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I. INTRODUCTION

The Standard Model of Particle Physics (SM), despite the glory of explaining the vast majority of
phenomena seen at experiment, cannot be the final theory. There are theoretical, phenomenological
and cosmological motivations for a high-energy completion, which leads to reconsider the SM as part of
the renormalizable terms of an effective field theory (EFT). Amongst the experimental corroboration
for physics beyond the SM, it is well-known that at least two neutrinos must have a non-zero mass
and we do not have an explanation for the hierarchy between the charged fermion masses. Besides,
an already long-standing tension has been reported in the semileptonic decays of the B meson [1-13].
These discrepancies with respect to the SM prediction on lepton flavor universality, referred in the
literature as flavor anomalies, exhibit a hierarchical flavor structure which seems to be correlated with

the flavor puzzle in the SM and suggests the presence of new physics at the few TeV scale.

In this paper we discuss the possibility to explain the flavor anomalies in the context of the simplest
theory where quarks and leptons are unified at the low scale, following Pati and Salam’s idea [14].
The theory, presented in Ref. [15], is based on SU(4)c ® SU(2)r ® U(1)r and constitutes one of the
simplest extensions of the SM, being only separated by one breaking step from the SM gauge group,
containing the SM fermions, the right-handed neutrinos, and being able to describe physics at the

multi-TeV scale with light neutrino masses generated by the inverse seesaw mechanism.

The minimal theory for quark-lepton unification [15] predicts a vector leptoquark, X,, ~ (3,1,2/3)sm,
whose mass defines the scale of quark-lepton unification. This scale does not necessary have to be
large as their GUT partners SU(5) or SO(10) since baryon number is preserved at the renormalizable
level and neutrinos get mass through the inverse seesaw mechanism without the need of a GUT scale
to suppress the active neutrino masses. It is well known, however, that the vector leptoquark can
mediate the decay K — e*uT, which sets a lower bound on the quark-lepton unification scale larger
than 103 TeV if the mixings between quarks and leptons are neglected [16, 17]. Amongst the new field
content, the theory predicts four new scalars, which have unique properties: (a) a scalar diquark, (b)
a second Higgs doublet, responsible to break the degeneracy between the masses for charged leptons
and down quarks (the latter being a consequence of quark-lepton unification), (c¢) and two scalar
leptoquarks, ®3 ~ (3,2,1/6)sm and @4 ~ (3,2,7/6)sm, which will induce fermion flavor violation
through the Yukawa interactions.

The leptoquarks ®3 and ®, are the only pure scalar leptoquarks (not admitting diquark cou-
plings) to which the SM fermions can interact. Their interactions conserve baryon number at the

renormalizable level. They are also protected against unacceptable baryon number violation at the



non-renormalizable level by the Pati-Salam SU(4) symmetry and its minimal matter content, forbid-
ding baryon number violating operators until dimension seven in the effective field theory [18], which
makes them excellent candidates to live at the few TeV scale. The leptoquark interactions are defined
by new mixing matrices between the quarks and leptons, which are in principle unknown. However,
the theory predicts unique relations between the decay channels of the vector leptoquark, the scalar
leptoquarks and the new Higgs boson [19], which are independent of them once the summation over
final fermions is performed, being these very attractive signatures of the quark-lepton unification
symmetry. We refer the reader to Refs. [20-24] for phenomenological studies in the context of this
theory.

In this paper, we focus on the flavor violation constraints in the theory. We show how the scalar
leptoquark ®4 ~ (3,2,7/6)sm can accommodate the observed anomalies while being consistent with
any other existing experimental constraint. This possibility was already considered in Ref. [25] from a
simplified model perspective, with generic Yukawa interactions of this leptoquark with matter, and it
was further addressed in Ref. [26] in the context of quark-lepton unification, where the flavor anomalies
were also explained by assuming empirically some textures for the physical couplings of leptoquarks
with the SM fermions. The main focus in the latter was to simultaneously address the neutral flavor
anomalies and the recent (and still ambiguous) anomalous magnetic moment of the muon [27, 28]
consistently with the existing experimental bounds. Unfortunately, for the ®3 contribution to the
flavor anomalies studied there, large Wilson coefficients are needed to address them [26], which lead
to large branching ratios for the meson decays that might be in tension with the experiment.

In this new study we exploit the fact that the Yukawa interactions relevant for the flavor anomalies
are strikingly factorized in unitary components and diagonal matrices composed of the physical masses
of the SM fermions at the quark-lepton unification scale. The latter allows us to determine the textures
given the available experimental constraints and make predictions and correlate observables that allow
the testability of the theory in a foreseeable future. We will show how the role of &, in the neutral
anomalies presented in Ref. [20] is recovered from this new point of view of fermion mass spectrum
and unitarity and will explore its implications on the rest of flavour interactions. Remarkably, the
theory predicts that the contribution of the vector leptoquark to Kj — et T is suppressed, thereby
allowing the theory to be realized at a lower scale than that expected in generic Pati-Salam theories,
particularly around 100 TeV. This study suggests a strong correlation between the ratios Ry~ and
Br(t — ev) that will allow to test the possibility to address the flavour anomalies in the near future.

Altogether we believe that the minimal theory based on the gauge group SU(4)c ®SU(2), @ U(1)r

is a very simple and compelling extension of the SM that can address the observed flavor anomalies,



unifies quarks and leptons, allows for a GUT embedding at the high scale, and predicts masses for the
neutrinos. We insist that there is hope to test its existence in the near future, since non-suppressed
Yukawa interactions are needed to correct the fermion mass relations and the scalar leptoquark ®4
in this theory cannot be heavier than a few TeVs. Therefore, we eagerly encourage our experimental
colleagues to look for the imprints of quark-lepton unification discussed in this paper in the flavor and

collider experiments.

II. MINIMAL THEORY FOR QUARK-LEPTON UNIFICATION

A simple renomalizable theory for quark-lepton unification at the low scale was proposed in Ref. [15],
which can be seen as a low energy limit of the Pati-Salam theory. This theory is based on the gauge

Symmetry:
SU(4)c ® SU(2); ® U(1)g,

and each family of the SM matter fields plus three right-handed neutrinos are unified in three repre-

sentations:
u v _ _
FQL: ~ (4,2,0), Fu: <uc I/c> ~ (4717_1/2)7 and Fd: (dc 66) ~ (471’1/2)7
d e

while the SU(4)c gauge fields live in A, ~ (15,1,0). The minimal Higgs sector is composed of three
scalar representations: ® ~ (15,2,1/2), x ~ (4,1,1/2) and H; ~ (1,2,1/2). The Yukawa interactions

for the charged fermions can be written as
LY FSpeaHYF, + Yo F3peay®F, + Y3 H{ ForFy + Yy ® ForFy+ hec, (1)

where a and b correspond to the SU(2), indices, while for the neutrinos one can implement the inverse

seesaw mechanism using the terms
1
—LDYsF, xS + §,uSS +h.ec. (2)

Here the fields S ~ (1,1,0) are SM fermionic singlets.
This theory predicts a vector leptoquark, X, ~ (3,1,2/3)sm," associated to the SU(4)¢ symmetry
breaking, a scalar diquark ®g ~ (8,2,1/2)gn, a second Higgs doublet Hy ~ (1,2,1/2)sm, and two

physical scalar leptoquarks ®3 ~ (3,2,—1/6)sm and @4 ~ (3,2,7/6)gm. All these scalars live in

! We use the label “SM” when referring to the quantum numbers of the SM gauge group, i.e. SU(3)c ®SU(2)r @ U(1)y.
Otherwise, the quantum charges will refer to the Pati-Salam gauge symmetry SU(4)c ® SU(2)r ® U(1)r.



the adjoint representation ® ~ (15,2,1/2) and therefore interact with the SM fermions through the

Yukawa interaction in Eq. (1). The scalar leptoquarks decompose in SU(2); components as,

1/3 5/3
b3 1
(I)g = y and <I>4 = 5 (3)
—2/3 2/3
3 4

where the numbers in the superscript denote the electric charge. The Yukawa interactions for ®3 and
¥, are obtained by expanding the interactions in Eq. (1) in terms of the SU(3)¢ ® SU(2)r, ® U(1)y
fields,

—L£ D Yaeap l3 4 (u)f + Ya 0y Q% B (1) + Ya B 01, (d) + Ya ® QL ()1 + hec.. (4)

Notice that in this sector the interactions are parametrized by only two Yukawa matrices because
the SU(4)c symmetry relates the different Yukawa interactions in a unique way, as Eq. (1) displays.
After spontaneous breaking of the electroweak symmetry, the charged fermion masses and the Dirac

neutrino masses (M) are given by

1
MU=Y1£ MD:yﬂ_éyw

V2
+o =Y, V 75
V2 2v3 V2 V2 2t

V1 1 V9 V1 V3 V2
Mp =Ys—+ —=Y;—, Mp=Y3— — —Y,—.

Here the VEVs of the Higgs doublets are defined as (HY) = v;/v/2, and (H) = wve/v/2. In our

()

convention the mass matrices are diagonalized as

U MyU. = M3*8,  NTM,N, = M2, .
6
D'MpD.= M3 ETMpE, = M3,

The neutrino masses are generated using the inverse seesaw mechanism (for more details see Ref. [15]).

A. Flavor Violation and Fermion Masses

In this theory the interactions mediating flavor violating processes for down quarks are proportional

to the Yukawa matrix Yy, which from Eq. (5) one can write as:

 [3(Mp — Mg)
Ya= 2 wusinf (™)

Here v = \/v% + v% = 246 GeV and tan 5 = vy/v;. As one can appreciate, the Yukawa matrix Yy
defines the difference between the mass matrices for down quarks and charged leptons. Therefore,

the amount of flavor violation is bounded from above by the values of the quark masses in the flavor



space. A similar relation to Eq. (7) exists for Y5. However, since the Dirac masses le) are unknown,
the entries in Y5 are not constrained and could even be zero. Contrarily, the entries of Y, are needed
to correct the mass relation between the down quarks and charged leptons. Thus, in the following we
will focus only on this matrix.

To understand the connection between the flavor structure of the SM and the flavor violation in this
theory, let us consider the interactions of the scalar leptoquarks ®3 and ®,4 mediated by the Yukawa

matrix Y3.2 Starting from their components with electromagnetic charge 4 2/3,

S S ) INA B | di diagy,T\ij

ed s iy Pp = Z\/gvsinB(VTMDag — Mz"8V,)" Pg, (8)
J— . 2/3 . 3 .. 3 3 1 d- * d- ..
T T Y )

where Pp, p are the chiral projectors Pp,r = (1 F 75)/2, and the matrices V' and V, are unitary
(mixing) matrices defined as V = D'E and V., = DIEC, respectively. On the other hand, the Yukawa

interactions mediated by Yj for their SU(2);, partners are given by

o ij 3 1 . . . .
ddiey i (Vi ) PRzz’\@ (Vihaws) FEGH(VIMR™ — ME™VI) 9 Py, (10)

vsin g
P . ij . /3 1 171 ia, * ia, j
ﬁle%i/ P (K Ve Kaca)Y P = Z\[Q — BKlvc’IﬁMKé“(Mf, BV¥ — V Mgk pp (11)

where K, Ko and K3 are diagonal matrices containing phases. We note that, since the Vix\, and
Veauns have well-known structures, the above Feynman rules are also determined by the matrices c3
and c4. Notice that the matrices c3 and c4 define the interactions of the leptoquarks with the down
quarks and charged leptons, and that the amount of flavor violation in these interactions is bounded
by the correspondent fermion masses and mixings. Neglecting the masses of the first generation, m.

and mg, we can write the matrices c3 and ¢4 as follows:

0 mis (V*)2 my(V*)31
c3 = \/gvsilnﬁ —ma V2 mg (V92— m, V2 my (V)32 —m, V32 | (12)
—m VI mg (VOB — V2 my(V*)38 — i, V38
0 —muV12 —m, V13
c4 = \/gvsilnﬁ ms(V)2L mg(VA2 —m, V2 mgy (V) —m, V2 | . (13)

mp(VE)3 my (V)32 —m, V32 my (V)38 — m, V33

2 We could similarly proceed with the other scalars in ®, i.e. Ho and ®s. However, we focus on the scalar leptoquarks

since we expect, motivated by the recent flavor anomalies, at least one of them to be at the TeV scale.



Remarkably, the theory allows us to write the (in principle) arbitrary Yukawa matrix Yy in the physical
basis for the fermions as a linear combination (L.C.) of two pieces: the known fermion masses (My) and
two unitary matrices (V|)) which cannot be derived from first principles, i.e. Yy = L.C. [M fs V(C)] .
Such factorization, as we will show in the upcoming sections, will allow us to determine the texture of
V and V. combining theoretical and experimental constraints, which will have strong implications on
the quark-lepton unification scale as well as on establishing correlations amongst flavor observables.
In the following we will assume

M¢;2/3 ~ Md)é/g ~ Mg,, and Mqﬁ/s ~M 5/8 "~ Msy,, (14)
for simplicity, since no large splitting is expected from the SU(2); corrections. Taking into account
that perturbativity of the Yukawa couplings requires that sin 8 2 0.01, while direct searches at LHC
demand Mg,, Mg, 2 1 TeV [29-32], the lower limit on the product Mg, ,sin 3 2 10 GeV must be
fulfilled.

III. FLAVOR ANOMALIES

Experimental measurements suggest violation of lepton flavor universality in processes involving
b — s transitions, usually referred as neutral anomalies, and b — ¢ transitions, known as charged
anomalies. The theory for quark-lepton unification proposed in Ref. [15] predicts several fields beyond

the SM, as we mentioned briefly in Sec. II:

e Vector leptoquark, X, ~ (3,1,2/3)sm: This vector boson could explain the flavor anomalies
and satisfy the strong experimental bound on Kj — e*u¥ amongst others only if we do not
stick to the unitary constraints on the matrices defining the mixing between quarks and leptons,
i.e. V and V.. Therefore, we do not see this solution very appealing even if it has been used

often in the literature [33—10].

e Scalar diquark, &g ~ (8,2,1/2)gym: The scalar diquark does not couple to leptons and then it

cannot play a relevant role in the flavor anomalies.

e New Higgs doublet, Hy ~ (1,2,1/2)gym: In this theory one has new physical Higgs bosons, the
charged Higgs HT, the heavy CP-even H Higgs and the CP-odd A Higgs. These Higgses cannot

be used to address the anomalies because they provide only scalar operators [411, 42].



e Scalar leptoquark, ®3 ~ (3,2,1/6)sy: The possibility of using @3 to explain the flavor anomalies
was studied in Ref. [26]. Unfortunately, this solution requires large Wilson coefficients and one

predicts generically too large branching ratios for the meson decays.

e Scalar leptoquark, ®4 ~ (3,2,7/6)sm: This scalar leptoquark is the best candidate we have to
address the flavor anomalies. Its couplings to down quarks and charged leptons are related to
the unification of quarks and leptons. We have shown in the previous section that the flavor

violating interactions are bounded from above by the values of the quark and lepton masses.

In this section we study in detail the possibility to explain the neutral flavor anomalies using
the interactions of &4 with quarks and leptons. We relegate the study of the charged anomalies to
Appendix A since they are not solely determined by the Yukawa matrix Y. Nevertheless, in that
appendix we show how they can also be successfully explained by the leptoquark &4 by allowing for
complex Wilson coefficients. The possibility of explaining both neutral and charged anomalies with
this single scalar leptoquark was already noted in Ref. [25], although in their study the textures are
empirically adopted from the perspective of a simplified model. In our case, however, the minimal
theory for quark-lepton unification will allow us to establish exact correlations amongst different flavor
observables, as we will show in the upcoming sections.

The neutral anomalies are specially motivated after the latest measurement reported by the LHCb

collaboration [43] on the ratio:

Br(B — Ku*tp™)
Rk = 15
K= Br(B— Kete )’ (15)

which deviates 3.10 from the SM prediction. From the scalars predicted by the theory, the qﬁi/ 3

and ¢§2/ 3 leptoquarks contribute to the processes involving b — s transitions through the effective

interactions listed below,

b—s (Cg)*cgj Fi pd N sk~ Cil( f)* Ti i \/sk ?
—Leog® D Vel (dgpy*dp)(eLyuer) + oMZ (dpy*dy)(€pvuer) + hec.. (16)
‘I)3 ‘I)4

Taking i =2, j =3, | = k = £, the above interactions can be identified with the following Wilson

coefficients,
oo o (cgz)*cgz«} ol = V2r (C%,?)*c%:«}
o HE a GRVEL (VE)* 4M<%3 ’ - TGV (Vi)” 4M<%3 | (17)
Vi ey Vi )

0966 = ClOee =

Copp = Cropp =

aGFVCt}léM(V(%zM)* 4M§>4 7 aGFVéIgM(VgI‘zM)* 4M§,4 ’



in the context of the effective Lagrangian

S 4G S * « = 0, = 0
—LU* D — Vi (V)" 5 [Core(57" PLb) (E3uf) + Crone(57" Prb) (Fyu150)

V2 (18)

+C§M(§'y“PRb)(l7’yuf) + Clope (57" Prb) (Z’m’yg,ﬁ)] +h.c..
Here, G is the Fermi constant and V2, and V3, are elements of the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa
matrix. The anomalies we are interested to address appear in Ri [43], and R~ [44] (the latter

defined as Eq. (15) but exchanging the K by K*):
R};(igh_qg = 0.846170032 (stat.) fg:gg (syst.),
RII?VX'QQ = 0.660:41 (stat.) & 0.03 (syst.), (19)
R%%h'qz = O.69f8:é% (stat.) £ 0.05 (syst.),

where high-¢? refers to the integrated window ¢ C [1.1,6] GeV? and low-¢? to ¢® C [0.045,1.1] GeV2.
Recently, the LHCb collaboration reported [45]

Rice = 0.70+315 (stat.) *953 (syst.), (20)

in the ¢% range [0.045,6] GeV?2. In the plots attached to this section we show the constraints coming
from the R+ measurements in the different ¢? bins because they are more restrictive, although we
have checked that the above measurement does not exclude any of the parameter space we show in
the figures where there is overlap between the measurements in Eq. (19).

We already mentioned that ®3 alone cannot address the neutral anomalies in a consistent way [20],
however one could in principle consider the combined effect of both scalar leptoquarks ®3 and ®4.
New physics affecting the muons is discouraged because (a) in the case of ®3, the linear term in

Céuu = -C enters constructively and destructively in Rg+ and Ry, respectively,® and hence a

10pp
reduction of both ratios cannot be simultaneously achieved with small Wilson coefficients; (b) for @4,
the quadratic term of Cy,,, = C1ouy, in Rk is approximately 6 times larger than the linear term, which
rapidly dominates and precludes the possibility of reducing Rx with only the muonic interactions,
hence requiring the help of large Wilson coefficients for the electrons, as illustrated in the left panel of
Fig. 1. Therefore, we proceed with a solution that only modifies the couplings to electrons. The latter
is also motivated by the recent experimental measurement of Br(Bs — putu™) by CMS [46], which is
consistent with the SM prediction.

We note that, as the right panel in Fig. 1 shows, the tension amongst the ratios Rx and Ry~

could be explained (by relaxing R?X"f to 1.50) with the presence of only one Wilson coefficient:

3 We refer the reader to Ref. [26] for the explicit formulae of the ratios as a function of the Wilson coefficients.
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FIG. 1. Parameter space satisfying the different anomalous ratios Ry in Eq. (19) at 1o in the Cy,, - Coee
(left panel) and Co.. - Ch.. (right panel) planes: in blue the R5® within 1.1 < ¢?/ GeV? < 6, in red R5> for
1.1 < ¢?/ GeV? < 6, and in green RET for 0.045 < ¢/ GeV? < 1.1. The dashed line shows the REY for the low
¢ window at 1.50. Note that Cigee = Coee, Cropu = Copp, and Cfg,, = —C,., according to Eq. (17).

-3 -2 -1 0 1 5 3
Cgee

FIG. 2. Predictions for Ry integrated over 1.1 < ¢?/ GeV? < 6 (blue), and R~ for the low 0.045 < ¢?/GeV? <
1.1 (green) and high 1.1 < ¢2/ GeV? < 6 (red) bins, as a function of Co... The shaded areas show where
the respective experimental measurements are satisfied at 1 0. The green dashed line corresponds to the

experimental constraint on the low-¢> R~ at 1.50.

Coee(= Clpee) =~ —1.4. In Fig. 1, the blue, red, and green shaded areas show where the experimental

sohon2 sohoq? 2 . _
values of RIS RUENT" 3nq RIOVC are met at 10, respectively. We also show RI2E™

’ at1.5oina
green dashed line. In Fig. 2 we show the predictions for the ratios Ry (.) as a function of the relevant

Wilson coefficient Coee (= C1pee) for the neutral anomalies, which encodes the interaction between the
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leptoquark ®4 and the electrons and quarks. The explicit dependence of the ratios on such Wilson

coefficient are given by

R = R (1 - 0.01781 Re{Coe.} + 0.06359\0966|2)‘1 for ¢* C [1.1, 6] GeV?,
Ric- = REM (1 — 0.08886 Re{Coee} + 0.07258|Coee|?) ™ for ¢ C [1.1, 6] GeV?, (21)

Rice = REM (1 — 0.04912 Re{Cloee } + 0.03078|Coce|?) " for ¢ C [0.045, 1.1] GeV?,
where the relevant Wilson coefficient is defined, in turn, as follows

3 ms my (‘/;*)21‘/631

Coee(= Croee) = |
e ) R GV Ve ¥ M, s 5

(22)

The above equation indicates which are the entries in the unitary mixing matrices required to address
the neutral anomalies. As one can appreciate, this theory offers a scenario to explain the neutral
anomalies using the fermion flavour violating interactions of the ®4 leptoquark. See the Appendix A

for the explanation of the charged anomalies in the context of this leptoquark.

IV. FLAVOR CONSTRAINTS

In the previous section we have discussed which elements of V' and V. are involved in explaining
the observed deviations in the (expected) lepton flavor universal ratios R (.. However, there are
many other experimental bounds that will refine the shape of these matrices. For a TeV scale ®4,
particularly strong are the radiative leptonic decay pu — ey and the lepton flavor violating decay
K — uiejF, where K stands for the long-lived neutral kaon.

The main conditions that must be imposed to the textures of V and V, are listed below:

(i) The neutral anomalies in the R (. ratios require c3' # 0 and cj' # 0, which translates into
V2L £ 0 and V21 # 0, respectively (see Sec. III). Notice that, as Fig. 2 shows, only the Wilson
coefficient Coee(= Chpee) # 0 is needed in order to address the experimental measurement of the

high ¢ ratios Ry at 1o and R+ integrated between 0.045 < ?/GeV? < 1at 1.5 0.

(ii) The radiative decays of charged leptons mediated by d)i/ % and (;SgQ/ ? are not only chirality sup-
pressed, but are also further suppressed by the ratio (mq/Me,,)* (where mg refers to the mass
of the quark running inside the loop) because of a cancellation in the the loop functions due to
the £2/3 electric charge of the leptoquarks [47]. However, such cancellation does not apply to

i/ 3, whose effect therefore dominates the contribution to the radiative leptonic decays through

the diagrams shown in Fig. 3. Although being chirality suppressed, the stringent experimental
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FIG. 3. Feynman diagrams for the topologies of the main contributions from the scalar leptoquarks to £; — £;7.

constraint Br(u — ey) < 4.2 x 10713 [18] sets the following bounds on the parameters of the

theory:
21 | ()22 — s yro2 44 Ma,|sin f| 9
wm) (v = Beve < oas (MR, (23)
€31 |1732 _ T ()32 Ma,|sin j|
\/’(VG ) [Vc - (V*) :| < 0.011 ( 10 GoV , (24)

where the bounds are set by requiring that the contribution of each quark, charm in Eq. (23) and
top in Eq. (24), saturates the experimental constraint. While Eq. (23) could be easily satisfied,
the condition in Eq. (24) requires V32 — (m,,/mp)(V*)3? ~ 0, i.e. the texture of matrix cy,
displayed in Eq. (13), must contain a zero in the element c¢32. We note that V3! is needed to

address the neutral anomalies and therefore cannot be suppressed.

(iii) Similarly, the strongest bound from Kaon decays, Br(K; — e*uT) < 4.7 x 107'2 [49], requires

10 GeV 10 GeV
VAV <Me> and +/[V12V21] <e) < 0.10. (25)

&, sin 3 Mg, sin 3

While the constraint acting on the contribution coming from ®3 can be easily avoided by having
a heavy ®3, the bound on the ®4 leptoquark translates into V2 — 0 because, similarly to the

previous case, a non-zero V2! is needed to address the neutral anomalies.

Taking the above conditions into account, let us now exploit the fact that the matrices V and V, are
unitary to shape their textures. Let us start from a generic parametrization of a unitary 3 x 3 matrix

where we have taken the imaginary phases to be zero for simplicity *

C12€13 S12€13 513
—812C23 — 12523513 C12C23 — $12523513  523C13 | » (26)
$12523 — €12€23513 —C12823 — S12€23513 C23C13
4 The constraints from electric dipole moments (EDMs) give us a non-trivial bound on these phases. In this theory
one has one-loop contributions to, for instance, the electron EDM with the leptoquark ®4 inside the loop, the Higgs

doublets H; and Hs changing the quark chirality inside the loop, while the electron chirality is changed in the external

line. We will investigate the EDM constraints in a future publication.
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where ¢;; = cos0;; and s;; = sin6;;, and 612, 613 and 23 are Euler angles.

Starting from V., from condition (i) we know that the elements V2! and V3! cannot be suppressed.
Condition (ii), however, requires V32 ~ (m,,/m;)V32. Unitarity demands then that V32 < 0.1. The
only possibility that consistently satisfies conditions (i) and (ii) is ¢12 — € and s13 — €, being € and

¢’ small parameters according to conditions (i) and (ii).” Hence,

€ 1 ¢
Ve=1 —cos. ecosl.— ¢ sinf. sinb,. |, (27)
sinf. —esinf.+ € cosf. cosb,
where we have neglected order O(e?), O(€"?) and O(e€’) terms.
For the matrix V, on the other hand, there is more freedom. Condition (iii) requires that V2 — 0.

We will assume without loss of generality that sjo — 0,6

c 0 s cos 0 sin 6
13 13 Cog — 6//
V= —8923513 C23 5923C13 = —sinf e’ cos 6 ) (28)
—C23513 —S23  C23C13 —€"sinf —1 €"cosf

where in the last equality we have taken the limit of co3 — €’ to be consistent with the stringent
experimental bounds on lepton flavor violating processes involving muons, and we have relabelled the

remaining angle c13 as cos 6. Using the textures for V' and V., the Yukawa matrix for the ®4 leptoquark

reads
0 0 —m.sin 6
3/2 . ., '
Ccqy = vsin B —mgcosf. mg(ecos, — € sinf.) — mye’  mgsinf. —mycosl |,
my sin 6, 0 myp cos 0,
0 0 —m,sinf
3/2 ‘
~ vsinf —mgcosf. 0 mgsinf. —m,cosf | - (29)
mpsing. 0 myp cos 6,

Notice that, in the limit ¢’ — 0, condition (ii) fixes (esin 6.+ € cosf.) ~ —m,, /my,. Hence, the element
c2? is expected to be of the order of the first generation of quark masses and therefore we will neglect
it in the following.

The above matrix defines the Yukawa interactions of qbi/ ® with the SM fermions, as parametrized

in Eq. (8). The Feynman rules of its SU(2);, partner, gbi/ 3, are also determined by the texture above,

5 There is freedom in choosing the sign of the complementary trigonometric function of the one we take to be small. We

will assume it positive without loss of generality.
6 Note that the other possibility c13 — 0 is already included in the left-hand-side of Eq. (28) if one indeed takes c13 — 0.
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as Eq. (11) shows, up to known mixing matrices. For the latter case we will adopt K VexnKaca ~ c4.
It worths to emphasize that knowing the textures of the matrices V and V. allows us to predict the
interactions of the other scalars in the ® ~ (15,2,1/2) representation, i.e. the scalar leptoquark ®s,
the diquark ®g and the second Higgs Hy. However, since only a light (TeV scale) ®4 is required for
consistency with current experimental data, the rest of the scalar fields in ® could be heavier as long

as the following sum rule coming from the scalar potential is respected [23],

Mg, +2Mp, = 5 (Mg, + Mg,), (30)

[\CR V]

and hence easily avoid the current bounds.
Now, applying the texture of ¢4 from Eq. (29) in Eq. (22), the Wilson coefficient contributing to
the anomalies is given by

3V2r memyp  sin 26,
16 GV, (ViEs )* 0?2 M<12>4 sin? 8’

0968(: Cl(]ee) = (31)

The experimental requirement of Cyee(= Cipee) ~ —1.4 therefore translates into the following condi-
tion,

sin 26, N 1
sin? BMZ 1174 GeV?’

(32)

where sin 26, 2 0.085 to be consistent with perturbativity of the Yukawa couplings and collider bounds.

V. FLAVOR SIGNATURES

In this section we study the consequences of adopting the texture in Eq. (29) for the couplings in

¢4 (i.e. interactions of ®4 with SM fermions).

e /; — l;v: Radiative decays of charged leptons can impose severe constraints on lepton flavor
violating processes. The branching ratio of a charged lepton decaying into a lighter charged
lepton and a photon in this theory is given by,

— o Q5 3 qi( g yx
Br(4; — £jv) ~ e M, Z cy ()|, (33)

bl 642 M2
4 g=u,c,t

where 74, is the lifetime of the lepton ¢;, and « is the fine-structure constant. The mediator in
Eq. (33) is the leptoquark qﬁi/ 3, which will be the only leptoquark giving a relevant contribution
to these decays as discussed earlier. The texture adopted for the Yukawa interactions of &4

avoids (as demanded) the strong bound Br(u — ey) < 4.2 x 10713 [48]. However, it can mediate
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FIG. 4. Predictions for the branching ratio 7 — ey and R . The black line shows the correlation between these
two observables, while the purple line corresponds to the values of Coge. that are in agreement with the R+ as
required in the previous sections. The red line corresponds to the current bound Br(r — ey) < 3.3 x 1078 [50]

from BaBar, while the dashed line shows the projected bound by the Belle-II collaboration [51].

the decay channel 7 — ey with a contribution proportional to |c23(c3h)* + ¢33(c3!)*|2. Since the

contribution mediated by the top quark, i.e. 023 (cil)* involves two powers of the bottom mass,

it will dominate the decay. Hence, applying the texture in Eq. (29), we obtain

sin 26,

2
— ¢ | ~1.1x1078, 34
M(%4 sinQﬁ‘ (34)

a s 3 \?/3 2m§
Br(r = ey) =7 yms (wz) <2> i

where in the last equation we have applied the condition in Eq. (32). The above prediction lies
very close to the current experimental bound Br(r — ey) < 3.3 x 1078 [50], only away by a
factor of three. The projected limits on these radiative decays are expected to improve in an
order of magnitude [52, 53], which will probe the potential of ®4 to address the ratios R (), as
we show in Fig. 4. We note that the fixed correlation between the ratios R (-) and the radiative

decay T — e is a consequence of having a UV completion behind the leptoquark interactions.

° T — &Zjékz The experimental bounds on the branching fraction of the tau decay to three

charged leptons are of the order ~ 10~® [49]. Both penguin and box diagrams can contribute
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to the leptonic tau decays:

q
T ——e > *—r— ¢
1 1
+ ' "
)
L QA Y4 (35)
RAN ' '
’ 1
P | e € —tb ¢ & ¢
i q

where the quark (or quarks) mediating the interaction are down quarks if qbi/ ® mediates the
quantum process, or up quarks if it is ¢Z/ % instead. Note that chiral enhanced interactions are
not present since there is only the leptoquark interaction with the right-handed charged lepton.
The muonic channels 7= — = ptp=, 77 = p ete , 77 —wetptpu~,and 7= — pTeTe™ cannot
occur in the context of the ¢4 texture in Eq. (29), however, note that ®4 can still contribute to

the channel 7= — e~ u ™t~ through the penguin diagram on the left-hand-side of Eq. (77).

The channels Br(7~ — e p"pu™),Br(t~ — e"ete™) < 2.7 x 1078 [19] pick a contribution from
®, proportional to |c23(c3)* + c33(c3')*|?, where we can neglect the first term in the sum in
front of ¢33(ci')* since, as in the pervious case, the latter is proportional to two powers of the
bottom quark mass. Note that such combination of couplings entering in the decay is totally
fixed by Eq. (32). Therefore, we can estimate the expected branching fractions mediated by
@y, Br(t™ = e pTp™) ~ 010719 and Br(r~ — e"ete™) ~ O(1071?), where the exact value
will be given by the precise value of the leptoquark mass which enters normalized by the quark

masses logarithmically in the rates.”

e Meson mixing: The contribution from a leptoquark with chiral couplings to the mixing between
neutral mesons My, ; is given by the following effective Hamiltonian,

2
(St
12872 M2

4

Hyyy~ (@7 Pr qj) (@7 Pr q;), (36)

where we have used that the limit of the loop function is 1 for suppressed ratios my/Mg,. We
list below the dependence of the meson mixing on the Yukawa interactions in c4.

23(613)*

___)___ K — K mixing: ¢3(c}
D — D mixing: ¢33(cl3)*

___(___ B — B mixing: c(c?)*
Bq

— B mixing : 3 (c3)* + B (cPB)*

\
™ For the O(107%) predictions of the leptonic branching fractions we have considered the leptoquark ®, to be at the
O(1) TeV scale.
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For K — K mixing, because the SM prediction is sensitive to long-distance contributions which are
hard to quantify, we adopt the conservative approach that the the contribution of qbi/ % saturates
the kaon mass difference [54], Amy = (3.484 4 0.006) x 1075 GeV [49], which translates into

the following bounds:

sin 20,
sin 20

0
Mg, <15 TeV | S22

~

, and My, < 0.81 TeV

~

; (37)

sin 0
where we have assumed no cancellations between the two different terms in the entry ¢3°. The
upper bound on the leptoquark mass arises as a consequence of having the product (sin SMs,)
constrained by the neutral anomalies, see Eq (32). The above constraints are relaxed in the

limit of a small 6.

The D — D mixing will constrain the same combinations of ¢, entries. However, because the
experimental bounds are weaker [19] than those for the kaon mixing, they are automatically

satisfied in the context of the bounds from Eq. (37).
For the B(;) — B, mixing, the mass difference is given by [55, 50]

. dr—11z2+ 23 3z Inz
with Sp(z) = M—22 20— 2p (38)

So (@) | il (ef) 2

— SM 0 t ™4 \*"4

AmBq—AmBq 1-— 2 392 L2
“/tb‘/tq’ FmW Dy

where z; = m?/m?,. We will require that the new physics contribution is below 10% of the
SM one, where the rough assumption of 10% error comes from the lattice calculations of the

hadronic matrix elements [57]. The constraint from B — B mixing,

sin 0,

sin 6

Mg, <0.27 TeV

~

, (39)

can be evaded, as in the previous K — K case, in the limit where 6 is small. On the other hand,

B; — B, mixing impose the following upper bounds on the leptoquark mass,

sin 6,

Mg, < 24.87 TeV, and Mg, <1.34 TeV (40)

COS

where we have similarly required that the new physics contribution is below 10% of the SM
contribution. The constraint on the left-hand-side of Eq. (40) comes from the contribution of
c31(c2®)*, while the bound on the right-hand-side comes from c¢33(c23)*, which clearly dominates.
We note that, in order to be in agreement with the current experimental constraints on the mass

of @4 from direct searches [29-32], 6. cannot be small, particularly sinf. = 0.7.

The above constraints suggest sin § to be small. In the following we will work in the limit § < 6,

and therefore neglect the channels involving entries proportional to sin 6.
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e Hadronic T decays: The tau decays to hadrons are rare processes in the SM and suffer from
experimental bounds that are order 10~7 — 10~® on their branching fractions. The branching
ratio of the 7 decay to a pseudoscalar and charged lepton is given by

2

GUMI (1)

2
Mg,

2 (m2 — m2)?
Br(T—>F§j£k)27}12§ﬂ( Tm )
.

while the 7 decay to a vector meson and charged lepton is given by the above expression but
substituting f2(m2 —m%)? — fZ(m2 — m3)(mi + mim?2 — 2m{,)/m2. In Table I we list the
different decays that have a non-zero contribution in the context of the texture in Eq. (29) and
the limit sin @ — 0. In there, we write the predictions of the theory as a function of the unknown
parameters. In the cases where, for certain values of the parameters, the prediction may be in
tension with the experimental bound, we explicitly show how they are restricted. We will follow

the same approach in the upcoming subsections when showing the impact of the bounds in

tables.
Channel Non-zero contributions | Exp. bound [49] | Prediction / Constraint
Br(r — ne) o |33 (e3h)*)? <92x1078 |sind.| = 0.042
Br(r — 7€) oc €23 (c31)* |2 <16x1077 | ~6.7x 107 (sinf,) ">
Br(r — ¢e) o |33 (e3h)*)? <31x1078 |sinf.| = 0.16

TABLE I. Hadronic decays of the 7 mediated by the scalar leptoquark ®4.

o Meson leptonic decays: The leptonic decays of a meson are given by

. . 2
(")’

M3

_ _ ™ [3
Br(Mlq;q] — (1 43) = SMNY2(m3, md  md) X

2567 m%/[

(42)

4

(mis(mf, +mg,) — (m, —mg,)*),

where A(a,b,c) = a® + b? + ¢ — 2ab — 2bc — 2ca is the Killén function. For the channels that
involve equal leptons in the final state, one should also include the contributions from the SM
(CSM ~ 4.211, OPM = —4.103 [58]). In Table IT we list the contributions of the scalar leptoquark
®,4 to the leptonic decays of the mesons according to the ¢4 texture in Eq. (29) and the limit

sinf — 0.

e Charged semileptonic decays of mesons: The leptoquark ®4 can contribute to the leptonic decays
of mesons, as we know from the discussion in Sec. III when studying its effect on the ratios R j(-).

From the ¢4 texture in Eq. (29), in the limit sin # — 0 (as the bounds on meson mixing require),



Channel Non-zero contributions | Exp. bound [49] | Prediction / Constraint
Br(Bs — ete™) o et (e3h)*”? <28x1077 ~1.2x 10713
Br(Bs — et77) o |3t (e2?)*)? — ~ 1.3 x 1075 (cos 6,) >
Br(Bs — tte™) o [e$3(c3h)*)? - ~ 3.7 x 1078 (tanf,) >
Br(Bs — 7t717) o [e33(c33)*)? <6.8x1073 |sinf,.| 2> 0.06
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TABLE II. Leptonic decays of mesons mediated by the scalar leptoquark ®,. For the decay channel B, — ete~

we have included the SM contribution, while for the decay Bs — 777, the bound have been obtained by

requiring the new physics to saturate the experimental bound.

Coefficient | ete™ [e3t(cit)* | etr™ [cit(c®)*] and 7e™ [c2(c2V)*] | 7H77 [c33(c3®)7]
q* C[1.1,6] full ¢ range | ¢* C [(me +m;)?, 6] full ¢ range
AB—s K00, 1.43 x 1077 0 0 1.29 x 1077
bpskee, | —2.56 x 1077 0 0 —2.47 x 1078
CB K00, 9.13 x 1072 | 1.96 x 1078 1.22 x 1079 8.10 x 107°
AB— K010, 4.74 x 107 0 0 2.43 x 1076
bp_k-re, | —4.21x1077 0 0 5.96 x 10~7
CB—K* 0,0 3.44 x 1077 | 7.65x 1077 4.19 x 1078 1.79 x 1077
AB. b, s 5.11 x 1076 0 0 2.27 x 1076
bp, e, | —4.67x 1077 0 0 5.98 x 1077
CB. sty 3.73x 1077 | 7.74 x 1077 4.44 x 10~8 1.70 x 1077

TABLE III. Semileptonic decays mediated by ®,. Coefficients for the channels B — K(*) and By, — ¢ involving

different final leptons and ¢? integration ranges. The full ¢? range goes from ¢2; =

(mp,, — M)

(mfl + mf2)2 to q1211ax =

only the decays B — K*) 4 leptons and By, — ¢ + leptons are relevant. The contribution of ®,

can be parametrized in the form of the corresponding Wilson coefficient as shown below,

Br(B(y) — MW t;) = a+ bRe{Cy} + c|Cy|?, (43)
where
qil1 ; Qil2\x
Cy=Ci= fﬂ PP “ (642 ) (44)
OZGFVCKM(VCKM) 4M<I>4

The predictions on the branching fractions depend on the hadronic from factors which generically
suffer from large uncertainties. In this work we have used the parametrization and values for
the form factors presented in Refs. [59, 60]. In Table III we list several predictions for different

¢? bins. Particularly interesting are the decay channels with two electrons in the final state,
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since the Wilson coefficient entering these processes is fixed by Eq. (32), i.e. by the neutral

anomalies. We list their branching ratios as a function of the SM prediction:

Br(B — Kete ) ~ 1.15 x Br(B — Kete )su, for ¢> O [1.1,6] GeV? (45)
Br(B — K*e¢te™) ~ 1.23 x Br(B — K*eTe s, for ¢> © [0.045,6] GeV?  (46)
Br(Bs — ¢ete”) ~ 1.27 x Br(Bs — ¢ete )gum, for ¢*> O [1.1,6] GeVZ. (47)

We note that the above processes are also sensitive to long distance effects involving the charm
quark that could alter the predictions. Recently, LHCb has measured for first time the semilep-
tonic decay of B mesons to electrons [15]. Given that the error of the experimental measurements
is larger than the 20% of the central value, and the uncertainties in the SM predictions are also

large, the above predictions can be consistent with the current bounds.

VI. IMPLICATIONS FOR THE QUARK-LEPTON UNIFICATION SCALE

Using the textures for V' and V. discussed in Sec. IV, one can study the implications for all interac-
tions of the leptoquarks present in the theory involving these mixing matrices. Typically, in theories
based on the Pati-Salam gauge symmetry, the vector leptoquark X, ~ (3,1,2/3)sm has to be heavy,
Mx > 103 TeV, in order to satisfy the stringent experimental bound from Ky — e*uT [16, 17]. The
latter is true if one neglects the mixing between the fermions. However, the lower bound on the vector
leptoquark mass depends on the mixing between the quarks and leptons. The relevant interactions
for the vector leptoquark can be written as

dierM : VijPR + (‘/C*)”PL] Y- (48)

9L
V2
The vector leptoquark X, also interacts with the up quarks and the neutrinos, but their mixing
matrices are not constrained and, in general, there is freedom to evade the strongest experimental
bounds on the processes that it can mediate. However, we have information about the textures of
the V and V. matrices, i.e. the mixing matrices for the charged leptons and down quarks, from the
experimental constraints on the Yukawa interactions between the scalar leptoquarks and the fermions.

We will therefore focus on their effect on the vector leptoquark through the interactions in Eq. (48).

By looking at the generic expression for the leptonic decay M — [Z-Kj, where M = djd; is a meson
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made of down-type quarks and ¢; # ¢; are light leptons (e and p),

2 o L 2
Br(M —s (—0+) — ™ Sy o2 a2 o \EGiljdydy - i NGlidpd, TV
(M > £767) = oy 2 (| (Co = O my —mey) 4 (O — Oyttt T
2 2
7.7 7.7 m
+ C o Cl éifjdkdg m + m + C o C, fifjdkdgiM , 49
e N o e (19)
where the wilson coefficients, defined as
Lost D [C§ )M (T ) (o Py ) + [CL)1 ™ (Birys ) (dir Py o) 0
+ [CVEGUD (0,0, (i, Pryydi) + (155D (L5 ;) (dy Prrydy) + hc.,
after integrating out the vector leptoquark X, are given by
70.d i 00 dnd; 70:d g3 i
[Cg]&(]dkdl _ _[Cw]&@dkdl _ 4M2 (Vl ) Vk] [C{)]E Lidpd; [Cio}ﬂ Lidpd; _ 4]\;2 Vl (Vk])
(51)
Lilidpd; Lilydydy _ 94 liyrkj Lilidid; Lil;dyd, li Ejy*
(Cpffsit = O] = VIV, O]t = [0 = — T (V1 (V)"

From Eq. (49) we note that the contribution from the scalar currents is largely enhanced (a factor
of ~ 600 in the process of K; — pTeT at the level of the amplitude squared) by the ratio of the
meson and quark masses. Strikingly, the textures in Eqgs. (27) and (28) enable the suppression of such
dangerous Wilson coefficients by taking the limit & — 0, which as we learned from Sec. V is required
by meson mixing constraints. In that case, only the vector Wilson coefficients

Cluesd C/ pesd 4].?22 V12(V21) and C/euds C/ euds 45\]}2 V (Vclz) (52)

are non-suppressed, and the branching ratio K — uteT is given by

2 2
X T, T [ Qy
Bric, suter = 35 mffi(m% —my)*my, (w) cos” b, (53)

which, requiring it to satisfy the experimental bound Br(K; — pteT) < 4.7 x 107'2, allows to relax

the generic My > 103 TeV bound down to

1/2

cos 0,
0.1

1/2
My > 74 TeV (0 118) (54)

The above constraint depends on cosf., which can be as small as 0.04 according to Eq. (32) and
perturbativity of the Yukawa couplings. Furthermore, a small cos 6, is enforced by the strong Bs — B
constraint, see Eq. (40). However, in the limit cos . — 0, other bounds such as u — ey will become

relevant. In this case, Mx = 220 TeVy/|sin6./0.7| in the limit where sin§ — 0.
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VII. SUMMARY

We have discussed the simplest gauge theory for the unification of quarks and leptons that can
describe physics at the TeV scale. We have shown that the interactions of the scalar leptoquarks
present in the theory can be used to explain the flavor anomalies in agreement with all experimental
constraints. We have discussed the correlation between the flavor violating couplings and the fermion
masses, showing that the interactions relevant for the down quarks and charged leptons are bounded
from above by the quark and lepton masses. The minimal theory of quark-lepton unification predicts
a correlation between the ratios Ry (-) and Br(7 — ev) that will allow to test its potential to address
the flavour anomalies in a foreseeable future. Strikingly, another implication of the predicted flavour
structure of the fermion mixing matrices is that the simplest gauge theory for quark-lepton unification

can be realized at the 100 TeV scale in agreement with all experimental constraints.
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Appendix A: Charged Flavour Anomalies

Three different experiments have also been reporting anomalies in the ratios [5—13],

Br(B — D® 1)
Br(B — D®(p)’

Rpe = (A1)

with ¢ = e, u. The world averages for their experimental measurements given by the Heavy Flavour

Averaging Group (HFLAV) are
Rp = 0.339 +£0.026 + 0.014, and Rp+ =0.295 £ 0.010 £ 0.010, (A2)

with correlation -0.38, while the predicted values in the SM are: R%M = 0.298 + 0.003 and R%]l/[ =
0.252 £ 0.005 [57]. The reported combined tension for the R ) measurements with respect to the
SM predictions is about 3.4 o [57].

The above processes involve b — ¢ transitions and in the literature are commonly referred as
charged anomalies. As we show in the following, the minimal theory for quark-lepton unification can

also provide a solution for them. The gf)i/ % effective interactions contributing to b — ¢ transitions are
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FIG. 5. Left panel: Parameter space satisfying different charged anomalies in the Re{C5L} = 8 Re{CAL} and
Im{CLL} = 8Im{CAL} plane. In blue, the experimental result for RR® at 1o, in red R{T at 1o, in red the
Br(B. — 7v) < 30% constraint, and in green the F}’ " at 20. Right-panel: Allowed regions at 68%, 95% and
99.7% C.L. (green, yellow and red, respectively) in the Im{CE&F} = 8Im{CEL} and Re{CLL} = 8Re{CEL}

plane, for the fit including the ratios R and FP".

listed below,

il ( x\jk i .
b 5 (1) —i k1 Lo _k l
Heg € D m (ugrd})(eRry) + Z—l(uﬁa’“’di)(eRaWVL) +h.c, (A3)
4
where ¢y = Ug YQTN . Notice that the Y5 Yukawa matrix is required, whose entries are not restricted
as Yy because the Dirac masses of the neutrinos are unknown. Reading from the above equation the

Wilson coefficients in the basis

4G
HoC D TQFV(;EM [(ey" Pub) (7Y PLv) + CF L (EPLb)(FPLv) + CEp(¢0™ PLb) (7o, Pryv)| + hec., (A4)

we can identify two independent degrees of freedom: the real and the imaginary part of the following
Wilson coefficient,

V2 ()
8GrVeh, M2,

CEL =4r C%L = (A5)

where r ~ 2 takes into account the running of this Wilson coefficient between 1 TeV and the bottom
mass scale [17, G1].

The left panel of Fig. 5 shows that the ratios Rp and Rp+ can be satisfied at the 1 ¢. However,
when considering the longitudinal D* polarization, FLD * the experimental measurement by Belle [62]

can only be accommodated at ~ 20, as noted in Ref. [63]. By fitting Rp, Rp+ and FLD* to their
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experimental measurements (the ratios are given in Eq. (A2) and FP" = 0.60 £ 0.08 & 0.04 [62])
allowing the real and imaginary parts of C’f ; = 8CYT, to vary, we obtain a y? ~ 2.3 (per one degree
of freedom). The latter reflects the tension in accommodating the experimental measurement FI?*,
which cannot be addressed together with the ratios under any kind of new physics under well-motivated
assumptions [64]. In the fit we used the form factors as treated in Ref. [64], where the formulae for the
relevant b — ¢ processes can be found, and assumed the indirect bound Br(B. — 7v) < 30% [65-67],
although the minimum does not saturate it as the left panel of Fig. 5 shows. The preferred solutions

of the fit are,®
Re{C§"}

8
Therefore, apart from a complex phase as was noted in Ref. [69], a non-zero 32 matrix entry is needed

Re{CEL} — — —0.013+0.007, and Im{CkL}=

Im{CL*}
TS =0.06675:908  (A6)

in order to address the charged anomalies in this theory.
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