

√
t+ − t0√

t+ − q2 +
√
t+ − t0

, (A.8)

where t+ = (mD + mπ)2 is set equal to the threshold of
Dπ two-particle states, and t0 = q2

max determines which
value of q2 gets mapped to z = 0. In this way, one maps
the complex q2 plane, cut along the real axis for q2 ≥ t+,
onto the disk |z| < 1. Furthermore, the lowest poles in
Eq. (A.7) have been factored out before the z expan-
sion. The quantum numbers and masses of these poles
in the different form factors, as well as the values of the
z-expansion parameters for both the nominal (nmax = 2)
and higher-order (nmax = 3) fits, together with the full
covariance matrices can be found in Ref. [59].

Appendix B: Cross section and kinematics of the
LFC (LFV) scattering process

In Sec. II, we have established that the effective La-
grangian Leff at low energy can mediate both the LFC
and LFV scattering processes. Given that each of the
four-fermion operators in Eq. (5) consists of one leptonic
(j) and one hadronic (J) current, for the benefit of later
discussions, we rewrite it as Leff =

∑
gαβjαJβ , where

jR,LS = ¯̀PR,L`, JR,LS = q̄PR,Lq,

(jR,LV )µ = ¯̀γµPR,L`, (JR,LV )µ = q̄γµPR,Lq,

(jR,LT )µν = ¯̀σµνPR,L`, (JR,LT )µν = q̄σµνPR,Lq. (B.1)

Obviously, for both the scalar and tensor interactions,
(α, β)=(R,R), (L,L), whereas for the vector operators,
(α, β)=(R,R), (L,L), (L,R), and (R,L).

The differential cross section of the LFC scattering pro-
cess e−(k) + p(P )→ e−(µ−)(k′) + Λc(P

′) is given by

dσ=
1

F

d3kkk′

(2π)3

1

2E′
d3ppp′

(2π)3

1

2EΛc

|M|
2
(2π)4δ4(P+k−P ′−k′)

=
1

F

d3kkk′

(2π)2

1

2E′
|M|

2
δ(P ′2 −m2

Λc
), (B.2)

where the flux factor F = 4[(P · k)2 − m2
em

2
p]

1/2, and
we have performed the integration over ppp′ by using the δ
function in the second step above.

Since the electron mass me is much smaller than those
of other particles and the beam energy E, it can be safely
neglected. Due to its relatively bigger massmµ, the muon
remains, however, massive and its mass should be kept in
the LFV case. With the definition q ≡ k − k′ = P ′ − P ,
the leftover δ function in Eq. (B.2) can be simplified as

δ(P ′2 −m2
Λc

) =
δ(cos θ − cos θ0)

2E E′
, (B.3)

with

cos θ0 =
m2

Λc
−m2

p − 2mp(E − E′) + 2EE′

2E E′
, (B.4)

for the LFC scattering process, and

δ(P ′2 −m2
Λc

) =
δ(cos θ − cos θ0)

2E |kkk′|
, (B.5)

with

cos θ0 =
m2

Λc
−m2

p−m2
µ−2mp(E − E′)+2E E′

2E |kkk′|
, (B.6)

for the LFV scattering process, where θ is the scattering
angle between kkk′ and kkk. One can then use the remain-
ing δ functions (Eqs. (B.3) and (B.5)) to get rid of the
angular integration in Eq. (B.2). Meanwhile, from the
relation P ′2 = (q + P )2 = m2

Λc
, it is easy to find that

dE′ = dq2/2mp. Now the total cross sections for the two
scattering processes can be universally written as

σ =
1

64πm2
pE

2

ˆ q2max

q2min

dq2 |M|
2
. (B.7)

The kinematic range of q2 can be determined through
the condition | cos θ0| ≤ 1, from which the corresponding
[q2

min, q
2
max] in both cases can be obtained (see Eqs. (13)

and (26)).
Finally, in terms of the low-energy effective Lagrangian
Leff =

∑
gαβjαJβ , we can write the amplitudes M for

the two scattering processes as

M =
∑

gαβ〈`(
′)(k′, r′)|jα|`(k, r)〉〈Λc(P ′, s′)|Jβ |p(P, s)〉,

(B.8)
where r and s (r′ and s′) denote the spins of the initial
(final) lepton and baryon respectively, and the hadronic
matrix elements 〈Λc(P ′, s′)|Jβ |p(P, s)〉 are given by the
complex conjugate of 〈p(P, s)|J†β |Λc(P ′, s′)〉, with the
latter parametrized by the form factors defined in Ap-
pendix A. From the previous discussions of the kinemat-
ics, it is clear that a scattering process generally occupies
a different kinematic region from that of a decay. Thus,
to extend the form factors that are commonly convenient
for the Λc weak decays to the scattering processes, their
parametrization must be analytic in the proper q2 region,
the first crucial criterion mentioned in Sec. II.

Appendix C: The amplitude squared of the LFV
(LFC) scattering process

For the convenience of interested readers and future
discussions, we provide here the explicit expression of
the amplitude squared |M|

2
of the LFV scattering pro-

cess e−(k) + p(P ) → µ−(k′) + Λc(P
′) mediated by the

general effective Lagrangian Leff (see Eq. (5)). To this
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end, we present it in terms of the kinematic variable q2,
the transition form factors (all being functions of q2), the
electron beam energy E, and the masses of the baryons
(mp and mΛc) and the muon lepton (mµ). For the LFC
scattering process e−(k) + p(P ) → e−(k′) + Λc(P

′), on
the other hand, its amplitude can be straightforwardly

obtained from above by setting mµ to zero, since the
electron mass can be safely ignored in this case.

With all the operators in Eq. (B.1) taken into account,
the spin-averaged amplitude squared |M|

2
of the LFV

scattering process e−(k) + p(P ) → µ−(k′) + Λc(P
′) is

given by

|M|
2

= (|gLLV |2 + |gRRV |2) |M|
2

VLL−VLL
+ (|gLRV |2 + |gRLV |2) |M|

2

VLR−VLR
+ (|gLS |2 + |gRS |2) |M|

2

SL−SL

+ (|gLT |2 + |gRT |2) |M|
2

TL−TL
+ 2Re[gLRV gLL∗V + gRLV gRR∗V ] |M|

2

VLR−VLL

+ 2Re[gLLV gL∗S + gRRV gR∗S ] |M|
2

VLL−SL
+ 2Re[gLRV gL∗S + gRLV gR∗S ] |M|

2

VLR−SL

+ 2Re[gLLV gL∗T + gRRV gR∗T ] |M|
2

VLL−TL
+ 2Re[gLRV gL∗T + gRLV gR∗T ] |M|

2

VLR−TL

+ 2Re[gLS g
L∗
T + gRS g

R∗
T ] |M|

2

SL−TL
, (C.1)

where the various subscripts attached to the different
|M|

2
on the right-hand side represent the possible inter-

ferences between two operators. For instance, the sub-
script VLR corresponds to the operator jLV J

R
V , while VLL

to jLV J
L
V . Then, the reduced spin-averaged amplitude

squared |M|
2

VLR−VLL
generated by the interference be-

tween the operators VLR and VLL can be written as

|M|
2

VLR−VLL
=

1

4

∑
spins

〈µ−(k′)Λc(P
′)|jLV JLV |e−(k)p(P )〉

×〈µ−(k′)Λc(P
′)|jLV JRV |e−(k)p(P )〉∗. (C.2)

Note that, due to the chiral structures of the lepton and
quark currents involved, the reduced amplitudes squared
with different subscripts can be identical to each other,
e.g., |M|

2

VLR−VLL
= |M|

2

VRL−VRR
; in this case, only one

of them is presented in Eq. (C.1). The amplitudes asso-
ciated with other interference terms that are not shown
in Eq. (C.1) are all zero, which can be straightforwardly
checked according to the chiral structures of the lepton
currents involved. For convenience, explicit expressions
of the reduced spin-averaged amplitudes squared on the
right-hand side of Eq. (C.1) are given, respectively, as

|M|
2

VLL−VLL
=
m2
µ(m2

µ−q2)

8q4

{
(mΛc

−mp)
2
[
(mΛc

+mp)
2−q2

]
f2

0 + (mΛc
+mp)

2
[
(mΛc

−mp)
2−q2

]
g2

0

}
+

{
(mΛc

+mp)
2

8[(mΛc +mp)2 − q2]q4
f2

+ +
(mΛc

−mp)
2

8[(mΛc −mp)2 − q2]q4
g2

+

}
×
{

4mpq
4(2E +mp)(2Emp + q2) +m4

µ(m2
p + q2)2 +m4

Λc
m2
µ(m2

µ − q2)

− 2m2
Λc

(m2
µ − q2)

[
m2
µ(m2

p + q2)− 4Empq
2
]
−m2

µq
2
[
m4
p + 6m2

pq
2 + q4

+ 8Emp(m
2
p + q2)

]}
− 1

4

[
f2
⊥

(mΛc
+mp)2 − q2

+
g2
⊥

(mΛc
−mp)2 − q2

]
×
{

2m4
µm

2
p +m4

Λc
(q2 −m2

µ) + 2m2
Λc

(m2
µ − q2)(2Emp +m2

p + q2)

−m2
µ(m2

p + q2)(4Emp +m2
p + q2) + q2

[
8E2m2

p +m4
p + q4 + 4Emp(m

2
p + q2)

]}
−
m2
µ(m2

Λc
−m2

p)

4q4

[
m2

Λc
(m2

µ − q2)−m2
µ(m2

p + q2) + q2(4Emp +m2
p + q2)

]
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× (f0 f+ + g0 g+)− 1

2

[
m2

Λc
(m2

µ − q2)−m2
µ(m2

p + q2) + q2(4Emp +m2
p + q2)

]
f⊥ g⊥ , (C.3)

|M|
2

VLR−VLR
=
m2
µ(m2

µ−q2)

8q4

{
(mΛc

−mp)
2
[
(mΛc

+mp)
2−q2

]
f2

0 + (mΛc
+mp)

2
[
(mΛc

−mp)
2−q2

]
g2

0

}
+
{ (mΛc +mp)

2

8
[
(mΛc +mp)2 − q2

]
q4
f2

+ +
(mΛc −mp)

2

8
[
(mΛc −mp)2 − q2

]
q4
g2

+

}
×
{

4mpq
4(2E +mp)(2Emp + q2) +m4

µ(m2
p + q2)2 +m4

Λc
m2
µ(m2

µ − q2)

− 2m2
Λc

(m2
µ − q2)

[
m2
µ(m2

p + q2)− 4Empq
2
]
−m2

µq
2
[
m4
p + 6m2

pq
2 + q4

+ 8Emp(m
2
p + q2)

]}
− 1

4

[
f2
⊥

(mΛc
+mp)2 − q2

+
g2
⊥

(mΛc
−mp)2 − q2

]
×
{

2m4
µm

2
p +m4

Λc
(q2 −m2

µ) + 2m2
Λc

(m2
µ − q2)(2Emp +m2

p + q2)

−m2
µ(m2

p + q2)(4Emp +m2
p + q2) + q2

[
8E2m2

p +m4
p + q4 + 4Emp(m

2
p + q2)

]}
−
m2
µ(m2

Λc
−m2

p)

4q4

[
m2

Λc
(m2

µ − q2)−m2
µ(m2

p + q2) + q2(4Emp +m2
p + q2)

]
× (f0 f+ + g0 g+)+

1

2

[
m2

Λc
(m2

µ − q2)−m2
µ(m2

p + q2) + q2(4Emp +m2
p + q2)

]
f⊥ g⊥ , (C.4)

|M|
2

SL−SL
=

(m2
µ−q2)

8m2
c

{
(mΛc

−mp)
2
[
(mΛc

+mp)
2−q2

]
f2

0 + (mΛc
+mp)

2
[
(mΛc

−mp)
2 − q2

]
g2

0

}
, (C.5)

|M|
2

TL−TL
= −

[
2h2

+

(mΛc +mp)2 − q2
+

2h̃2
+

(mΛc −mp)2 − q2

]{
4m4

µm
2
p +m4

Λc
(−m2

µ + q2)

+ 2m2
Λc

(m2
µ − q2)(4Emp +m2

p + q2) + q2(4Emp +m2
p + q2)2

−m2
µ

[
m4
p + 6m2

pq
2 + q4 + 8Emp(m

2
p + q2)

]}
+

{
4h2
⊥(mΛc +mp)

2[
(mΛc +mp)2 − q2

]
q4

+
4h̃2
⊥(mΛc −mp)

2[
(mΛc −mp)2 − q2

]
q4

}{
2mp(2E +mp)q

4(2Emp + q2)

−m2
µq

2(m2
p + q2)(4Emp +m2

p + q2) +m4
Λc
m2
µ(m2

µ − q2)

+m4
µ(m4

p + q4)− 2m2
Λc

(m2
µ − q2)

[
m2
µ(m2

p + q2)− 2Empq
2
]}

−
8m2

µ(m2
Λc
−m2

p)

q4

[
m2

Λc
(m2

µ − q2)−m2
µ(m2

p + q2) + q2(4Emp +m2
p + q2)

]
h⊥ h̃⊥ , (C.6)

|M|
2

VLR−VLL
=
m2
µ(m2

µ−q2)

8q4

{
(mΛc

−mp)
2
[
(mΛc

+mp)
2−q2

]
f2

0−(mΛc
+mp)

2
[
(mΛc

−mp)
2−q2

]
g2

0

}
+

{
(mΛc

+mp)
2

8
[
(mΛc

+mp)2 − q2
]
q4
f2

+ −
(mΛc

−mp)
2

8
[
(mΛc

−mp)2 − q2
]
q4
g2

+

}

×
{

4mpq
4(2E +mp)(2Emp + q2) +m4

µ(m2
p + q2)2 +m4

Λc
m2
µ(m2

µ − q2)

− 2m2
Λc

(m2
µ − q2)

[
m2
µ(m2

p + q2)− 4Empq
2
]
−m2

µq
2
[
m4
p + 6m2

pq
2 + q4

+ 8Emp(m
2
p + q2)

]}
− 1

4

[
f2
⊥

(mΛc +mp)2 − q2
− g2

⊥
(mΛc −mp)2 − q2

]
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×
{

2m4
µm

2
p +m4

Λc
(q2 −m2

µ) + 2m2
Λc

(m2
µ − q2)(2Emp +m2

p + q2)

−m2
µ(m2

p + q2)(4Emp +m2
p + q2) + q2

[
8E2m2

p +m4
p + q4 + 4Emp(m

2
p + q2)

]}
−
m2
µ(m2

Λc
−m2

p)

4q4

[
m2

Λc
(m2

µ − q2)−m2
µ(m2

p + q2) + q2(4Emp +m2
p + q2)

]
(f0 f+ − g0 g+) , (C.7)

|M|
2

VLL−SL
=

mµ

8mc q2

{
(m2

Λc
−m2

p)
[
m2

Λc
(m2

µ − q2)−m2
µ(m2

p + q2) + q2(4Emp +m2
p + q2)

]
× (f0 f+ + g0 g+)− (m2

µ − q2)
[
(mΛc −mp)

2((mΛc +mp)
2 − q2)f2

0

+ (mΛc +mp)
2((mΛc −mp)

2 − q2)g2
0

]}
, (C.8)

|M|
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8mc q2
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−m2
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(m2
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µ(m2

p + q2) + q2(4Emp +m2
p + q2)

]
× (f0 f+ − g0 g+)− (m2

µ − q2)
[
(mΛc

−mp)
2((mΛc

+mp)
2 − q2)f2

0

− (mΛc
+mp)

2((mΛc
−mp)

2 − q2)g2
0

]}
, (C.9)

|M|
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VLL−TL
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m2

Λc
(m2
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]
×
[
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]
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µ − q2)
[
(mΛc

+mp)((mΛc
−mp)

2 − q2)(f+ h+ + 2f⊥ h⊥)
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−mp)((mΛc

+mp)
2 − q2)(g+ h̃+ + 2g⊥ h̃⊥)

]}
, (C.10)
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[
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]
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[
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]}
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]}
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