
MITP/20-071
ZH-TH-48/20

November 15, 2022 (v2)

Effective Field Theory for Leptoquarks
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Abstract

Leptoquarks enter in several extensions of the Standard Model as possible solutions
to a number of observed anomalies. We work within the soft-collinear effective theory
framework to present a detailed analysis of the decay rates of the three leptoquarks
that appear the most in literature, the scalars S1 and S3 and the vector Uµ1 . Using
renormalization-group methods we resum the large logarithms arising from the evolution
of the Wilson coefficients between the New Physics scale and the electroweak scale. We
also derive the tree-level matching relations for the Wilson coefficients in the effective
theory for some specific leptoquark models.
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1 Introduction

Leptoquarks are hypothetical, color-triplet bosonic particles that couple to both leptons and
quarks. They appear in several extensions of the Standard Model (SM)[1–6] and were initially
predicted in the Pati–Salam model [7] and other unified theories [8–10]. Leptoquark couplings
can violate the lepton universality of the SM and introduce generation-changing interactions.
In recent years, the observation of the B-meson anomalies in the measurements of the ratios
RD(∗) [11–17] and RK(∗) [18–22] have raised an interest in both vector (spin-1) and scalar
(spin-0) leptoquarks. Indeed, the scalar leptoquarks S1 and S3 or the vector leptoquark U1

are widely considered as the most promising candidates which could explain the observed
deviations from the SM [23–46]. Other authors have used leptoquarks as a possible solution
to the long-standing problem of the (g − 2)µ anomaly [28, 47, 48].

Current searches for leptoquark pair production at the LHC at
√
s = 13 TeV have set

lower mass limits in the range between about 1.0 and 1.8 TeV [49–51], depending on model
assumptions. Considering also the future high-luminosity upgrade of the LHC, it appears
likely that, if such leptoquarks exist, they can be produced on-shell in the coming years.
Then the next step would be to study their properties in a model-independent way using
an effective field theory (EFT) framework. This is a non-trivial task, however, because the
decaying heavy leptoquark cannot be “integrated out” entirely in the classical EFT sense.
What can be integrated out are its hard quantum fluctuations. Soft-collinear effective theory
(SCET) offers a consistent framework to describe the decays of a very heavy particle into
highly energetic light degrees of freedom [52–55] (for a review, see [56]). SCET is a non-local
EFT, which was initially developed to study the decays of B mesons into light particles. The
approach of using SCET to analyze the decays of heavy particles beyond the SM was initially
introduced in [57] for the case of a heavy singlet and later applied to models featuring heavy
vector-like quarks [58] and Z ′ bosons [59].

In this work we use the SCET formalism to construct the effective Lagrangians that de-
scribe the decays of the leptoquark S1, S3, and U1 into jets of SM particles. To make the
discussion more interesting, we also allow for the existence of a light right-handed neutrino νR
in the particle spectrum, which is a singlet under the SM. We thus add the following terms to
the SM Lagrangian:

LSM → LSM + ν̄R i/∂ νR −
Mν

2
(ν̄Rν

c
R + h.c.)−

(
L̄LYν Φ̃ νR + h.c.

)
, (1)

where Yν is a new Yukawa matrix, which can give rise to neutrino masses. The presence of
the Majorana mass term Mν is optional. Here and below, fields carrying a superscript “c”
denote charge-conjugate fields defined as ψc = C ψ̄T = −iγ2 ψ∗, with C = iγ0γ2 (in the Weyl
representation of the Dirac matrices) being the charge-conjugation matrix . Such an extension
is well motivated, given that leptoquarks often arise in the context of models of neutrino
mass generation [60–65]. A consistent EFT description requires charged heavy particles, such
as leptoquarks, to be treated within a heavy-particle effective theory framework, similar to
the heavy-quark effective theory (HQET) [66–68]. For each of the three leptoquarks, we
construct the operator basis for two-jet decays at leading and next-to-leading order in the
EFT power-counting parameter λ ∼ v/Λ � 1, where v is the scale of electroweak symmetry
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breaking (which sets the masses of the SM particles) and the New Physics scale Λ � v
is set by the mass of the decaying leptoquark. In addition, we use renormalization-group
(RG) techniques to resum the large QCD and electroweak (Sudakov) logarithms in the Wilson
coefficients of the leading-power two-jet operators. Throughout our analysis we allow for the
existence of generation-changing leptoquark couplings, which is more general than the original
Buchmüller–Rückl–Wyler model [1].

This paper is organized as follows: We begin in Section 2 with a short introduction of the
basic elements of SCET relevant for this work. In Section 3 we introduce the heavy-particle
effective theories needed to describe the soft gauge-boson interactions of charged heavy scalars
and vectors. In Section 4 we construct the two-jet operator bases for the leptoquark S1 at
leading power (∼ λ2) and next-to-leading power leading power (∼ λ3), as well as the leading-
power operator basis (∼ λ3) for decays into three-jet final states. In Sections 5 and 6 we
construct the corresponding two-jet operator bases for the leptoquarks S3 and U1, respectively.
In Section 7 we discuss the running of the Wilson coefficients of the leading-order two-jet
operators and sum large logarithmic corrections to these coefficients using RG equations.
Lastly, in Section 8 we present the tree-level matching conditions for some concrete leptoquark
extensions of the SM. We summarize our main results in Section 9. Some technical details of
our calculations are collected in an appendix.

2 Basic elements of SCET

The central idea of SCET lies in identifying the relevant momentum regions for a given process
and assigning those momentum regions to quantum fields in the low-energy EFT [52–55]. The
relevant momentum regions for the on-shell decays of a heavy particle into energetic light
particles are the “collinear momenta” carried by the decay products as well as soft momenta,
which can be exchanged between these particles. Hard momenta with components of order the
mass M of the heavy particle are integrated out in the construction of SCET and are accounted
for by the Wilson coefficients of the operators in the low-energy theory. The directions ~ni of
large energy flow in the final state define the so-called “collinear directions”. For each such
direction, and working in the rest frame of the decaying heavy particle, we define two light-like
reference vectors nµi = {1, ~ni} and n̄µi = {1,−~ni} (with n2

i = n̄2
i = 0), such that ni ·n̄i = 2. The

freedom to rescale and realign these reference vectors leads to the so-called reparameterization
invariance of the SCET Lagrangian [69], which is a remnant of Lorentz invariance.

The 4-momentum pµi of a particle can be decomposed in light-cone coordinates such that

pµi = pi · n̄i
nµi
2

+ pi · ni
n̄µi
2

+ pµi⊥ . (2)

For a collinear particles in a jet with direction ~ni, the components scale as (pi ·ni, pi · n̄i, pi⊥) ∼
M(λ2, 1, λ), whereM is the mass of the decaying particle and λ� 1 is the expansion parameter
of SCET. The components of a soft momentum are such that they all vanish in the limit where
λ→ 0. The exact λ scaling depends on the specific process, but in most cases they are either
soft, with ks ∼ M(λ, λ, λ), or ultra-soft, with kus ∼ M(λ2, λ2, λ2). In this work it will not be
necessary to differentiate between these two cases and we will generically refer to soft modes.
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Acting with an arbitrary number of n̄i · ∂ derivatives on an ni-collinear field leaves its λ
scaling unchanged, since n̄i · p ∼ M for such a particle. To account for the effect of such
derivatives, operators built out of collinear fields need to be allowed to be non-local along the
light-like direction n̄i, for instance

ψni
(x+ tn̄i) =

∞∑
k=0

tk

k!
(n̄i · ∂)k ψni

(x) , (3)

where t is a displacement in the anti-collinear direction. In the effective Lagrangian, operators
built out of such collinear fields always appear multiplied by Wilson coefficients that also
depend on the t parameters, and these products are integrated over the variables t. In this
way an arbitrary dependence on the large derivatives n̄i ·∂ can be accounted for. This property
of collinear fields makes SCET a non-local EFT. In order to maintain gauge invariance, it is
therefore necessary to introduce ni-collinear Wilson lines, which are defined as [54]

W (A)
ni

(x) = P exp

[
igA t

a
A

∫ 0

−∞
ds n̄i · Aani

(x+ sn̄i)

]
, (4)

where Aani
(x) is a collinear gauge field, taA is the corresponding group generator in the rep-

resentation of the field on which the Wilson line is acting, and gA is the appropriate gauge
coupling.

The effective SCET fields for ni-collinear fermions, scalars, and gauge bosons have a well-
defined scaling with respect to the power-counting parameter λ. Collinear spinor fields are

defined with the help of a projector operator Pni
= /ni /̄ni

4
(with P 2

ni
= Pni

), which projects out
the large components of the full spinor field in the high-energy limit. One defines

Ψni
(x) =

/ni /̄ni
4

W †
ni

(x)ψ(x) ∼ λ . (5)

Here the Wilson line Wni
without a superscript “(A)” is a product of Wilson lines W

(A)
ni , one

for each gauge group under which the field ψ(x) transforms. The fermion field Ψni
obeys the

constraint
/ni Ψni

(x) = 0 . (6)

For simplicity of notation, we will denote the ni-collinear SM fermion fields by the names of the
corresponding particles supplied with a subscript ni. For the special case of the right-handed
neutrino, νR,ni

, there are no Wilson lines, because this field is a singlet under the SM gauge
group. Next, an ni-collinear scalar field in SCET, such as the SM Higgs doublet, is defined
such that

Φni
(x) = W †

ni
(x)φ(x) ∼ λ . (7)

One refers to the effective fields Ψni
(x) and Φni

(x) as “gauge-invariant ni-collinear building
blocks”, because they are invariant under ni-collinear gauge transformations. The gauge-
invariant building block for an ni-collinear gauge boson is defined as a line integral over the
corresponding field strength-tensor sandwiched between two Wilson lines [53, 70], i.e.

Aµni
(x) = gA

∫ 0

−∞
ds n̄iν

[
W (A)†
ni

F νµ
ni
W (A)
ni

]
(x+ sn̄i) ∼ (λ2, 0, λ) . (8)
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For an abelian gauge group, such as U(1)Y , this expression simplifies to

Bµni
(x) = gB

∫ 0

−∞
ds n̄iν B

νµ
ni

(x+ sn̄i) . (9)

Note that the definition (8) implies that

n̄i · Ani
= 0 . (10)

This is important, because generically the component n̄i ·Aani
∼M would be of leading order

in power counting. In (8), the introduction of the Wilson lines is effectively equivalent to
choosing the light-cone gauge n̄i · Aani

= 0. The remaining components of the ni-collinear
gauge field scale like the corresponding components of an ni-collinear momentum, i.e.

Aµni,⊥ ∼ λ , ni · Ani
∼ λ2 , (11)

where Aµni,⊥ is defined as

Aµni,⊥ = Aµni
− ni · Ani

n̄µi
2
. (12)

The component ni · Ani
is power suppressed with respect to Aµni,⊥, and in fact it can always

be eliminated using a field redefinition [71]. This implies that only the transverse components
of a collinear gauge field are needed in the construction of the operators in the EFT.

In principle, it is necessary to introduce SCET fields also for SM particles carrying soft
momenta, and these fields have a well-defined λ scaling as well. In this work, though, operators
containing soft fields would always contribute at higher order in power counting than the
operators we will consider. We therefore do not need to specify the definitions of the soft
fields.

3 Heavy-Particle Effective Theory

In our framework of describing the decays of heavy leptoquarks into light SM particles, we
are integrating out hard quantum fluctuations at the scale of the leptoquark mass M . This
restricts the interactions of the heavy particles in the low-energy EFT to soft momentum
transfer, |kµ| � M , such that the heavy particle remains close to its mass shell under such
interactions. The 4-momentum of a heavy particle with mass M can be written as

pµ = Mvµ + kµ , (13)

where vµ is a time-like reference vector (with v2 = 1), which is identified with the 4-velocity
of the heavy particle, and kµ is referred to as the “residual momentum”. In the rest frame of
the heavy particle we have vµ = (1, 0, 0, 0).

In this kinematic setup, the soft interactions of an initial-state heavy scalar S(x) can be
described by a low-energy EFT built with an effective field Sv(x) defined through the field
redefinition

S(x) = e−iMS v·x Sv(x) , (14)

5



where MS is the mass of the heavy scalar, and the new field carries the residual momentum
k. Inserting this field redefinition in the Lagrangian of a complex scalar field,

L = (DµS)†(DµS)−M2
S S
†S , (15)

leads to the Lagrangian of heavy-scalar effective theory (HSET). We find

LHSET = 2MS

[
S†v iv ·DSv −

1

2MS

S†vD
2Sv

]
. (16)

The second term inside the brackets is suppressed by k/MS relative to the first one, because a
covariant derivative acting on the new field Sv scales like the residual momentum. At leading
power, one obtains

LHSET = 2MS

[
S†v iv ·DSv +O

(
1

MS

)]
, (17)

which apart from an overall factor 2MS is the same as the effective Lagrangian of HQET
[67].1 This is natural, because the gauge interactions of heavy particles exhibit a spin-flavor
symmetry in the infinite-mass limit. The mass of the heavy particle then disappears from
the effective Lagrangian, and its spin becomes irrelevant. Contrary to HQET, we did not
integrate out any degrees of freedom when deriving the Lagrangian (16), but we only applied
a simple field redefinition. As a result, this Lagrangian is exactly equivalent to the original
Lagrangian (15). It does not receive higher-order power corrections, and its operators are not
renormalized. In our analysis for the scalar leptoquarks S1 and S3 we will use the Lagrangian
in (17) to describe the soft gauge-boson exchanges between the leptoquark and the final-state
particles.

In a similar fashion, a consistent description of the decay rates of a charged heavy vector
particle V µ requires a heavy-vector effective theory (HVET), in which one identifies the leading
components of the vector field in the infinite-mass limit [59]. We start by separating the
transverse and longitudinal components of the vector V µ using the projection operators

P µ
⊥v ν

= gµν − vµ vν , P µ
‖ ν = vµ vν . (18)

This leads to
V µ = P µ

⊥v ν
V ν + P µ

‖ ν V
ν ≡ V µ

⊥v
+ V µ

‖ , (19)

where V µ
⊥v

is the field component with polarization perpendicular to the heavy-particle mo-
mentum, and V µ

‖ is the component with longitudinal polarization. We use the symbol “⊥v”
instead of “⊥” to indicate that in the context of heavy-particle EFTs transverse means or-
thogonal on the 4-velocity vµ, which is different from the meaning of transverse in the context
of SCET.

We now derive the HVET Lagrangian starting from the gauge-invariant Lagrangian for a
massive, charged vector field

L = −1

2
(DµV ν −DνV µ)† (DµVν −DνVµ) +M2

V V
†
µV

µ . (20)

1The prefactor 2MS in the HSET Lagrangian could be eliminated by a rescaling of the field Sv. We refrain
from doing this, because it would change the canonical dimension of the scalar field.
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We then perform field redefinitions such that

V µ
⊥v

= e−iMV v·x V µ
v (x) , V µ

‖ = e−iMV v·x vµVv(x) , (21)

where
v · Vv(x) = 0 . (22)

After some straightforward manipulations, the Lagrangian that describes the interactions of
these effective fields can be brought to the form

L = −2MV V
µ†
v iv ·DVv,µ + V µ†

v D2 Vv,µ − V †v,µDν
⊥v
Dµ
⊥v
Vv,ν

+ V†v
(
M2

V +D2
⊥v

)
Vv +

[
V†v iD

µ
⊥v

(MV + iv ·D)Vv,µ + h.c.
]
,

(23)

where Dµ
⊥v

= P µ
⊥vν

Dν . This form shows that the effective field V µ
v describes massless modes,

while the field Vv describes modes with mass MV . This heavy longitudinal component is
integrated out in the construction of the HVET. At tree level, this is accomplished by solving
its classical equation of motion, which leads to2

Vv = − 1

M2
V +D2

⊥v

iDµ
⊥v

(MV + iv ·D)Vv,µ = −
iDµ
⊥v

MV

Vv,µ +O
(

1

M2
V

)
. (24)

Inserting this solution back into (23), we obtain the HVET Lagrangian

LHVET = −2MV V
µ†
v iv ·DVv,µ + V µ†

v D2 Vv,µ − V †v,µDν
⊥v
Dµ
⊥v
Vv,ν

− V †v,µ (MV + iv ·D) iDµ
⊥v

1

M2
V +D2

⊥v

iDν
⊥v

(MV + iv ·D)Vv,ν .
(25)

Expanding this expression in powers of 1/MV generates an infinite sets of interaction terms.
Since we have integrated out the longitudinal field component V µ

‖ when constructing the
HVET, the coefficients of these interactions must in general be renormalized in a non-trivial
way. Including only the first-order power corrections, we find

LHVET = 2MV

[
−V µ†

v iv ·DVv,µ +
1

2MV

(
V µ†
v D2 Vv,µ + V †v,µ [Dµ

⊥v
, Dν
⊥v

]Vv,ν
)

+O
(

1

M2
V

)]
.

(26)
In the rest frame (RF) of the heavy meson, the field V µ

v only has non-zero spatial components
V k
v with k = 1, 2, 3, for which the effective Lagrangian reads

LHVET

∣∣
RF

= 2MV

[
V k†
v iv ·DV k

v −
1

2MV

V k†
v D2 V k

v −
1

2MV

V j†
v [Dj

⊥v
, Dk
⊥v

]V k
v +O

(
1

M2
V

)]
.

(27)
The first two terms are the same as in the scalar case, see (16), while the third term accounts
for the magnetic interactions between the vector field and the gauge fields. In the infinite-
mass limit we recover once again the familiar HQET Lagrangian. In our analysis for the vector
leptoquark U1 we will use the leading term in this Lagrangian to describe the soft gauge-boson
exchanges between the leptoquark and the final-state particles.

2Integrating out the heavy field more carefully using functional methods leads to a non-trivial functional
determinant proportional to ln det(M2

V +D2
⊥v

) in the effective Lagrangian of the HVET, which does not contain
the field Vv and thus is irrelevant to our discussion in this work.
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4 SCET formalism for the scalar leptoquark S1(3, 1,−1
3
)

The scalar leptoquark S1 is a color triplet, an SU(2)L singlet and has hypercharge Y = −1
3
.

It thus shares the transformation properties of a right-handed down quark. This particular
leptoquark has been studied as a viable solution both to the flavor anomalies and the (g− 2)µ
anomaly [28]. In principle, its quantum numbers allow the S1 to couple to operators which
can induce proton decay. In the literature, such operators are usually avoided by assuming the
realization of certain symmetries, such as Peccei–Quinn symmetry or other discrete symmetries
[31, 72].

4.1 Leading-power two-jet operators for S1

We start with the SCET Lagrangian describing the decays of the S1 at leading power in the
expansion parameter λ. The decay products are described by the gauge-invariant collinear
building blocks discussed in Section 2, and the leptoquark itself is described within the HSET
by the field S1v. At lowest order in λ, the gauge symmetries allow the S1 to couple to two
collinear fermions (one of them colored) moving in opposite directions. Hence, the leading-
order operators are of O(λ2). Here and below we use a subscript ni to denote an ni-collinear
field in SCET. Without loss of generality, we choose the final-state quark to move in the
direction n1 and the final-state lepton to move in the direction n2 ' n̄1. The most general
SCET Lagrangian at O(λ2) that respects gauge and Lorentz invariance reads

L(λ2)
S1

= Cij
ūcR`RS

∗
1
ūc,iR,n1

`jR,n2
S∗1v + Cij

Q̄c
LLLS

∗
1
Q̄c,i
L,n1

iσ2L
j
L,n2

S∗1v

+ Cij

d̄cRνRS
∗
1
d̄c,iR,n1

νjR,n2
S∗1v + h.c. .

(28)

We label the operators and their Wilson coefficients by their field content. The fields QL,n1

and LL,n2 represent the collinear quark and lepton doublets, while uR,n1 and dR,n1 , `R,n2 , and
νR,n2 stand for up- and down-type collinear quarks, right-handed collinear lepton, and right-
handed collinear neutrino, respectively. The indices i, j ∈ {1, 2, 3} label the fermion families.
As mentioned before, we are considering the most general case where a leptoquark can decay
into a quark and a lepton of different generations. Once again, fields carrying a superscript “c”
denote charge-conjugate fields. As a result, all the operators in (28) violate fermion number
conservation by ∆F = 2 units.

In general, as explained in Section 2, the different collinear fields in the operators in (28)
can live at different positions, and their Wilson coefficients can depend on the corresponding
displacement variables. Thus, considering e.g. the first term in the effective Lagrangian more
carefully, we should replace

Cij
ūcR`RS

∗
1
ūc,iR,n1

`jR,n2
S∗1v →

∫
dt1 dt2 C̄

ij
ūcR`RS

∗
1
(Λ, t1, t2, µ)

[
ūc,iR,n1

(x+ t1n̄1) `jR,n2
(x+ t2n̄2)S∗1v(x)

]
µ
,

(29)
where we have also indicated the dependence of the (position-dependent) Wilson coefficient
and the composite operator on the factorization scale µ. Here Λ & MS1 represents an ultra-
violet (UV) cutoff, and all short-distance contributions above that scale are encoded in the
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Wilson coefficient functions. Applying a translation transformation to the fermion fields under
the integral, then above expression takes the form∫

dt1 dt2 C̄
ij
ūcR`RS

∗
1
(Λ, t1, t2, µ) eit1n̄1·P1 eit2n̄2·P2

[
ūc,iR,n1

(x) `jR,n2
(x)S∗1v(x)

]
µ

≡ Cij
ūcR`RS

∗
1
(Λ, n̄1 · P1, n̄2 · P2, µ)

[
ūc,iR,n1

`jR,n2
S∗1v
]

(x, µ) ,

(30)

where the coefficient C is the double Fourier transform of C̄. When acting on a product of
collinear fields, the momentum operators n̄i ·Pi project out the large component of the total ni-
collinear momentum carried by all the fields with the index ni. Reparameterization invariance
implies that the coefficient Cij

S∗1 ū
c
R`R

(Λ, n̄1 · P1, n̄2 · P2, µ) can depend on these operators only
through the Lorentz-invariant combination

P2 =
n1 · n2

2
(n̄1 · P1) (n̄2 · P2) +O(λ2) , (31)

whose eigenvalue is equal to M2
S1

. The net effect of these manipulations is that we must replace

Cij
ūcR`RS

∗
1
ūc,iR,n1

`jR,n2
S∗1v → Cij

ūcR`RS
∗
1
(Λ,MS1 , µ)

[
ūc,iR,n1

`jR,n2
S∗1v
]

(x, µ) . (32)

The same replacement applies for the other two operators in the effective Lagrangian. From
now on it is implied that the Wilson coefficients of the two-jet operators are always defined
as in (32). Once we have reduced the answer to local operators, we will drop the spacetime
argument x for simplicity. We can write the final form of the effective Lagrangian describing
two-body decays of the scalar leptoquark S1 at leading power in the compact form

L(λ2)
S1

= Cij
ūcR`RS

∗
1
(Λ,MS1 , µ)OijūcR`RS∗1 (µ) + Cij

Q̄c
LLLS

∗
1
(Λ,MS1 , µ)Oij

Q̄c
LLLS

∗
1
(µ)

+ Cij

d̄cRνRS
∗
1
(Λ,MS1 , µ)Oij

d̄cRνRS
∗
1
(µ) + h.c. ,

(33)

where we have defined the local basis operators

OijūcR`RS∗1 = ūc,iR,n1
`jR,n2

S∗1v ,

Oij
Q̄c

LLLS
∗
1

= Q̄c,i
L,n1

iσ2L
j
L,n2

S∗1v ,

Oij
d̄cRνRS

∗
1

= d̄c,iR,n1
νjR,n2

S∗1v .

(34)

The Lagrangian (33) contains only dimension-4 operators and therefore the Wilson coefficients
are dimensionless. From an experimental point of view, the first two operators describe decays
into two-jet final state, in which the collinear fermions can be accompanied by collinear emis-
sions of gauge bosons. The third operator corresponds to a mono-jet signature plus missing
energy, because the right-handed neutrino is invisible in the detector.

From the operator basis in (34) it is straightforward to calculate the tree-level decay rates
of the leptoquark S1. For this purpose, the SM fields and Wilson coefficients need to be
transformed from the weak basis to the mass basis. We denote the components Cij of the
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Wilson coefficients in the mass basis with a straight letter “C” rather than the original C.
The two-body decay rates at O(λ2) are fixed by kinematics, and in the limit of massless
final-state particles we obtain

Γ(S1 → uiR`
j
R) =

MS1

16π

∣∣Cij
ūcR`RS

∗
1

∣∣2 ,
Γ(S1 → uiL`

j
L) =

MS1

16π

∣∣Cij

Q̄c
LLLS

∗
1

∣∣2 ,
Γ(S1 → diLν

j
L) =

MS1

16π

∣∣Cij

Q̄c
LLLS

∗
1

∣∣2 ,
Γ(S1 → diRν

j
R) =

MS1

16π

∣∣Cij

d̄cRνRS
∗
1

∣∣2 .
(35)

For different rates only differ in their Wilson coefficients, and the decays S1 → uiL`
j
L and

S1 → diLν
j
L have the same rate due to SU(2)L symmetry.

4.2 Subleading-power two-jet operators for S1

It is of interest to further explore the SCET Lagrangian beyond the leading power, as this
will give access to different decay modes. At O(λ3), the leptoquark S1 can decay into two-
and three-jet final states. In both cases the relevant operators contain up to three collinear
fields. If two of these three fields belong to the same collinear sector, they share the large
component n̄i · pi of the total collinear momentum pi. It follows that one of the two fields
carries the large component u n̄i ·pi and the other one (1−u) n̄i ·pi, where 0 < u < 1, since the
large components of collinear momenta are always positive. In the definition of the effective
Lagrangian one needs to integrate over the value of u. Applying the restrictions imposed by
gauge and Lorentz invariance, we find that the effective Lagrangian for two-jet decays of the
leptoquark S1 at subleading order in power counting is

L(λ3)
S1

∣∣∣
2 jet

=
1

Λ

[
C

(0) ij

d̄RΦ̃†LLS1
(Λ,MS1 , µ)O(0) ij

d̄RΦ̃†LLS1
(µ)

+ C
(0) ij

Q̄LΦνRS1
(Λ,MS1 , µ)O(0) ij

Q̄LΦνRS1
(µ)

+
∑
k=1,2

∫ 1

0

du

(
C

(k) ij

d̄RΦ̃†LLS1
(Λ,MS1 , µ, u)O(k) ij

d̄RΦ̃†LLS1
(µ, u)

+ C
(k) ij

Q̄LΦνRS1
(Λ,MS1 , µ, u)O(k) ij

Q̄LΦνRS1
(µ, u)

+ C
(k) ij

d̄RBνRS1
(Λ,MS1 , µ, u)O(k) ij

d̄RBνRS1
(µ, u)

)
+ h.c.

]
.

(36)

The operators with a superscript “(0)” contain a zero-momentum Higgs doublet Φ(0), which
has the gauge quantum numbers as the Higgs doublet but does not transform under collinear
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gauge transformations. After electroweak symmetry breaking this field gets replaced by [57]

Φ(0) EWSB−→ 1√
2

(
0

v

)
. (37)

These operators are defined as

O(0) ij

d̄RΦ̃†LLS1
= d̄iR,n1

Φ̃(0)†LjL,n2
S1v ,

O(0) ij

Q̄LΦνRS1
= Q̄i

L,n1
Φ(0)νjR,n2

S1v ,
(38)

where Φ̃(0) = iσ2 Φ(0)∗. For the remaining basis operators, the superscript “(k)” indicates in
which collinear direction nk (with k = 1 or 2) the third jet is emitted. We define

O(1) ij

d̄RΦ̃†LLS1
(u) = d̄iR,n1

Φ̃(u)†
n1

LjL,n2
S1v ,

O(2) ij

d̄RΦ̃†LLS1
(u) = d̄iR,n1

Φ̃(u)†
n2

LjL,n2
S1v ,

O(1) ij

Q̄LΦνRS1
(u) = Q̄i

L,n1
Φ(u)
n1
νjR,n2

S1v ,

O(2) ij

Q̄LΦνRS1
(u) = Q̄i

L,n1
Φ(u)
n2
νjR,n2

S1v ,

O(1) ij

d̄RBνRS1
(u) = d̄iR,n1

/B⊥(u)
n1

νjR,n2
S1v ,

O(2) ij

d̄RBνRS1
(u) = d̄iR,n1

/B⊥(u)
n2

νjR,n2
S1v .

(39)

Note that two fermion fields cannot be emitted in the same ni direction, since that would give
a vanishing contribution due to the projection operators included in the definition (5). Since
now all basis operators have mass dimension 5, we have extracted a factor 1/Λ in (36) to
ensure that the Wilson coefficients are dimensionless functions. A superscript “(u)” indicates
that the corresponding ni-collinear field carries the fraction u of the total collinear momentum
pi. Explicitly, we have e.g. [57]

Φ(u)
n1
≡ δ

(
u− n̄1 · PΦ

n̄1 · P1

)
Φn1 , (40)

where P1 is the operator for the total n1-collinear momentum. The last two operators contain
the gauge-invariant building block for the hypercharge gauge boson, as defined in (9). Explic-

itly, we have /B⊥ni
= γµ B⊥µ,ni

, with the perpendicular component B⊥µ,ni
defined as in (12). The

component ni · Bni
∼ λ2 is further power suppressed and does not enter at this order.

Note that there are no charge-conjugate fields arising in the operator basis at O(λ3), and
therefore all operators conserve fermion number. This implies that there are no interference
effects in the decay rates from two-jet operators at leading and subleading order in λ.
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At tree level, only the two operators in (38) give rise to two-body decay rates of the
leptoquark S1. For the relevant decay rates we obtain

Γ(S1 → diRν̄
j
L) =

v2

2Λ2

MS1

16π

∣∣C(0) ij

d̄RΦ̃†LLS1

∣∣2 ,
Γ(S1 → diLν̄

j
R) =

v2

2Λ2

MS1

16π

∣∣C(0) ij

Q̄LΦνRS1

∣∣2 . (41)

Both processes give rise to mono-jet signatures in the detector. Their rates are suppressed by
a factor of order v2/Λ2 compared to the leading-power two-body decay rates in (35).

4.3 Leading-power three-jet operators for S1

At O(λ3) in power counting, the effective SCET Lagrangian also contains operators describing
three-jet decays of the leptoquark S1. They have the same form as the operators in (39), but
now with all three fields belonging to different collinear sectors. We thus write the leading-
order three-jet Lagrangian in the form

L(λ3)
S1

∣∣∣
3 jet

=
1

Λ

[
Dij

d̄RΦ̃†LLS1
(Λ,MS1 , {m2

kl}, µ)Oij
d̄RΦ̃†LLS1

(µ)

+Dij

Q̄LΦνRS1
(Λ,MS1 , {m2

kl}, µ)Oij
Q̄LΦνRS1

(µ)

+Dij

d̄RBνRS1
(Λ,MS1 , {m2

kl}, µ)Oij
d̄RBνRS1

(µ) + h.c.

]
,

(42)

where the basis operators are given by

Oij
d̄RΦ̃†LLS1

= d̄iR,n1
Φ̃†n3

LjL,n2
S1v ,

Oij
Q̄LΦνRS1

= Q̄i
L,n1

Φn3ν
j
R,n2

S1v ,

Oij
d̄RBνRS1

= d̄iR,n1
/B⊥n3

νjR,n2
S1v .

(43)

Here n1, n2, n3 are three light-like directions, each defining a jet signature (or a direction of
large missing energy) in the experiment. The Wilson coefficients, which we label by Dij

... in
the three-jet case, can depend on the invariant masses squared m2

kl for any pair of final-state
particles (k < l ∈ {1, 2, 3}), in addition to their dependence on the New Physics scale Λ and
the leptoquark mass MS1 [57].

As shown in (7), the n3-collinear scalar field Φn3 is defined by multiplying the SM Higgs
doublet with a collinear Wilson line. After electroweak symmetry breaking, this field takes
the form

Φn3(0)
EWSB−→ 1√

2
W †
n3

(0)

(
0

v + hn3(0)

)
. (44)
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The Wilson line can be expressed in terms of the mass eigenstates of the electroweak gauge
bosons W±

ni
, Zni

and the photon Ani
, i.e.

Wn3(0) = P exp

[
ig

2

∫ 0

−∞
ds

(
c2w−s2w
cw

n̄3 · Zn3 + 2sw n̄3 · An3

√
2 n̄3 ·W+

n3√
2 n̄3 ·W−

n3
− 1
cw
n̄3 · Zn3

)
(sn̄3)

]
, (45)

where cw ≡ cos θw and sw ≡ sin θw are the cosine and sine of the weak mixing angle. The
presence of this Wilson line gives rise to additional three-body decays for all the leptoquark
operators where Φn3 is present, linking final states containing a physical Higgs boson to those
involving electroweak gauge bosons.

From the three-jet Lagrangian in (42) we can compute the squared matrix elements for
the various decay rates, summed over polarizations. For decays into two fermions and a Higgs
boson, we find the reparameterization-invariant expressions

∑
pol.

∣∣M(S1 → diRν̄
j
Lh)
∣∣2 =

∣∣Dij

d̄RΦ̃†LLS1

∣∣2
4Λ2

(n1 · n2) (n̄1 · p1) (n̄2 · p2) ,

∑
pol.

∣∣M(S1 → diLν̄
j
Rh)
∣∣2 =

∣∣Dij

Q̄LΦνRS1

∣∣2
4Λ2

(n1 · n2) (n̄1 · p1) (n̄2 · p2) ,

(46)

where p1 = pd and p2 = pν . We can now use the fact that

1

2
(n1 · n2) (n̄1 · p1) (n̄2 · p2) =

(n1

2
n̄1 · p1 +

n2

2
n̄2 · p2

)2

= (p1 + p2)2 +O(λ2) , (47)

which up to power corrections is equal to the invariant mass squared of the down-quark–
neutrino pair, m2

dν . The differential decay rates (Dalitz distributions) for the above decay
modes are then obtained as

d2Γ(S1 → diRν̄
j
Lh)

dm2
dν dm

2
dh

=
1

512π3

∣∣Dij

d̄RΦ̃†LLS1

∣∣2
Λ2

m2
dν

M3
S1

,

d2Γ(S1 → diLν̄
j
Rh)

dm2
dν dm

2
dh

=
1

512π3

∣∣Dij

Q̄LΦνRS1

∣∣2
Λ2

m2
dν

M3
S1

.

(48)

For simplicity we neglect the masses of all SM particles, which is a reasonable approximation
for a leptoquark ,ass at or above the TeV scale. In the massless limit, the phase space
boundaries are such that

0 ≤ m2
dh +m2

dν ≤M2
S1
. (49)

Analogous expressions are obtained for the decay modes in which the Higgs boson is
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replaced by a longitudinally polarized W± or Z boson. From the structure of (45), we find

d2Γ(S1 → diRν̄
j
LZ)

dm2
dν dm

2
dZ

=
1

512π3

∣∣Dij

d̄RΦ̃†LLS1

∣∣2
Λ2

m2
dν

M3
S1

,

d2Γ(S1 → diR
¯̀j
LW

−)

dm2
d` dm

2
dW

=
1

256π3

∣∣Dij

d̄RΦ̃†LLS1

∣∣2
Λ2

m2
d`

M3
S1

,

d2Γ(S1 → diLν̄
j
RZ)

dm2
dν dm

2
dZ

=
1

512π3

∣∣Dij

Q̄LΦνRS1

∣∣2
Λ2

m2
dν

M3
S1

,

d2Γ(S1 → uiLν̄
j
RW

−)

dm2
uν dm

2
uW

=
1

256π3

∣∣Dij

Q̄LΦνRS1

∣∣2
Λ2

m2
uν

M3
S1

.

(50)

In a similar way, we can compute the differential decay rates mediated by the chirality-
preserving operator shown in the third line of (43), where the field for the (transversely
polarized) hypercharge gauge boson must be expressed in terms of the fields for the physical
Z boson and photon. We find

d2Γ(S1 → diRν̄
j
Rγ)

dm2
dν dm

2
dγ

=
α

32π2

∣∣Dij

d̄RBνRS1

∣∣2
Λ2

m2
dν

M3
S1

(
m2
dγ

)2
+
(
m2
νγ

)2(
M2

S1
−m2

dν

)2 ,

d2Γ(S1 → diRν̄
j
RZ)

dm2
dν dm

2
dZ

=
α

32π2

s2
w

c2
w

∣∣Dij

d̄RBνRS1

∣∣2
Λ2

m2
dν

M3
S1

(m2
dZ)

2
+ (m2

νZ)
2(

M2
S1
−m2

dν

)2 ,

(51)

where α is the electromagnetic coupling constant. We sum over the two perpendicular polar-
ization vectors of the gauge bosons using∑

i=1,2

εµ⊥(p3) ε?ν⊥ (p3) = −
(
gµν − nµ3 n̄

ν
3

2
− n̄µ3 n

ν
3

2

)
. (52)

The squared amplitudes summed over polarizations are then proportional to the reparameteri-
zation-invariant quantity [57]

(n1 · n3) (n2 · n̄3) + (n2 · n3) (n1 · n̄3)

2n1 · n2

=
(m2

13)
2

+ (m2
23)

2(
M2

S1
−m2

12

)2 . (53)

In all the above results, the cases with a neutrino in the final sate are still a three-jet
final state in the SCET sense, even though experimentally the neutrinos are not seen in the
detector, so the signature is a two-jet event accompanied by large missing energy.

This concludes our discussion of the two- and three-jet decays of the scalar leptoquark S1.
The formalism we have developed can be extended in a straightforward way to the cases of
the other two leptoquarks, S3 and U1. For simplicity, we restrict our analysis to the two-jet
decays, which in any case are most interesting from a phenomenological point of view.
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5 SCET formalism for the scalar leptoquark S3(3, 3,−1
3
)

There are several possible extensions of the SM that try to interpret the observed anomalies
in B-physics systems. Most of these theoretical models that use scalar leptoquarks as a viable
explanation contain both the singlet S1 and another scalar leptoquark S3, which transforms
as a triplet under SU(2)L and has hypercharge −1

3
[32, 35]. It is therefore of interest to apply

our framework to the triplet S3 and compute its tree-level decay rates.

5.1 Leading-power two-jet operators for S3

We start by constructing the leading-order Lagrangian for two-jet decays. Since S3 is an
SU(2)L triplet, it should be understood as S3 ≡ Sa3τ

a (summed over a = 1, 2, 3), where
τa = σa/2 are the generators of SU(2)L. As a result, gauge invariance constrains the operator
basis a lot more in this case. Indeed, we find only a single operator mediating the decays of
the S3 into two energetic SM particles. It is a dimension-4 operator built out of a quark and
a lepton doublet and the effective scalar field S3v defined in HSET, see (14). The Lagrangian
reads

L(λ2)
S3

= Cij

Q̄c
LS
∗
3LL

(Λ,MS3 , µ)Oij
Q̄c

LS
∗
3LL

(µ) + h.c , (54)

with
Oij
Q̄c

LS
∗
3LL

= Q̄c,i
L,n1

iσ2 S
∗
3vL

j
L,n2

. (55)

Here MS3 is the leptoquark mass and i, j are flavor indices. The Wilson coefficient is defined
in the same way as in equation (32) and is dimensionless. As for the case of the leptoquark
S1, the Lagrangian (54) violates fermion number by two units.

The lowest-order two-body decay rates are governed by the matrix elements of the La-
grangian in (54), which allow for decays into a left-handed quark and a left-handed lepton.
The triplet S3 contains three particles with different electric charges. We can express it in
terms of eigenstates of the charge operator, such that

S
2/3
3 =

S1
3 − iS2

3√
2

, S
−4/3
3 =

S1
3 + iS2

3√
2

, S
−1/3
3 = S3

3 , (56)

where the superscript denotes the electric charge of the corresponding particle. Then the
two-body decay rates at O(λ2) for each particle of the triplet evaluate to

Γ(S
2/3
3 → uiLν

j
L) =

MS3

32π

∣∣Cij

Q̄c
LS
∗
3LL

∣∣2 ,
Γ(S

−4/3
3 → diL`

j
L) =

MS3

32π

∣∣Cij

Q̄c
LS
∗
3LL

∣∣2 ,
Γ(S

−1/3
3 → uiL`

j
L) =

MS3

64π

∣∣Cij

Q̄c
LS
∗
3LL

∣∣2 ,
Γ(S

−1/3
3 → diLν

j
L) =

MS3

64π

∣∣Cij

Q̄c
LS
∗
3LL

∣∣2 .
(57)
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5.2 Subleading-power two-jet operators for S3

At O(λ3), the symmetries allow for a larger number of basis operators for two-jet decays. We
find six of them containing fermions with mixed chirality and two featuring fermions of the
same chirality, such that

L(λ3)
S3

∣∣∣
2 jet

=
1

Λ

[
C

(0) ij

Q̄LS3ΦνR
(Λ,MS1 , µ)O(0) ij

Q̄LS3ΦνR
(µ)

+ C
(0) ij

d̄RΦ̃†S3LL
(Λ,MS1 , µ)O(0) ij

d̄RΦ̃†S3LL
(µ)

+
∑
k=1,2

∫ 1

0

du

(
C

(k) ij

Q̄LS3ΦνR
(Λ,MS1 , µ, u)O(k) ij

Q̄LS3ΦνR
(µ, u)

+ C
(k) ij

d̄RΦ̃†S3LL
(Λ,MS1 , µ, u)O(k) ij

d̄RΦ̃†S3LL
(µ, u)

+ C
(k) ij

d̄RS3WνR
(Λ,MS1 , µ, u)O(k) ij

d̄RS3WνR
(µ, u)

)
+ h.c.

]
.

(58)

All operators in this Lagrangian conserve fermion number. The operators in the first two lines
contain the zero-momentum Higgs doublet and are given by

O(0) ij

Q̄LS3ΦνR
= Q̄i

L,n1
S3vΦ

(0)νjR,n2
,

O(0) ij

d̄RΦ̃†S3LL
= d̄iR,n1

Φ̃†(0)S3vL
j
L,n2

.
(59)

The remaining mixed-chirality operators read

O(1) ij

Q̄LS3ΦνR
(u) = Q̄i

L,n1
S3vΦ

(u)
n1
νjR,n2

,

O(2) ij

Q̄LS3ΦνR
(u) = Q̄i

L,n1
S3vΦ

(u)
n2
νjR,n2

,

O(1) ij

d̄RΦ̃†S3LL
(u) = d̄iR,n1

Φ̃†(u)
n1

S3vL
j
L,n2

,

O(2) ij

d̄RΦ̃†S3LL
(u) = d̄iR,n1

Φ̃†(u)
n2

S3vL
j
L,n2

.

(60)

The same-chirality operators in (58) contain the perpendicular component of the gauge-
invariant collinear building block for the SU(2)L gauge bosons, such that

O(1) ij

d̄RS3WνR
(u) = d̄iR,n1

Tr
[
S3v /W

⊥(u)
n1

]
νjR,n2

,

O(2) ij

d̄RS3WνR
(u) = d̄iR,n1

Tr
[
S3v /W

⊥(u)
n2

]
νjR,n2

,
(61)

where the trace is over SU(2)L indices.
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Only the operators containing the zero-momentum Higgs doublet (59) contribute to the
power-suppressed two-body decays at tree level. We find the decay rates

Γ(S
2/3
3 → uiLν̄

j
R) =

v2

2Λ2

MS3

32π

∣∣C(0) ij

Q̄LS3ΦνR

∣∣2 ,
Γ(S

−1/3
3 → diLν̄

j
R) =

v2

2Λ2

MS3

64π

∣∣C(0)ij

Q̄LS3ΦνR

∣∣2 ,
Γ(S

2/3
3 → diR

¯̀j
L) =

v2

2Λ2

MS3

32π

∣∣C(0) ij

d̄RΦ̃†S3LL

∣∣2 ,
Γ(S

−1/3
3 → diRν̄

j
L) =

v2

2Λ2

MS3

64π

∣∣C(0) ij

d̄RΦ̃†S3LL

∣∣2 .
(62)

6 SCET formalism for the vector leptoquark U1(3, 1,
2
3
)

The vector U1 is another interesting example from the family of leptoquarks, which has been
introduced as a solution to departures from the SM in the flavor sector [29, 35]. It is a color
triplet, SU(2)L singlet and has hypercharge 2

3
. In the following section we analyze its decays at

leading order in power counting. The soft interactions of the field U1 are described in HVET,
as discussed earlier in Section 3.

6.1 Leading-power two-jet operators for U1

The operator basis is built following the same reasoning as for the other two leptoquarks,
where we construct all the possible particle combinations that preserve gauge and Lorentz
invariance. Also in this case we find non-vanishing operators containing the right-handed
neutrino. At leading order in SCET, we find that the Lagrangian contains three operators,
such that

L(λ2)
U1

= Cij

Q̄LU1LL
(Λ,MU1 , µ)Oij

Q̄LU1LL
(µ) + Cij

d̄RU1`R
(Λ,MU1 , µ)Oij

d̄RU1`R
(µ)

+ Cij
ūRU1νR

(Λ,MU1 , µ)OijūRU1νR
(µ) + h.c. ,

(63)

with the dimension-4 operators

Oij
Q̄LU1LL

= Q̄i
L,n1

/U
⊥
1v L

j
L,n2

,

Oij
d̄RU1`R

= d̄iR,n1
/U
⊥
1v `

j
R,n2

,

OijūRU1νR
= ūiR,n1

/U
⊥
1v ν

j
R,n2

.

(64)

where /U
⊥
1v = γ⊥µ U

µ
1v with the effective field Uµ

1v defined in (21). Note that between the projec-
tion operators included in the definition of the collinear fermion fields only the perpendicular
components (in the SCET sense) of the Dirac matrices γµ survive. In other words, the vector
leptoquark is transversely polarized with respect to the directions of the final-state particles.
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At leading order in power counting, the vector leptoquark decays into two fermions of the same
chirality. For the unpolarized decay rates, summed (averaged) over final-state (initial-state)
polarizations, we obtain

Γ(U1 → uiLν̄
j
L) =

MU1

24π

∣∣Cij

Q̄LU1LL

∣∣2 ,
Γ(U1 → diL

¯̀J
L) =

MU1

24π

∣∣Cij

Q̄LU1LL

∣∣2 ,
Γ(U1 → diR

¯̀j
R) =

MU1

24π

∣∣Cij

d̄RU1`R

∣∣2 ,
Γ(U1 → uiRν̄

j
R) =

MU1

24π

∣∣Cij
ūRU1νR

∣∣2 .
(65)

Contrary to the cases of the two scalar leptoquarks S1 and S3, the leading-power two-jet
operators for the vector leptoquark U1 conserve fermion number.

6.2 Subleading-power two-jet operators for U1

At O(λ3) we find a much larger basis of two-jet operators for the leptoquark U1. Now both the
longitudinal and transverse (in the SCET sense) components of the heavy field appear. We
will find that operators involving the longitudinal field component conserve fermion number,
while those involving the transverse components change fermion number by two units. It is
useful to define the reparameterization-invariant quantity [59]

Πµ =
(v · n2)nµ1 − (v · n1)nµ2

n1 · n2

, (66)

where Πµ → −Πµ under hermitian conjugation [59]. This object is orthogonal to the lepto-
quark momentum, v · Π = 0, but it is longitudinal in the SCET sense, meaning that it lies in
the plane spanned by the light-like vectors n1 and n2. In the rest frame of the leptoquark, we
simply have Πµ = (0, ~ez).

There is a fair number of operators in this case, and for convenience we write the Lagrangian
as a sum of two terms

L(λ3)
U1

∣∣∣
2 jet

= L(λ3), A
U1

+ L(λ3),Φ
U1

. (67)

The first Lagrangian contains operators built out of two collinear fermion fields and a gauge
field, while the second Lagrangian contains operators built out of two collinear fermion fields
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and a Higgs field. The gauge-boson Lagrangian reads

L(λ3), A
U1

=
1

Λ

∑
k=1,2

∫ 1

0

du

[ ∑
A=G,W,B

C
(k) ij

Q̄LAU1LL
(Λ,MU1 , µ, u)O(k) ij

Q̄LAU1LL
(µ, u)

+
∑

A=G,B

(
C

(k) ij

d̄RAU1`R
(Λ,MU1 , µ, u)O(k) ij

d̄RAU1`R
(µ, u)

+ C
(k) ij
ūRAU1νR

(Λ,MU1 , µ, u)O(k) ij
ūRAU1νR

(µ, u)

+ C
(k) ij
ūRAU1νcR

(Λ,MU1 , µ, u)O(k) ij
ūRAU1νcR

(µ, u)

+ C
′ (k) ij
ūRAU1νcR

(Λ,MU1 , µ, u)O′ (k) ij
ūRAU1νcR

(µ, u)

)
+ h.c.

]
,

(68)

where the operators are defined as

O(1) ij

Q̄LAU1LL
(u) = Q̄i

L,n1
/A⊥(u)
n1

Π · U1v L
j
L,n2

,

O(2) ij

Q̄LAU1LL
(u) = Q̄i

L,n1
/A⊥(u)
n2

Π · U1v L
j
L,n2

,

O(1) ij

d̄RAU1`R
(u) = d̄iR,n1

/A⊥(u)
n1

Π · U1v `
j
R,n2

,

O(2) ij

d̄RAU1`R
(u) = d̄iR,n1

/A⊥(u)
n2

Π · U1v `
j
R,n2

,

O(1) ij
ūRAU1νR

(u) = ūiR,n1
/A⊥(u)
n1

Π · U1v ν
j
R,n2

,

O(2) ij
ūRAU1νR

(u) = ūiR,n1
/A⊥(u)
n2

Π · U1v ν
j
R,n2

,

O(1) ij
ūRAU1νcR

(u) = g⊥µν ūR,n1Aµ⊥(u)
n1

Uν
1vν

c,j
R,n2

,

O(2) ij
ūRAU1νcR

(u) = g⊥µν ūR,n1Aµ⊥(u)
n2

Uν
1vν

c,j
R,n2

,

O′(1) ij
ūRAU1νcR

(u) = iε⊥µν ūR,n1Aµ⊥(u)
n1

Uν
1vν

c,j
R,n2

,

O′(2) ij
ūRAU1νcR

(u) = iε⊥µν ūR,n1Aµ⊥(u)
n2

Uν
1vν

c,j
R,n2

,

(69)

where the tensors

g⊥µν = gµν −
n1µn2ν + n2µn1ν

n1 · n2

, ε⊥µν =
1

n1 · n2

εµναβ n
α
2 n

β
1 (70)

are used to contract Lorentz indices in the plane transverse to the directions n1 and n2. For
each operator the allowed gauge bosons follow from the charges of the fields. In all cases the
leptoquark is transversely polarized with respect to the decay axis. Note that the last four
operators violate fermion humber by two units.
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The second Lagrangian in (67) has the form

L(λ3),Φ
U1

=
1

Λ

[
C

(0) ij

Q̄LΦU1`R
(Λ,MU1 , µ)O(0) ij

Q̄LΦU1`R
(µ)

+ C
(0) ij

Q̄LΦ̃U1νR
(Λ,MU1 , µ)O(0) ij

Q̄LΦ̃U1νR
(µ)

+ C
(0) ij

d̄RΦ†U1LL
(Λ,MU1 , µ)O(0) ij

d̄RΦ†U1LL
(µ)

+ C
(0) ij

ūRΦ̃†U1LL
(Λ,MU1 , µ)O(0) ij

ūRΦ̃†U1LL
(µ)

+ C
(0) ij

Q̄LΦ̃U1νcR
(Λ,MU1 , µ)O(0) ij

Q̄LΦ̃U1νcR
(µ)

+ C
(0) ij

ūRΦ†U1Lc
L
(Λ,MU1 , µ)O(0) ij

ūRΦ̃U1Lc
L

(µ)

+
∑
k=1,2

∫ 1

0

du

(
C

(k) ij

Q̄LΦU1`R
(Λ,MU1 , µ, u)O(k) ij

Q̄LΦU1`R
(µ, u)

+ C
(k) ij

Q̄LΦ̃U1νR
(Λ,MU1 , µ, u)O(k) ij

Q̄LΦ̃U1νR
(µ, u)

+ C
(k) ij

d̄RΦ†U1LL
(Λ,MU1 , µ, u)O(k) ij

d̄RΦ†U1LL
(µ, u)

+ C
(k) ij

ūRΦ̃†U1LL
(Λ,MU1 , µ, u)O(k) ij

ūRΦ̃†U1LL
(µ, u)

+ C
(k) ij

Q̄LΦ̃U1νcR
(Λ,MU1 , µ, u)O(k) ij

Q̄LΦ̃U1νcR
(µ, u)

+ C
(k) ij

ūRΦ̃U1Lc
L

(Λ,MU1 , µ, u)O(k) ij

ūRΦ̃U1Lc
L

(µ, u)

)
+ h.c.

]
.

(71)

In this case, some operators include the perpendicular component of the leptoquark field
along with a charge-conjugate fermion field. The operators containing a zero-momentum
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scalar doublet read
O(0) ij

Q̄LΦU1`R
= Q̄i

L,n1
Φ(0) Π · U1v `

j
R,n2

,

O(0) ij

Q̄LΦ̃U1νR
= Q̄i

L,n1
Φ̃(0) Π · U1v ν

j
R,n2

,

O(0) ij

d̄RΦ†U1LL
= d̄iR,n1

Φ†(0) Π · U1v L
j
L,n2

,

O(0) ij

ūRΦ̃†U1LL
= ūiR,n1

Φ̃†(0) Π · U1v L
j
L,n2

,

O(0) ij

Q̄LΦ̃U1νcR
= Q̄i

L,n1
Φ̃(0) /U

⊥
1v ν

c,j
R,n2

,

O(0) ij

ūRΦ†U1Lc
L

= ūiR,n1
Φ†(0) /U

⊥
1v iσ

2Lc,jL,n2
.

(72)

In the last two operators, which change fermion number by two units, the presence of the
charge-conjugate right-handed fields ensures that the product of the chirality projectors does
not vanish. The remaining operators are given by

O(1) ij

Q̄LΦU1`R
= Q̄i

L,n1
Φ(u)
n1

Π · U1v `
j
R,n2

,

O(2) ij

Q̄LΦU1`R
= Q̄i

L,n1
Φ(u)
n2

Π · U1v `
j
R,n2

,

O(1) ij

Q̄LΦ̃U1νR
= Q̄i

L,n1
Φ̃(u)
n1

Π · U1v ν
j
R,n2

,

O(2) ij

Q̄LΦ̃U1νR
= Q̄i

L,n1
Φ̃(u)
n2

Π · U1v ν
j
R,n2

,

O(1) ij

d̄RΦ†U1LL
= d̄iR,n1

Φ†(u)
n1

Π · U1v L
j
L,n2

,

O(2) ij

d̄RΦ†U1LL
= d̄iR,n1

Φ†(u)
n2

Π · U1v L
j
L,n2

,

O(1) ij

ūRΦ̃†U1LL
= ūiR,n1

Φ̃†(u)
n1

Π · U1v L
j
L,n2

,

O(2) ij

ūRΦ̃†U1LL
= ūiR,n1

Φ̃†(u)
n2

Π · U1v L
j
L,n2

,

O(1) ij

Q̄LΦ̃U1νcR
= Q̄i

L,n1
Φ̃(u)
n1

/U
⊥
1v ν

c,j
R,n2

,

O(2) ij

Q̄LΦ̃U1νcR
= Q̄i

L,n1
Φ̃(u)
n2

/U
⊥
1v ν

c,j
R,n2

,

O(1) ij

ūRΦ†U1Lc
L

= ūiR,n1
Φ†(u)
n1

/U
⊥
1v iσ

2Lc,jL,n2
,

O(2) ij

ūRΦ†U1Lc
L

= ūiR,n1
Φ†(u)
n2

/U
⊥
1v iσ

2Lc,jL,n2
.

(73)

Only the operators containing a zero-momentum Higgs doublet contribute at tree-level to
the power-suppressed two-body decays of the leptoquark U1. For the corresponding rates we
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obtain

Γ(U1 → diL
¯̀j
R) =

v2

2Λ2

MU1

48π

∣∣C(0) ij

Q̄LΦU1`R

∣∣2 ,
Γ(U1 → uiLν̄

j
R) =

v2

2Λ2

MU1

48π

∣∣C(0) ij

Q̄LΦ̃U1νR

∣∣2 ,
Γ(U1 → diR

¯̀j
L) =

v2

2Λ2

MU1

48π

∣∣C(0) ij

d̄RΦ†U1LL

∣∣2 ,
Γ(U1 → uiRν̄

j
L) =

v2

2Λ2

MU1

48π

∣∣C(0) ij

ūRΦ̃†U1LL

∣∣2 ,
Γ(U1 → uiLν

j
R) =

v2

2Λ2

MU1

24π

∣∣C(0) ij

Q̄LΦ̃U1νcR

∣∣2 ,
Γ(U1 → uiRν

j
L) =

v2

2Λ2

MU1

24π

∣∣C(0) ij

ūRΦ†U1Lc
L

∣∣2 .

(74)

Notice that the decay rates from operators containing the field /U
⊥
1v have a different prefactor

compared to decays mediated by operators containing the longitudinal component Π · U1v,
because there are two transverse polarization states of the vector leptoquark.

For completeness, let us remark at this point that if one wants to extend the construction
of the effective Lagrangian for the vector leptoquark U1 to the case of three-jet operators, one
needs to generalize the definition (66) and define two vectors Πµ

i with i = 1, 2, which satisfy
v ·Πi = 0 and Πi ·Πj = −δij. In the rest frame of the leptoquark, these span the decay plane
containing the direction vectors ~n1, ~n2 and ~n3 of the decaying particles.

7 Scale evolution of the Wilson coefficients

A key strength of any EFT framework is that it allows for a systematic resummation of
large logarithmic corrections present in multi-scale problems, which could otherwise spoil the
convergence of the perturbative expansion. This is achieved by solving the RG evolution
equations of the effective theory. We now discuss the resummation of the large (single and
double) logarithms to the two-body decay rates of the leptoquarks S1, S3, and U1, working for
simplicity at leading order in SCET power counting. A detailed discussion of the derivation
of the anomalous dimensions governing the scale dependence of the Wilson coefficients in the
effective Lagrangian, both at leading and subleading order in λ (and including the three-jet
operators), has been presented in [57].

At leading power in λ there is no operator mixing, and each Wilson coefficient obeys an
RG equation of the form

µ
d

dµ
C(µ) = Γ(µ)⊗C(µ) , (75)

where the anomalous-dimension matrix Γ and each Wilson coefficient C are matrices in gener-
ation space. The symbol ⊗ takes into account that the ordering of Γ and C matters, as will be
explained in relation (80) below. For the two-jet operators atO(λ2) and the three-jet operators
at O(λ3), for which all collinear fields belong to different directions, the all-order expressions
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for the anomalous dimensions can be derived from a master formula for the anomalous di-
mensions of scattering amplitudes containing both massless and massive partons derived in
[74, 75]. In color-space notation [73], and for the case of relevance to us, in which a single
heavy particle P with mass MP and 4-velocity v decays into several light SM particles with
4-momenta pi, it reads

Γ =
∑
r

[∑
i<j

T
(r)
i · T

(r)
j

(
ln

µ2

m2
ij

+ iπ

)
+
∑
i

T
(r)
P · T

(r)
i ln

µ

2v · pi

]
γ(r)

cusp + γP +
∑
i

γi , (76)

where the sums are over the final-state particles, and m2
ij = (pi + pj)

2 is the invariant mass

squared of the pair (ij), and T
(r)
i are the group generators in the representation of particle

i (and likewise for the parent particle). The quantity γ
(r)
cusp is the universal cusp anomalous

dimension for light-like Wilson loops in the gauge group Gr [76–78]. Since the SM gauge
group is a direct product of three simple groups Gr, with G1 = U(1)Y , G2 = SU(2)L, and
G3 = SU(3)c, the cusp terms involve a sum over the three groups. Up to next-to-next-to

leading order in perturbation theory, γ
(r)
cusp only depend on the single gauge coupling αr of the

group Gr [79, 80]. Note, in particular, that there are no contributions to the cusp anomalous
dimensions from Yukawa interactions, because the relevant vertex graphs are found to be
power suppressed. Explicitly, one finds

γ(1)
cusp =

α1

π
− 17

6

(α1

π

)2

+ . . . ,

γ(2)
cusp =

α2

π
+

(
2− π2

6

)(α2

π

)2

+ . . . ,

γ(3)
cusp =

α3

π
+

(
47

12
− π2

4

)(α3

π

)2

+ . . . ,

(77)

where αr are the three gauge couplings of the SM gauge groups (e.g. α3 = αs). In addition to
the cusp terms, there are single-particle anomalous dimensions γP for the leptoquark and γi for
the final-state particles, where the latter ones are matrices in generation space. They multiply
the corresponding Wilson coefficient either from the left or from the right, as described below.
Note that the anomalous dimension in (78) contains a non-zero imaginary part whenever at
least two of the final-state particles are charged under the same gauge group.

It is a simple exercise to specify the general result (76) to the case of the leading-power
two- or three-jet operators encountered in our analysis.3 For the two-jet operators at O(λ2),
we can use charge conservation to obtain the simple formula

Γ = −
∑
r

[
1

2

(
C

(r)
1 + C

(r)
2 − C

(r)
P

)(
ln

µ2

M2
P

+ iπ

)
+ C

(r)
P ln

µ

MP

]
γ(r)

cusp + γP + γ1 + γ2 , (78)

where the symbols C
(r)
P , C

(r)
1 , C

(r)
2 denote the eigenvalues of the quadratic Casimir operators

of the leptoquark and the n1- and n2-collinear final-state particles, respectively, for the gauge

3The subleading-power two-jet operators contain more than one collinear field moving in the same direction,
in which case the form of the anomalous dimensions is more complicated [57].
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group Gr, under which these particles transform. For a non-Abelian group SU(N), the Casimir
operator is Ci = (N2 − 1)/2N for the fundamental representation and Ci = N for the adjoint
representation. For the Abelian group U(1)Y , we have instead Ci = Y 2

i , where Yi is the
hypercharge of particle i.

Below we discuss the resummation of large logarithmic corrections to the Wilson coefficients
in the mass basis for the leading-power two-jet operators for the leptoquarks S1, S3, and
U1. We work at leading order in RG-improved perturbation theory, which is equivalent to
resumming the large logarithms at next-to-leading logarithmic order. This requires the two-
loop expressions for cusp anomalous dimensions and the SM β-functions along with one-loop
expression for γP and γi. This allows us to consistently estimate the leading resummation
effects to the various tree-level decay rates. It is not difficult to extend our formalism to
the case of the leading-power three-jet operators. For the case of the leptoquark S1, the
corresponding anomalous dimensions are collected in Appendix A.

7.1 Resummation effects for decays of the scalar leptoquark S1

According to the master formula (78), the anomalous dimensions of the two-jet operators in
(34) are

ΓūcR`RS
∗
1

= −2

3
γ(1)

cusp

(
ln

µ2

M2
S1

+ iπ

)
−
(

4

3
γ(3)

cusp +
1

9
γ(1)

cusp

)
ln

µ

MS1

+ γS1 +
(
γ`R , .

)
+ (. ,γuR) ,

ΓQ̄c
LLLS

∗
1

= −
(

3

4
γ(2)

cusp +
1

12
γ(1)

cusp

)(
ln

µ2

M2
S1

+ iπ

)
−
(

4

3
γ(3)

cusp +
1

9
γ(1)

cusp

)
ln

µ

MS1

+ γS1 +
(
γLL , .

)
+
(
. ,γQL

)
,

Γd̄RνRS
∗
1

= −
(

4

3
γ(3)

cusp +
1

9
γ(1)

cusp

)
ln

µ

MS1

+ γS1 +
(
. ,γdR

)
,

(79)

where we use the notations (. ,γ) and (γ , .) for the single-particle anomalous dimensions
to indicate a multiplication with the Wilson coefficient from the left and from the right,
respectively, such that

(. ,γ)⊗C ≡ C γ ,

(γ , .)⊗C ≡ γ C .
(80)

The various single-particle anomalous dimensions in (79) are [57]

γ`R = −α1

4π
+

1

16π2
Y †` Y` ,

γLL = −9α2

16π
− α1

16π
+

1

32π2
Y`Y

†
` ,

γuR = −α3

π
− α1

9π
+

1

16π2
Y †uYu , (81)
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γdR = −α3

π
− α1

36π
+

1

16π2
Y †d Yd ,

γQL = −α3

π
− 9α2

16π
− α1

144π
+

1

32π2

(
YuY

†
u + YdY

†
d

)
,

where Y` is the Yukawa matrix for the leptons, while Yu and Yd are the Yukawa matrices for
the up- and down-type quarks. The anomalous dimension of the heavy scalar S1 is [75]

γS1 = −2α3

3π
− α1

18π
. (82)

In practice, we transform the Wilson coefficients to the mass basis, since this is the relevant
basis for physical quantities such as decay rates. In the mass basis the Yukawa matrices in
(81) become diagonal except for the case of γQL . In this case one needs to distinguish between
the up-type quarks and the down-type quarks in the doublet [59], for which

γuL = −α3

π
− 9α2

16π
− α1

144π
+

1

32π2

[
diag

(
y2
u, y

2
c , y

2
t

)
+ V diag

(
y2
d, y

2
s , y

2
b

)
V †
]
,

γdL = −α3

π
− 9α2

16π
− α1

144π
+

1

32π2

[
V †diag

(
y2
u, y

2
c , y

2
t

)
V + diag

(
y2
d, y

2
s , y

2
b

) ]
,

(83)

where yq denotes the Yukawa coupling of the quark mass eigenstate q, and V is the Cabibbo–
Kobayashi–Maskawa matrix. For the numerical estimates we take into account only the top-
quark Yukawa coupling. All the other quark Yukawa couplings would have a tiny impact on
the resummation effects. We also neglect the Yukawa couplings of the leptons. The evolution
of the Yukawa coupling of the top quark is given by [81]

µ
d

dµ
yt(µ) =

9y3
t

32π2
− yt

(
17α1

48π
+

9α2

16π
+

2α3

π

)
. (84)

We now present numerical results for the resummation effects on the Wilson coefficients of
the leading-power two-jet operators for the scalar leptoquark S1 in (34). For these operators
the largest effects arise for decays into third-generation quarks, for which the top-quark Yukawa
coupling plays an important role. We fix the low scale to the top quark mass and consider
a leptoquark with mass MS1 = 3 TeV. From a numerical integration of the RG evolution
equation (75) for each coefficient, we obtain (for each lepton flavor j = 1, 2, 3)

C3j
ūcR`RS

∗
1
(mt) ≈ 0.93 e0.02i C3j

ūcR`RS
∗
1
(MS1) ,

C3j

Q̄c
LLLS

∗
1
(mt) ≈ 0.92 e0.07i C3j

Q̄c
LLLS

∗
1
(MS1) ,

C3j

d̄RνRS
∗
1
(mt) ≈ 0.96 C3j

d̄RνRS
∗
1
(MS1) .

(85)

The corresponding rates for the decays S1 → tR`R, S1 → tL`L and S1 → bL`L, and S1 → bR`R
are proportional to the absolute squares of the Wilson coefficients. In Figure 1, we show the
resummation effects on these rates as a function of MS1 . The solid lines show the reduction
factors obtained from the full solution of the evolution equations, while the dashed lines
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Figure 1: Resummation effects on the tree-level decay rates for the two-jet decays S1 → tR`R
(red), S1 → tL`L and S1 → bL`L (blue), and S1 → bR`R (purple) as a function of the leptoquark
mass MS1 . The relevant Wilson coefficients are evolved from the scale of the leptoquark mass down
to µ = mt. The solid lines show the results of a complete numerical solution of the RG equations,
while the dashed curves are obtained by retaining only the cusp terms in the anomalous dimensions.

show for comparison the double-logarithmic contributions from “cusp terms”, neglecting the
single-logarithmic effects from the single-particle anomalous dimensions. In practice, this
approximation is often inherent in parton showers. Importantly, however, it can be seen from
Figure 1 that neglecting the single-logarithmic terms gives a poor numerical approximation
to the full results. In fact, it is an important merit of our EFT approach that RG methods
allow for a consistent resummation of all large logarithmic corrections.

7.2 Resummation effects for decays of the scalar leptoquark S3

As shown in (57), at leading power there are four possible two-jet decay channels for the
leptoquark S3, whose rates are governed by a single Wilson coefficient Cij

Q̄c
LS
∗
3LL

. Its anomalous

dimension is obtained as

ΓQ̄c
LS
∗
3LL

=

(
1

4
γ(2)

cusp −
1

12
γ(1)

cusp

)(
ln

µ2

M2
S3

+ iπ

)
−
(

4

3
γ(3)

cusp + 2γ(2)
cusp +

1

9
γ(1)

cusp

)
ln

µ

MS3

+ γS3 +
(
γL, .

)
+
(
. ,γQ

)
,

(86)

where γLL and γQL have been given in (81), and [75]

γS3 = −2α3

3π
− α2

π
− α1

18π
. (87)
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Figure 2: Resummation effects on the tree-level decay rates for the two-jet decays S
2/3
3 → tLνL,

S
−4/3
3 → bL`L, S

−1/3
3 → bLνL and S

−1/3
3 → tL`L, all of which are governed by the same Wilson

coefficient, as a function of the leptoquark mass MS3 . The Wilson coefficient is evolved from the
scale of the leptoquark mass down to µ = mt. The solid line shows the results of a complete numerical
solution of the RG equation, while the dashed curve is obtained by retaining only the cusp terms in
the anomalous dimension.

For a 3 TeV leptoquark the effects of scale evolution are smaller in this case than for
the case of S1. They become more seizable for larger leptoquark masses. For instance, with
MS3 = 4.5 TeV we find

C3j

Q̄c
LS
∗
3LL

(mt) ≈ 0.97 e−0.02i C3j

Q̄c
LS
∗
3LL

(MS3) . (88)

In Figure 2, we show the mass dependence of the resummation effects for the four decay rates
governed by this Wilson coefficient. Comparing the solid line with the dashed one, we see
that it would again be a poor approximation to only retain the cusp terms in the anomalous
dimension.

7.3 Resummation effects for decays of the vector leptoquark U1

In a similar fashion, we can derive the anomalous dimensions of the leading-order two-jet
operators for the leptoquark U1 shown in (64). We find

ΓQ̄LU1LL
=

(
−3

4
γ(2)

cusp +
1

12
γ(1)

cusp

)(
ln

µ2

M2
U1

+ iπ

)
−
(

4

3
γ(3)

cusp +
4

9
γ(1)

cusp

)
ln

µ

MU1

+ γU1 +
(
γL , .

)
+
(
. ,γQ

)
,

Γd̄RU1`R = −1

3
γ(1)

cusp

(
ln

µ2

M2
U1

+ iπ

)
−
(

4

3
γ(3)

cusp +
4

9
γ(1)

cusp

)
ln

µ

MU1

+ γU1 +
(
γ`R , .

)
+
(
. ,γdR

)
,
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Figure 3: Resummation effects on the tree-level decay rates for the two-jet decays U1 → bR ¯̀
R

(red), U1 → tLν̄L and U1 → bL ¯̀
L (blue), and U1 → tRν̄R (purple) as a function of the leptoquark

mass MU1 . The relevant Wilson coefficient are evolved from the scale of the leptoquark mass down
to µ = mt. The solid lines show the results of a complete numerical solution of the RG equations,
while the dashed curves are obtained by retaining only the cusp terms in the anomalous dimensions.

ΓūRU1νR = −
(

4

3
γ(3)

cusp +
4

9
γ(1)

cusp

)
ln

µ

MU1

+ γU1 + (. ,γuR) , (89)

where the anomalous dimension of the leptoquark U1 reads [75]

γU1 = −2α3

3π
− 2α1

9π
. (90)

For decays into third-generation quarks and a leptoquark mass MU1 = 3 TeV, we find for
the relevant Wilson coefficients the evolution effects

C3j

Q̄LU1LL
(mt) ≈ 0.92 e0.06i C3j

Q̄LU1LL
(MU1) ,

C3j

d̄RU1`R
(mt) ≈ 0.95 e0.01i C3j

d̄RU1`R
(MU1) ,

C3j
ūRU1νR

(mt) ≈ 0.94 C3j
ūRU1νR

(MU1) .

(91)

The coefficients govern the two-jet decay rates U1 → tLν̄L and U1 → bL ¯̀
L, U1 → bR ¯̀

R, and
U1 → tRν̄R, respectively. The resummation effects for the corresponding decay rates are
depicted in Figure 3. Also in this case there is a significant difference between the full results
and those obtained by neglecting the single-particle anomalous dimensions.
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8 Tree-level matching conditions in specific models

In this section we briefly look at some concrete UV models for each of the three leptoquarks
we have considered and match them at tree level to the corresponding SCET Lagrangians.
We discuss the matching procedure for the two-jet operators at leading and subleading order
in the expansion parameter λ.

8.1 Matching conditions for the scalar leptoquark S1

We start with the renormalizable Lagrangian

LS1 = (DµS1)†(DµS1)−M2
S1
S†1S1

+
[
gij1L Q̄

c,i
L iσ2L

j
LS

?
1 + gij1R ū

c,i
R `

j
RS

?
1 + gij1ν d̄

c,i
R ν

j
RS

?
1 + h.c.

]
,

(92)

where compared with e.g. [23, 28] we have included an additional term for a right-handed
neutrino. These dimension-4 interaction terms have the same structure as the operators in
our leading-order effective Lagrangian in (28). The tree-level matching conditions at the high
scale µh ≈MS1 are therefore trivially given as

Cij
ūcR`RS

∗
1
(Λ,MS1 , µh) = gij1R ,

Cij

Q̄c
LLLS

∗
1
(Λ,MS1 , µh) = gij1L ,

Cij

d̄cRνRS
∗
1
(Λ,MS1 , µh) = gij1ν .

(93)

Beyond tree-level, the Wilson coefficients receive non-trivial matching conditions from hard
modes at the scale of the leptoquark mass, which are integrated out in the construction of the
low-energy EFT.

Since all interactions in (92) change fermion number by two units, while the two-jet op-
erators appearing at subleading power in λ conserve fermion number, see (38) and (39), we
trivially obtain the tree-level matching conditions

C
(0) ij

d̄RΦ̃†LLS1
(Λ,MS1 , µh) = C

(k) ij

d̄RΦ̃†LLS1
(Λ,MS1 , µh) = 0 ,

C
(0) ij

Q̄LΦνRS1
(Λ,MS1 , µh) = C

(k) ij

Q̄LΦνRS1
(Λ,MS1 , µh) = 0 ,

C
(k) ij

d̄RBνRS1
(Λ,MS1 , µh) = 0 ,

(94)

with k = 1, 2.
This last conclusion can be altered if the UV theory contains additional new interactions

beyond those mediated by the leptoquark S1, and if these interactions violate fermion number.
As a prototypical example, we consider a model featuring a heavy right-handed neutrino with
mass Mν &MS1 , which is no longer a light degree of freedom, but which can mediate fermion-
number violating interactions in the UV. Then the diagrams shown in Figure 4 give rise to
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Figure 4: Tree-level Feynman diagrams involving a Majorana mass insertions on the neutrino
propagator in models with a heavy right-handed neutrino. A double line represents the leptoquark,
a dashed line with a cross the Higgs vacuum expectation value, and a dashed line a Higgs boson.
The final-state particle moving along n1 is a quark, while the particle moving along n2 is a lepton.
The Higgs bosons can move in either direction.

non-zero matching coefficients for the operators O(n) ij

d̄RΦ̃†LLS1
, for which we find

C
(0) ij

d̄RΦ̃†LLS1
(Λ,MS1 , µh) = C

(2) ij

d̄RΦ̃†LLS1
(Λ,MS1 , µh, u) = − 1

Mν

(
g∗1νY

†
ν

)ij
,

C
(1) ij

d̄RΦ̃†LLS1
(Λ,MS1 , µh, u) = − Mν

M2
ν − uM2

S1

(
g∗1νY

†
ν

)ij
.

(95)

This shows that it is important and in some cases even crucial to include the O(λ3) two-jet
operators in the effective Lagrangian. For instance, if the couplings gij1L and gij1R in the La-
grangian (92) vanish for some reason and only the coefficients gij1ν are non-zero, then at leading
power only the decay S1 → diRν

j
R is allowed, but if Mν > MS1 this channel is kinematically

not accessible. At subleading power, however, the presence of the coefficient C
(0) ij

d̄RΦ̃†LLS1
allows

the decay mode S1 → diRν̄
j
L, see (41), which would manifest itself as a mono-jet signature with

large missing energy.

8.2 Matching conditions for the scalar leptoquark S3

The renormalizable interactions of the scalar leptoquark S3 with SM fields are given by

LS3 = (DµS
a
3 )†(DµSa3 )−M2

S3
Sa†3 S

a
3 +

[
gij3L Q̄

c,i
L iσ2 S

∗
3L

j
L + h.c.

]
, (96)

which once again is of the same form as the leading-power two-jet operator in (55). At a high
scale µh ≈MS3 , we thus obtain the tree-level matching condition

Cij

Q̄c
LS
∗
3LL

(Λ,MS1 , µh) = gij3L . (97)

Also in this case the Wilson coefficients of all two-jet operators that appear at subleading
power in (58) vanish, because the corresponding operators conserve fermion number. We thus
have

C
(0) ij

Q̄LS3ΦνR
(Λ,MS1 , µh) = C

(k) ij

Q̄LS3ΦνR
(Λ,MS1 , µh) = 0 ,

C
(0) ij

d̄RΦ̃†S3LL
(Λ,MS1 , µh) = C

(k) ij

d̄RΦ̃†S3LL
(Λ,MS1 , µh) = 0 ,

C
(k) ij

d̄RS3WνR
(Λ,MS1 , µh) = 0 ,

(98)
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with k = 1, 2. In this case, extending the model with a heavy-right-handed neutrino does not
give rise to non-zero matching coefficients of the O(λ3) two-jet operators.

8.3 Matching conditions for the vector leptoquark U1

We finally explore a UV completion of the SM that describes the interactions of the vector
leptoquark U1. Since this requires a massive vector field, the model must contain a dynamical
mechanism for giving mass to the leptoquark, which requires adding more fields in addition
to the field U1 itself, such as additional heavy scalars and (vector-like) fermions. The cases
usually considered in the literature are either “gauge models” or “strongly interacting models”
[7, 36, 82]. In gauge models, the U1 leptoquark is the massive gauge boson of a spontaneously
broken gauge symmetry GNP 3 GSM. In strongly interacting models, on the other hand, the
U1 appears as a massive resonance for a new, strongly interacting sector. Here we will be
agnostic to the presence of additional new fields beyond the leptoquark U1 and assume that
the corresponding particles are heavier than the leptoquark and can be integrated out. The
most general Lagrangian describing the interaction of only the leptoquark U1 with the SM
reads [82, 83]

LU1 = −1

2
(DµUν

1 −DνUµ
1 )† (DµU1ν −DνU1µ) +M2

U1
U †1µU

µ
1

+

[
gU√

2

(
βijL Q̄

i
L
/U1L

j
L + βijR d̄

i
R
/U1`

j
R

)
+ gνU β

ij
ν ū

i
R
/U1ν

j
R + h.c.

]
− ig3 (1− κU)U †1µG

µνU1ν − iYU1 g1 (1− κ̃U)U †1µB
µνU1ν ,

(99)

where YU1 = 2
3

is the hypercharge of the leptoquark, and compared with [83] we have added an
interaction term involving the right-handed neutrino. The gauge-invariant terms shown in the
last line are present in gauge models, for which κU = κ̃U = 0. In strongly interacting models,
and assuming the so-called minimal-coupling scenario, these terms vanish, i.e., κU = κ̃U = 1.

The tree-level matching conditions of the leading-power two-jet operators in (63) at a
matching scale µh ≈MU1 are readily obtain as

Cij

Q̄LU1LL
(Λ,MU1 , µh) =

gU√
2
βijL ,

Cij

d̄RU1`R
(Λ,MU1 , µh) =

gU√
2
βijR ,

Cij
ūRU1νR

(Λ,MU1 , µh) = gνUβ
ij
ν .

(100)

In the case of the leptoquark U1, we find that most of the Wilson coefficients of the two-jet
operators appearing at subleading power are also non-zero. The relevant Feynman diagrams
needed to calculate the corresponding tree-level matching conditions are shown in Figure 5.
Note that the emitted final-state bosons must carry a large momentum in the direction opposite
to the particles to which they are attached, since only in this case one gets a hard propagator,
which can be integrated out. Focussing first on the operators containing gauge fields, defined
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Figure 5: Tree-level Feynman diagrams needed for the calculation of the matching conditions for
the Wilson coefficients of the subleading-power two-jet operators for the leptoquark U1. A double
line represents the leptoquark, a dashed line a Higgs boson, and a wavy line a SM gauge boson. The
final-state particle moving along n1 is a quark, while the particle moving along n2 is a lepton. The
gauge boson in the first diagram can move along either direction.

in (68), we obtain

1

Λ
C

(1) ij

Q̄LGU1LL
(Λ,MU1 , µh, u) = − (2− κU)

gU√
2MU1

βijL ,

1

Λ
C

(1) ij

Q̄LWU1LL
(Λ,MU1 , µh, u) =

gU√
2MU1

βijL ,

1

Λ
C

(1) ij

Q̄LBU1LL
(Λ,MU1 , µh, u) = [YLL

− (2− κ̃U)YU1 ]
gU√
2MU1

βijL ,

1

Λ
C

(2) ij

Q̄LGU1LL
(Λ,MU1 , µh, u) = − (1− κU)

gU√
2MU1

βijL ,

1

Λ
C

(2) ij

Q̄LWU1LL
(Λ,MU1 , µh, u) =

gU√
2MU1

βijL ,

1

Λ
C

(2) ij

Q̄LBU1LL
(Λ,MU1 , µh, u) = [YQL

− (2− κ̃U)YU1 ]
gU√
2MU1

βijL ,

1

Λ
C

(1) ij

d̄RGU1`R
(Λ,MU1 , µh, u) = − (2− κU)

gU√
2MU1

βijR , (101)

1

Λ
C

(1) ij

d̄RBU1`R
(Λ,MU1 , µh, u) = [Y`R − (2− κ̃U)YU1 ]

gU√
2MU1

βijR ,

1

Λ
C

(2) ij

d̄RGU1`R
(Λ,MU1 , µh, u) = − (1− κU)

gU√
2MU1

βijR ,
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1

Λ
C

(2) ij

d̄RBU1`R
(Λ,MU1 , µh, u) = [YdR − (2− κ̃U)YU1 ]

gU√
2MU1

βijR ,

1

Λ
C

(1) ij
ūRGU1νR

(Λ,MU1 , µh, u) = − (2− κU)
gνU
MU1

βijν ,

1

Λ
C

(1) ij
ūRBU1νR

(Λ,MU1 , µh, u) = − (2− κ̃U)YU1

gνU
MU1

βijν ,

1

Λ
C

(2) ij
ūRGU1νR

(Λ,MU1 , µh, u) = − (1− κU)
gνU
MU1

βijν ,

1

Λ
C

(2) ij
ūRBU1νR

(Λ,MU1 , µh, u) = [YuR − (2− κ̃U)YU1 ]
gνU
MU1

βijν .

We use the symbol Yf to denote the hypercharge values of the various SM fermion fields, and
YU1 = 2

3
is the hypercharge of the leptoquark. Note that the dependence on the momentum

fraction u cancels out in all diagrams. The remaining Wilson coefficients in (68) vanish at tree
level, i.e.

C
(k) ij
ūRAU1νcR

(Λ,MU1 , µh, u) = C
′ (k) ij
ūRAU1νcR

(Λ,MU1 , µh, u) = 0 ; A = G,B , (102)

where k = 1, 2 in the last line.
Focussing now on the operators containing a scalar doublet, defined in (71), we find

1

Λ
C

(1) ij

Q̄LΦU1`R
(Λ,MU1 , µh, u) = − gU√

2MU1

(βLYe)
ij ,

1

Λ
C

(2) ij

Q̄LΦU1`R
(Λ,MU1 , µh, u) = − gU√

2MU1

(Yd βR)ij ,

1

Λ
C

(1) ij

Q̄LΦ̃U1νR
(Λ,MU1 , µh, u) = − gU√

2MU1

(βLYν)
ij ,

1

Λ
C

(2) ij

Q̄LΦ̃U1νR
(Λ,MU1 , µh, u) = − gνU

MU1

(Yu βν)
ij ,

1

Λ
C

(1) ij

d̄RΦ†U1LL
(Λ,MU1 , µh, u) = − gU√

2MU1

(
βRY

†
e

)ij
,

1

Λ
C

(2) ij

d̄RΦ†U1LL
(Λ,MU1 , µh, u) = − gU√

2MU1

(
Y †d βL

)ij
,

1

Λ
C

(1) ij

ūRΦ̃†U1LL
(Λ,MU1 , µh, u) = − gνU

MU1

(
βνY

†
ν

)ij
,

1

Λ
C

(2) ij

ūRΦ̃†U1LL
(Λ,MU1 , µh, u) = − gU√

2MU1

(
Y †u βL

)ij
.

(103)
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The Wilson coefficients of the remaining operators vanish at tree level, i.e.

C
(0) ij

Q̄LΦU1`R
(Λ,MU1 , µh) = 0 , ,

C
(0) ij

Q̄LΦ̃U1νR
(Λ,MU1 , µh, u) = 0 ,

C
(0) ij

d̄RΦ†U1LL
(Λ,MU1 , µh, u) = 0 ,

C
(0) ij

ūRΦ̃†U1LL
(Λ,MU1 , µh, u) = 0 ,

C
(k) ij

Q̄LΦ̃U1νcR
(Λ,MU1 , µh, u) = 0 ,

C
(k) ij

ūRΦ̃U1Lc
L

(Λ,MU1 , µh, u) = 0 ,

(104)

where in the last two cases k = 0, 1, 2.
The Wilson coefficients of the fermion-number violating operators O(k) ij

Q̄LΦ̃U1νcR
and O(k) ij

ūRΦ̃U1Lc
L

can be non-zero in UV models featuring additional new heavy particles. In the model con-
taining a heavy right-handed neutrino with mass Mν &MU1 , we obtain

C
(0) ij

ūRΦ̃U1Lc
L

(Λ,MU1 , µh) = C
(2) ij

ūRΦ̃U1Lc
L

(Λ,MU1 , µh, u) =
gνU
Mν

(
βνY

T
ν

)ij
,

C
(1) ij

ūRΦ̃U1Lc
L

(Λ,MU1 , µh, u) =
gνUMν

M2
ν − uM2

U1

(
βνY

T
ν

)ij
.

(105)

9 Conclusions

In this work we have applied the SCET framework to present a detailed discussion of the decay
rates of three well-motivated new particles not contained in the SM: the scalar leptoquarks S1

and S3, as well as the vector leptoquark U1. These particles have been studied extensively in
the context of the B-meson flavor anomalies. Several concrete models aiming to explain these
anomalies include one or more of these leptoquarks, typically either S1 and S3, or U1. It is
therefore of particular interest to better understand the decay rates of these particles into SM
particles.

A consistent analysis of this problem based on the power counting λ = v/Λ � 1 (where
v denotes the electroweak scale and Λ the New Physics scale set by the mass of the lepto-
quark) requires describing the leptoquark interactions with SM particles in terms of SCET
operators. In this way, decay amplitudes can be systematically expanded in powers of λ and
large logarithmic corrections in λ can be resummed using RG equations. In this paper, we
have constructed in a model-independent way the most general operator basis for two-body
(or, more generally, two-jet) decay processes at leading and subleading order in λ. For one of
the leptoquarks, the scalar S1, we have also constructed a basis of the leading-order three-jet
operators, which can mediate interesting decay channels involving two fermions and a gauge
or Higgs boson in the final state. A light right-handed neutrino is also allowed as a final-state
particle, thus allowing for a minimal extension of the SM. Going to subleading order in the
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SCET expansion is motivated by the fact that this allows for new and rather different decay
modes. In particular, for the scalar leptoquarks S1 and S3 all decays allowed at leading power
violate fermion number by two units, where the decay modes allowed at subleading order
conserve fermion number. In generic New Physics models both options are allowed.

We have solved the RG evolution equations for the SCET basis operators to resum the large
(double and single) logarithmic corrections to the decay rate at leading order in RG-improved
perturbation theory. We have presented numerical estimates of the resummation effects for
some decays of strong phenomenological interest, finding that for all the three leptoquarks
there is a significant effect coming from single logarithmic terms, which tend to compensate
the suppression of the rates from Sudakov double logarithms. The decay rates would change
by as much as 20% if these single logarithmic terms were not properly included.

Finally, we have derived the tree-level matching conditions for the Wilson coefficients of
the two-jet SCET operators (at leading and subleading order in power counting) in concrete
UV models for the three leptoquarks. With the example of a heavy right-handed neutrino
added to the SM, we demonstrate explicitly that the scalar leptoquark S1 can have both
fermion-number violating and fermion-number conserving decay modes, which are described
by leading and subleading SCET operators, respectively. Which decay modes are most relevant
for phenomenology depends on the model parameters.

While previous applications of the SCET-BSM framework developed in [57] have focused
on heavy new particles that are singlets under the SM [58, 59], with this work we have extended
the formalism to describe exotic heavy particles carrying non-trivial SM charges. In this case,
the fields for the heavy resonances themselves must be defined in a heavy-particle effective
theory. This work thus lays the theoretical foundations for further applications of the SCET-
BSM framework to study heavy degrees of freedom not contained in the SM.
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A Anomalous dimensions for three-jet operators

It is not difficult to extract from the master formula (76) the anomalous dimensions of three-jet
operators in the SCET formalism. We now illustrate this for the case of the scalar leptoquark
S1, for which the relevant operators have been defined in (43). Using momentum conservation,
we can rewrite the argument of the second cusp logarithm in the master formula in the form

2v · p1 =
1

MS1

[
M2

S1
+m2

1 − (MS1v − p1)2
]
≈
M2

S1
−m2

23

MS1

, (A.1)

and similarly for other scalar products. We obtain

Γd̄RΦ̃†LLS1
= −3

4
γ(2)

cusp

(
ln

µ2

m2
ΦL

+ iπ

)
+

1

6
γ(1)

cusp ln
m2
dL

m2
dΦ

−
(

4

3
γ(3)

cusp +
1

9
γ(1)

cusp

)
ln

µMS1

MS1 −m2
ΦL

+
1

6
γ(1)

cusp ln
M2

S1
−m2

dL

M2
S1
−m2

dΦ

+ γS1 + γLL + γΦ + γdR ,

ΓQ̄LΦνRS1
= −

(
3

4
γ(2)

cusp +
1

12
γ(1)

cusp

)(
ln

µ2

m2
QΦ

+ iπ

)

− 4

3
γ(3)

cusp ln
µMS1

M2
S1
−m2

Φν

+
1

18
γ(1)

cusp ln
µMS1

M2
S1
−m2

Φν

− 1

6
γ(1)

cusp ln
µMS1

M2
S1
−m2

Qν

+ γS1 + γΦ + γQL ,

Γd̄RBνRS1
= −

(
4

3
γ(3)

cusp +
1

9
γ(1)

cusp

)
ln

µMS1

M2
S1
−m2

Bν

+ γS1 + γB + γdR .

(A.2)
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