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Abstract

The study of B — D*7; angular distribution can be used to get information
about new physics, which has been motivated by the presence of various B anoma-
lies. However, the inability to measure precisely the three-momentum of tau hinders
this process, as the tau decay contains one or more undetected neutrinos. In this
work, we present a measurable angular distribution of B — D*7, by consider-
ing the additional decay 7 — v iy, where ¢ € {e,u}. The full process used is
B — D*(— Dr)7(— v, )i, where only the £ and D* are reconstructed, and a fit
to the experimental angular distribution of this process can be used to extract in-
formation on new physics parameters. To demonstrate, we generate simulated data
for this process and perform a sensitivity study to obtain the expected statistical
errors on new physics parameters from experiments in the near future. We obtained
a sensitivity of the order of 5% for the right-handed current and around 6% for the
tensor current. In addition, we use the recent lattice QCD data on B — D* form
factors and obtain correlations between form factors and new physics parameters.
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1 Introduction

Among its many quirks, the flavour structure of the Standard Model (SM) remains
the least understood. There is no understanding of the quark and lepton masses
and mixings, including CP violation. This suggests that new physics (NP) must
be present to explain the flavour structure of the SM. Additional states like sterile
neutrinos or dark sector particles can enlarge the flavour sector. Results from various
flavour physics experiments can give clues to the underlying flavour structure of the
SM and of NP through observations of virtual effects from new states in various
processes.

One of the outstanding puzzles of the flavour structure of the SM is the existence
of three families of quarks and leptons. The quarks and leptons are produced as
flavour eigenstates and one has to make unitary transformations to the mass basis.
In the mass basis, tree-level flavour changing charged current transitions occur but
there are no tree-level Flavour Changing Neutral Current (FCNC) processes. A
crucial assumption behind this result is that the gauge bosons in the SM couple
equally to the three generations of quarks and leptons. This assumption has to
be tested. The assumption of universal gauge interactions of the leptons is under
tension from results in semileptonic B decays known as the B anomalies. The B
anomalies appear in both the charged and neutral current semileptonic B decays.
In the charged current decays, the processes B — D¢~ and B — D*{~ i, with
the leptons ¢ = e, u, 7 are simple tree-level processes in the SM. There can be
tree-level NP contributions in these decays through the exchange of new mediators
like the charged Higgs [IHI1], extra gauge bosons [12HI7] and leptoquarks [18-23].
Lepton flavour universality of the gauge interactions can be tested through the
measurements of the following ratios

rR(p) = BB=DTU) pipe
B(B — DI~ Vg)

B(B — D*r~ ;)
B(B — D*K_Dg) '

Over the years, measurements of these ratios [24H32] have shown deviations from
the SM expectations [33] as shown in F igur Including correlations, one finds that
the deviation is at the level of 3.310 from the SM predictions. This is known as the
R(D) — R(D*) puzzle and is the main motivation for this work.

However, for a better context of the anomalies, it is pertinent to discuss the
neutral current anomalies also. Over the last decade, there have been several mea-
surements of branching ratios and angular observables involving the semileptonic
decay b — s0T0~ (¢ = p,e) [44H53] that are in disagreement with the SM predic-
tions [33]. Initially, it appeared that only the b — su™ ™ decays were affected by NP
and this was clear evidence of lepton universality violating NP. However, updated
measurements by LHCD of the ratios R(K) and R(K™*), that test for lepton-flavour
universality, now agree with the SM [54, 55]. At this point, though the branching
ratios and angular observables for b — su™p~ processes are still discrepant from
the SM, the lepton universality violating (LUV) ratios seem to be consistent with
the SM, indicating that NP, if present, is lepton universal at least in the muon
and electron sectors. Note that the branching ratios and angular observables for
b — suTp~ processes can be explained by charm loop contributions, though this
framework also has its theoretical challenges and can be tested with more data.
Now, the most promising NP explanation of the neutral current anomalies is that
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Figure 1: 68% confidence limit (CL) contours of R(D)— R(D*) values, as measured by different
experiments(BaBar [34] [35], Belle [36]* [37]> [38]" [39]¢, Belle II [40] and LHCb [AT1]* [42]> [43]°).
The experimental values of R(D) and R(D*) exceed the SM prediction by about 1.7¢ and 2.50,
respectively.

the NP contributes equally to b — su™pu~ and b — sete™ but has its source in
nonuniversal NP, including LUV NP connected to the third generation with RGE
effects producing equal contributions to b — su™pu~ and b — sete™ [56-59]. A
model to generate equal contributions to b — su™p~ and b — seTe” from NP af-
fecting third-generation physics operators was proposed much earlier [60]. In many
models, NP in the charged current and neutral current semileptonic decays are con-
nected (see [61) [62]) and so a clear understanding of the R(D) — R(D*) puzzles will
likely also have implications for the anomalies in the neutral current sector.

The decays B — D7~ 0, and B — D*7~ i, are tree-level decays, and so have
larger branching ratios than the loop-induced FCNC decays. Increased statistics
from experiments will allow one to measure the angular distributions in these de-
cays with more data and, consequently, more sensitivity to NP effects. One of the
issues with a 7 lepton in the final state is that, unlike the light leptons, the 7 is
reconstructed from its decay products. Since the decay of the 7 involves a neutrino,
there are at least two neutrinos in the final state from the B decay. Thus, the 7
rest frame cannot be fully reconstructed. Hence, the angular distributions have to
be expressed in terms of the visible daughter states from the 7 decay. A first step
in this direction was taken in Ref. [63] where the two body 7 decay 7= — 7~ v, was
considered. In this work, we extend our analysis to the three-body leptonic decay
of the 7, which is 7 — fv, vy, where ¢ € {e, u}. The ¢’s four-momentum is measured



in the W rest frame, as the 7 rest frame cannot be reconstructed. In the following,
unless explicitly stated, ¢ denotes both e and pu. The procedure we follow starts
from an effective theory description of NP in terms of dimension-six operators, us-
ing which we work out the angular distribution in terms of the kinematic variables
of the visible final states. We assume that the 7 decay is not affected by NP. We de-
rive the analytic expression for the angular distribution. We also present sensitivity
studies of NP Wilson coefficients based on simulated data. Global fits have been
performed to obtain constraints on right-handed, pseudoscalar, and tensor currents,
where observables like R(D™)), D*) polarization fraction, B(B, — 77) etc are used
— see for example Refs. [64] [65]. Our analysis provides sensitivities of the same or-
der as in these global fits and will improve as more data from experiments becomes
available.

The paper is organized in the following manner. In Section[2] we describe the NP
effective Hamiltonian. In Section 3, we calculate the amplitude and phase space to
derive the analytic expression for the angular distribution of B — D*(— Dr)7(—
lv,p)v-. In Section 4l we describe the generation of simulated data and perform
a sensitivity study to obtain the expected sensitivities to NP couplings based on
likelihood analyses from future experiments. Finally, in Section [5| we summarize
our work and present our conclusions.

2 Effective Hamiltonian

We start with the most general low energy effective Hamiltonian at the my scale for
b — clvp transition containing all dimension six, four-fermion operators, assuming
no right-handed neutrinod'}

4G
Hepp = NG

where Vi, Vg, S, P, T indicate the left-handed, right-handed, scalar, pseudoscalar,
and tensor terms, respectively. The corresponding operators are given as

—=Vu[Cy, OF, + C},, O, + C50§ + CHO% + CLOY), (1)

Oy, = (@y"br)(Cryuver)
Oy, = (€r""br)(CLuver)

0§ = (eb)(Crver) (2)
Op = (&°b)(Crvar)

O% = (¢ra"br,)(Lrouwvir)

where ¥ /r = (1 F 75)¢/2 with ¢ = {¢,b,¢,v}. In the SM, Cy, = 1, while the
rest of the Wilson coefficients are null. We ignore the superscript £ in the following
discussion.

!Sometimes a slightly different form of the effective Hamiltonian is used — see Ref. [66]



3 Angular distribution calculation of B — D*(—
Dr)1(— lv,vp)v; decay

In this section, we detail the calculation of the angular distribution of the B —
D*(— Dm)1(— Lv;vp)v; decay by following a similar calculation done for the case
of B — D*(— Dr)7(— 7). [63]. As explained in this paper, the challenge of
studying the angular distribution of this decay comes from the fact that the 7 decay
contains one or more neutrinos. Therefore, we cannot precisely measure the three-
momentum (magnitude and direction) of the 7. Consequently, we cannot measure
the helicity angles of its decay products in its rest frame, as the rest frame of 7 is
unknown. Therefore, in this work, we attempt to solve this issue by moving to the
W rest frame from the 7 rest frame to measure the ¢ angles, where this ¢ € {e, u}
is the only detectable particle coming from the 7 decay. The B-meson decay rate is
given by

1
dl' = —— [ dIL,|M|?
sar [ s Q

where M is the decay amplitude, presented in Section and dII,, is the n-body
phase space element, detailed in Section Using all these elements, we write
the full measurable angular distribution for the B decay by integrating over non-
observable quantities in Section

3.1 Amplitude calculation

The specific process used to calculate the distribution is BY — D**(— D n")W~(—
T~ U;), with 77 — ¢~ pyv;, shown in Figure [2l The quark-level diagram for this pro-
cess, with a d-quark spectator, is shown in Figure[3] The decay rates for B-mesons
with other spectator quarks are calculated in the same way, so we skip the charge
and flavour subscripts in the following. The amplitude is given by

G * * = D\ [~
M= 3 SEVADAID" o)D" Qe (1 = 7B @y (1 =)
oo @
F, o 5 _ 5
X —(Uy 1-— U ) (UpYa (1 — U, ).
\/5( (1= )ur) (el = 77)vg,)
The first line is the B — D*(— D7)7v, decay amplitude, and the second line

gives the 7 — fv; 7y decay amplitude. We define the following quantities to simplify
the amplitude:

P(Ap-) = e (Ap-)(pp)o = 5

e (Ap-)TY? = (D*(\p+)|evu(1 — 7°)b|B), (5)
Ry, = (7 (1= 7")ur) (@y* (1 = 5")s, ) (@va(l = 7°)vg,)-

(Dm|D*(Ap~)),
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Figure 2: Decay angles for the B — D*77, decay, where 0p is the angle between the direction
of the D meson and the direction opposite to that of B meson, in the D* meson rest frame.
Similarly, 8y is the angle between the direction of £ and the direction opposite to that of B meson
in the virtual W rest frame. x, is the angle between two decay planes. The plane on the left
is formed by ¢ and B vectors in the W rest frame, while the one on the right is formed by the
D and B vectors in the D* rest frame. Note that, the W first decays to a 7 and a v,. The 7
subsequently decays to £vyr,. The angles of the 7 three-momentum are not observable. Hence,
they are not shown. Yet, they appear in the intermediate computation steps and need to be
integrated away to write an observable angular distribution.

The amplitude then becomes [

1 1
2 — M2+ iM,T, p%. — M2, +iMp-Tp-

< 3" Pp(Ap)epy.(Ap- )Ty RY, .

Ap=

M = G%VcbgD*pr
(7)

As we can see, the hadronic part (GBB* ()\D*)T;}f) and leptonic part R“L/L are not
Lorentz invariant quantities (because of the pu Lorentz index). Therefore, we have
to use the same reference frame to express them, which is inconvenient. However,
we can separate them by making use of the completeness relation of the W-boson
polarisation vectors ey, which are given as follows:

> Gt m)ely (0)gmn = g™, (8)

mn

where g, is the metric tensor and m,n are the polarisations of the W-boson. For
the W-boson going in negative z-direction in the B rest frame, they are given as

2Note: We have made the D* and 7 propagators explicit by the following replacements:

sy € (Aps)ep (Ap+)
pQD* - M%* -‘rZ'MD*FD* ’

pT+MT
p72— _M7?+7;MTFT.

(6)

UrUr —

D B (Ap-)eps (Ape) =

Ap+



Figure 3: Feynman diagram for b — c¢707 (7 — {v;7;) decay. As an example, we show the case
of BY — D**(— DT a"W~(— 77 1,;), with 7= — £~ v, decay.

[67]:
e (4) = \}i(O,il,—z’,O),
EleV(O) = 1qQ(|(ﬂvOaOa _qo)a (9)

(QOa 07 07 _’q_1)a

1
e (t) = N

where go and ¢ denote the energy and momentum of the W-boson in the B rest
frame. Now, we can separate the hadronic and leptonic pieces as follows:

ED*()\D*)TM’VLRM %3 —eD*()\D*) Bu 9" R;L,VL

— E ED* (Ap+) VL,G*W‘/‘( ) Gmm Elljv(m)Ru,VLv (10)
—— —
Y, b

where H and L are the hadronic and leptonic helicity amplitudes, respectively. By
definition, the leptonic (hadronic) helicity amplitude is simply the projection of the
leptonic (hadronic) amplitude on a basis formed by the (conjugate of) W polari-
sation vectors. As we can see, they both are Lorentz invariant quantities and thus
can be computed in any reference frame. An additional advantage of using these
quantities is that we can now write the helicity amplitudes corresponding to each
NP operator O; (i € {Vi,Vg,S,P,T}) given in Eq. by simply changing the
operator within the matrix element. They are then given as follows:

LyA =LV =L)r
= ey (m)(@eva(l = )05, (@, v (1 = )P (1 = 7°)vs, )5
ISP _S_ P (11)
= (@Ya(l =705, (T, Y (1 = 7°) M7 (1 = 7°)vy, ),
Lg’m = _ZEW( ) ( )(ﬂ ( 5)1}1%)(&1/7—/70[(1 - VB)MTO',LW(l - 75)7—7177—)-



22 (@) = 6 (m) (D (-, ep- (Ap)) [ev,(1 — )bl B(ps)) ,

é,f;l(f) = e;1(m)(D*(pp~, ep~ (Ap+)) |ev,(1 +7°)b| B(pB)) ,
HE” (¢%) = (D*(pp+. ep- (Ap+)) |eb| B(ps)) . (12)
HY? (¢?) = (D*(pp+, ep- (Ap+)) |&v°b B(pg)) ,

H2: (¢°) = i ()it (n)(D* (pp+, ep- (Ap+)) [eo,u (1 — 7°)b| B(ps)).

The ¢ in the tensor helicity amplitude is a conventional choice, which also helps
to make the helicity amplitude real. To compensate, a —i is put in the leptonic
tensor amplitude. The expression of hadronic helicity amplitudes in terms of form
factors is given in Appendix We find that the scalar helicity amplitude HQD*
vanishes [18], and thus, we do not write the corresponding amplitude anymore. The
amplitude modulus square in terms of helicity amplitudes is written as

1

2 4 2 2
= Grl|V * -
’M| F| Cb| 9D T e Mos

5(p7 — M?)

T

1
Sy m6(phe — Mp.)

x| > P(Ap-) [CSHQD* L3P 4+ CpHpP L + Ov, Y grm HYP o L

Vp,m~m (13)

Ap*
2

)

Ap*x F Ap*x T
+ CVR Z gmmHV;mLxLA + CT Z gmmgnnHT?nan;m]
m

m,n

where in the last step, we have used the narrow-width approximation on both 7 and
D* propagators. The most interesting terms are the interference terms containing
Cy, . This is because NP terms, if they exist, are expected to be small (Cyp < 1).
Squares of NP terms will be even smaller, giving negligible effects to be seen by
experiments. However, there is a better chance that interference terms such as
Cy, Cnp will be found (Cy, = 1 for SM) in experiments, so we will focus on such
terms in our analysis.

3.2 Phase space calculation of B — D*(— Dm)7(— (v 1)1,
decay

In the process under consideration, the B — D*(— D7)7(— fv,i)v, decay, the
final state has six particles, out of which three are neutrinos. Thus, only three
particles are observable. Usually, the helicity angles are measured in the rest frame
of the parent particle. For example, the angle of the D-meson, 6p, is measured in
the rest frame of its parent particle D*. However, in the case of 7 — fv, 1y, we
cannot do that as the 7 direction is not known in the experiment. Therefore, we
work instead in the W-rest frame, which can be determined from the hadronic side
of the B decay. Thus, we work in the W rest frame for the leptonic part and in the
D* rest frame for the hadronic part.

The decay rate is given by Eq. , where the phase space element dII,, is now a
6-body element. Using recursion relations to decompose the phase space elements,
we get

a1ty — 40 AP Az
2r 2w 27 (14)
x dIIZ (B — D*W)dIIY" (D* — Dr)dIlY (W — 70, )dII5 (T — Lv ),




where ¢ = p%[,, where pyy is the four-momentum of the W-boson. Each phase space
element is calculated below.

Let us consider a general decay Py(pg) — Pi(p1)P2(p2). In the Py centre of mass
frame, its phase space element can be written as [68]

d*p1 d3ps
dity = 2m)46%(po — p1 —
2 /(27r)32E1 GmyaE, 270 (o =P —p2)

(15)
1 d|p1]d)
_ 2/|p1‘ |p1| 15(‘ﬁ1’—’ﬁl|r00t)7
My
where
} N(MZ, M2, M3
|p1|root = \/ ( 5 : 2) (16)

2M, ’

with A(x, vy, 2) = 22 +y? + 22 — 2(xy + y2z + zz) being the Killen function [69]. Here,
we have used the following property of the delta function:

5(51; - xroot)

‘f/(l‘root” ’

where Zyoot, is the root of f(x) = 0. Using this result, we can write the phase space
elements for W, B and D* decays as follows:
drr,"

We obtain the phase space of W — (7, in the W rest frame, so its four-
momentum becomes g = (ﬁ, 0,0,0).

o(f(x)) = (17)

ddpé d3pu
dHW 0 ) 454 o o
/ 2m)32E, 27r)32E,;Z( 70 = pe=pa)
(18)
|pé|d|p£|dﬂe5(|p€| - My )
d 2\7
where d€)y = dcos6pdy,, with 8, and y, shown in Figure
drr”
The phase space of D* — D is calculated in the D* rest frame.

. d*pp d3p
Y = " 2m)%4(ppr — pp — P
dily /(27r)32ED (277)32E7r( m) 0 (pp =P ~ Pr)

(19)
VAR, M3, M2)

2Mp+ )

|pD|d|pD’dCOS9D5(| il —
MD* pD

where in the last step, we have also integrated over the azimuthal angle xp, and 6p
is shown in Figure
drg

We solve the phase space of B — D*W in the B rest frame, where ¢ = (qo, q) is
momentum of W.

3 3
g = / ( o 1 (27)*6*(pB — pp* — q)

2m)32Ep+ (2m)32q
- " 2 A2 2
2(2) Mg b 2Mp '

10



dITg”™
The phase space for the 7 — £,y decay can be written as

JILT — / d’p,  dpy,  dp,
3 (2m)32E, (27)32E5, (27)32E,,

2m)**(pr —pe —po, —pu,)- (21)

To integrate over the two neutrinos, we define the following integral for a process
P(k) = Pi(p1) P2 (p2):

3 3
fos = / 2ch (g:r)i% 2Ei(];jr)3 (P1)a(p2)s(2m) 6" (01 +p2 — K)O(K?),  (22)

where O is the Heaviside step function. Usually, this function is not written explic-
itly, as in most cases, it does not have an impact on the final answer. However, in
this phase space element, the Heaviside function would play an important role in
the calculation of f-energy limits, as we will see in Section [3.3] This integral has a
general form

I = Ak?gap + Bkoksg, (23)
which allows us to define two Lorentz invariant quantities
Lpg™® = 4AK* + BK?,  I,5k°k? = Ak* + BE*. (24)

Let us now evaluate these quantities. We choose the centre of mass frame of particles
P, and P, (which we consider to be massless). Therefore,

oY = (pil,p1),  ph = (Ipil, —pi), k = (E},0,0,0). (25)

The first integral is

QMWZ/ Por_dp2 () 0m)A (o1 + po — HYOURR)
2E1 (27‘(‘)3 2E2(27T)3

1 2
B

(26)

and the second integral is

o d*py d*py
Tagk*h" = / 2E, (27)3 2E5(27)3 (p1.p2)*(27)*6" (p1 + p2 — k)O(K?)

11
O
Am)2 2"k

(27)

—

Now putting Eq. and Eq. in Eq. , we can solve the two equations to

get (using k? = E?) A = (471T)Q% and B = ﬁ% Therefore, the integral is

152/ Tp__dp: (P1)a(p2)(27) 16" (p1 + p2 — k)O(K?)
“ 26 (2m)3 2E5(2m)3 ¢
1 7
= - 2kaks).

(28)

11



Now to use this result in Eq. , we identify P; and P> as v, and Uy, respectively
(changing 1 < 2 will lead to the same result). By doing this, we get

[ o (o )3(25)'8* (1) ~ o~ o )0~ p0))
2E,7€(27T)3 QEVT(QTF)?’ ve)a\Pv; )3 T {4 17 Vr T ?
1 = 9
= - I\ — « 2(pr — a\Pr — .
(47T)26[(p Pe)°gap + 2(0r — Pe)a(pr — pe)g]
(29)
Therefore, we get
1 /
HTq(S:i E2 — M2d4dE,dQ - 2
d 3pwpuT 96(27T)4/ V4 éd Ed 56((29 pf)) (30)

x [(pT —p0)%9°° +2(pr — po)” (pr — pe)‘s] :

with d€)y = dcospdxy. The calculation of limits of Ej is non-trivial in the W rest
frame, as discussed below.

3.3 Kinematical range of £, in 7 — (v,v, decay in the W
rest frame

The calculation of the kinematical range of Fy, is a bit subtle in this case, as the
limits depend upon other variables, too. Recalling the step function ©((p, — p;)?)
that we have in Eq. , to have a nonzero value of this function, the following
condition must be satisfied:

(pr —pe)? > 0. (31)

In the W rest frame, let us define the angle between 7 and ¢ by 6,,. Then, the
above inequality gives

2E, By — M2 — M2
2|57 |\ Ef — M}

cosf,p > (32)

where all the energies and momentums are in the W rest frame, and the value of

|57 | is given in Eq. (3F)), and E, = \/[p;|? + M2. Since 1 > cosfr; > —1, we get,

— 2 _ 2 4 2.2
2B, B — MP - MP B> M —|—2M£2q . (33)
2|p, |/ E} — M7 2MZ\/q

Whenever the above inequality is satisfied, the lower limit of cos8,, will be given
by the expression given in Eq. . Conversely, whenever the inequality is not
satisfied, the lower limit of cos,, is —1.

The next step is to find the upper and lower limits of Ey. The lower limit can
simply be inferred by putting the ¢ at rest, giving Fy iy = M,. The upper limit

. . . . q>+M?
can be found by putting cosf., = 1 in Eq. (31)), which gives us Efmax = 2ﬁ .
q
Using these limits and that from Eq. (33)), the range of integration can be split into

12
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Figure 4: The two regions of phase space integration in ¢?> and E,. The blue region corresponds
to Range 1, and the orange region corresponds to Range 2, where Range 1 and Range 2 are
given in Table

Range E, limits cos 6., limits
Range 1 (R1) M, <E, < AfMJ;—A\J/E_qZ —1<cosb,, <1
Range 2 (R2) MIAMIG o, < €M 2B B MEME o <

2M2\/_ - = \/— 2\, |\/E3— M3

Table 1: The two ranges of integration, with E, and cos ., limits in the W rest frame.

two parts [70]. The limits are given in Table (I} and the corresponding phase space
integration region is shown in Figure [4]

Finally, we note that the limits in the Table[I| are given in terms of cos ., while
the differential decay rate in Eq. is given in terms of cos 6, (the angle between
and opposite of the B direction in the W rest frame, which we define as the z-axis.)
However, given that both of the definitions are in the same reference frame, we can
switch between the two with a simple rotation of coordinate axes. Also, since the
phase space integral measure in Eq. is rotationally invariant, we can simply
work in a frame where the z-axis is rotated along the ¢ direction and use the limits
given in Table

3.4 Angular distribution expression

Putting together the phase space elements from Eqs. , , and , and
the amplitude given in Eq. in the decay rate formula (Eq. (3)), we get

dl’
dq?dEydQyd cos 0 pdQ)-
_ 3 GE|Valnew|? B(D* — Dm)B(1 — Lv;0g) Ef|pp- ||p-|
~ 32 PP MEME? (39

x> My, + My, + Mp + Mgl

)\é,ﬁéal"r:’jr
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where

VAME, MR, ¢?) VA M M) g

D = D = = 77- .
(35)
The amplitudes My, v, pr are given as follows:
A
My, =Cy, Y PQo+) Y. gaHPLLYY, (36)
Apx=+,0 A=t,+,0
My, =Cvy > POp) Y gnHE LYY, (37)
Apr=+,0 A=t,£,0
Mp=Cp > PQp)Hpr" LF, (38)
Apr=,0
Ap
Mp=Cr > PQp) >, > gugvnHpB Ly (39)
Ap+==+,0 A=t, 4,0 N'=t,%,0

The SM branching fraction expressions of D* — Dm and 7 — fv, 7y used in Eq.
are given as follows:

G2 M5

9%)*D \17D’3
B(D* — D) = === —-——— B(r — lv.iy) = 192773F

40
GWM%* Ip-’ (40)

In Eq. , the helicity angles of the 7 still appear, which are not measurable

in experiments. Therefore, to write the measurable angular distribution, we must
integrate out these angles after putting the amplitudes from Eq. in Eq. .
However, as explained in Section there are two ranges of integration (R1 and

R2) of cos @, and E;. To obtain the full distribution, we need to integrate over the

two ranges separately and add the results at the end. The final measurable angular
distribution is then written as follows:

dU" (B — D*(— Dm)1~ (= (ow,)o,)  3G% |Viy|? Inew|*Mp-B(D* — Dr)B( — (v,;)

dwdEydcos O pdcos Oydx B 16(4m)> MEME|pp|?
Vo I ()L E

V14712 —2wr
+ (J3,sin? Op + J5. cos® Op) cos 26,

{J{S sin?0p 4 Ji.cos’ Op

+ J3 sin? O sin® 0, cos 2y
+ J} sin 26 p sin 26, cos x¢ + J5 sin 20 p sin 6, cos xy
+ (JEgsin® Op + J§, cos® Op) cos Oy
+ J7 sin 20p sin 6, sin x + Jg sin 20 p sin 26, sin
+ Jg sin? Op sin® 6, sin 2)@},

(41)

where r = Mp+/Mp, and we have changed the variable from ¢? to w using the
following relation:

W = VR.Up* = Mgy (42)
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We have put the superscript ”r” over I and J to keep track of the range of integration
to use, R1 and R2. That is to say, when r = R1(R2), it implies that the above
decay rate has been obtained by integrating cos, using the limits given in the
first(second) row of Table [I} and while integrating over Ey in subsequent steps, we
should use the limits given in the first(second) row of Table |1, This leads to two
sets of J-functions, JR and JR2, with i € {1s, 1c, 2s,2c, 3,4,5, 65, 6¢,7,8,9}. These
J functions are functions of Ey and ¢? (or w). Since these expressions are very long,
they are given in a Mathematica file, available on the following link:

Link to Mathematica file

Here, we give a table showing which combination of NP Wilson coefficients
appear in which J-function.

J function || LH LH-RH LH-PS LH-T
Jis CY, | | Re(Cy, CY,) 0 Re(Cv, C7)
J1c C?,| | Re(Cv,CY,) | Re(Cv,Cp) | Re(Cy, CF)
Jos ICY, | | Re(Cy, CY,) 0 Re(Cv, C7)
Joe ICP. | | Re(Cy,CY,) 0 Re(Cy, C%)
J3 CY, | | Re(Cv, Cyr,) 0 Re(Cv, C7)
J4 CY, | | Re(Cv, Cyr,) 0 Re(Cv, C7)
Js5 ICF. | | Re(Cy, CY.) | Re(Cy,Cp) | Re(Cy, C7)
Js CY, | 0 0 Re(Cv, C7)
J6c ICF. | | Re(Cy, Cy.) | Re(Cy,Cp) | Re(Cy, CF)
Jr 0 Im(Cy, Cy,) | Im(Cy, Cp) | Im(Cy, C7)
Jg 0 Im(Cy, Cy,.) 0 Im(Cy, C7)
Jo 0 Im(Cy, Cy,.) 0 Im(Cy, C7)

Table 2: J-function dependence on NP Wilson coefficients.

4 TUnbinned angular analysis of B — D*(—
Dm)r(— lv,v;)v; with simulated data

In this section, we perform an unbinned analysis of B — D*(— Dn)7(— fv )0,
to investigate the sensitivity to NP parameters. In our calculations, we will neglect
the mass of i, thus treating e and p on the same footing. In the end, we will justify
this approximation by discussing the impact of adding p mass in the calculation.
Since there is no actual experimental data available for the angular distribution
of B — D*(— Dn)7(— fv,p); decay, to demonstrate the analysis, we will gener-
ate simulated data for the angular distribution. To generate this data, we use all the
fitted parameters (i.e. form factors and V) by Belle [71] from B — D*(— Dn)fy,
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decay case as truth value$’} and put them in the distribution obtained in Section
to get simulated data for angular distribution of B — D*(— Dw)1(— fv.0;)0,
decay. The method to generate simulated data is described in Appendix [C] During
the fit, we will add lattice QCD data for form factors [72][73] and constrain |V |
and B — D*77, branching ratio by their global averages. We disregard the central
values of NP parameters, as they are majorly constrained by the simulated data.
Thus, deviations of NP coefficients from zero should not be considered as a signal for
NP. However, the statistical errors and the correlations between the measurements
that we obtain using this method are reliable.

Before moving to unbinned analysis, let us examine the information we can
obtain through binned analysis. For this, we checked the decay rates with only one
visible kinematic variable, for example dI'/dz, where  can be ¢*, E;,cosfp,cos b,
or xy. However, we found that integration over the remaining kinematic variables
resulted in a drastic loss of information, and these observables were barely sensitive
to different NP scenarios. For illustration, we give the plots of dI'/dq? and dI'/dE;,
in Figure 6l We found that when normalised to the fully integrated decay rate, the
plots were very close to each other for reasonable values of NP Wilson coefficients
(i.e. of O(1)). It would be impossible to compare it to experimental data, where
solely the form factor error effects would mask any NP signature. Therefore, we
proceed directly to the unbinned analysis.

4.1 Unbinned maximum likelihood method

Let us now illustrate how to perform the unbinned fit with the maximum likelihood
method. While the method is similar to that of [74, [75] for B — D*(— Dn )l
case, we need to take care of the fact that we now have two sets of J-functions,
corresponding to two ranges of integration of ¢ energy.

We start by obtaining the normalised Probability Density Function (PDF) in
terms of the 11 x 2 independent angular observables JZ.R1 and Jim. For this, we first
give the expression of the decay rate (Eq. ) integrated over all the angles

dr* 3 GE|Val lnew|*Mp-B(D* = Dr)B(r — lv,i)
dwdE,  16(47)> MZMS|ppl|?

. 1PD=(W)||Pr (w) | E¢ 8T

V1I+r2 —2wr 9

where 1 is R1 or R2 corresponding to the two integration ranges of Fy as defined in
Table |1} As usual, the total decay rate is the sum of both decay rates.
At this point, let us define the following quantities

(43)

(6‘]{5 + 3‘]{0 - 2‘]55 - ch)

M$+Me2q2 (w)

DD+ _'7' E w
i(w) = PPN ["a2ViZer g w1, )4, (44)
V14+r2=2wr Ju !

4

a*(w)+M,
o (w7 (w)| B [0
Ji(w) = P 1(+ "2_2 | /MLLQ 2y Bedi (w, Eo)dE, (45)
7“ wr 2M2+/q2 (w)

3Since the Belle results do not give the value of F, we take its value from Fermilab Lattice data [72].
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dr/dg?
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, — Cr=-0.1
1x107"7
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Figure 5: Decay rates as a function of ¢?> and Ej for different NP scenarios. On normalizing
with the decay rates, the plot shapes are very similar. Therefore, such 1-dimensional analyses
are insensitive to NP.
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where we use Eq. in the integration limits. In these equations, we have collected
all the w-dependent quantities and integrated the J-functions over the two ranges of
E;. We can add the above two quantities (as the integration range of w is common
for both of them) to define

j,(w) = Jli(w) + J”i(w). (46)
The total decay rate as a function of w is
ar 3 GE Vo2 [new|2Mp-B(D* — Dm)B(1 — (v 7))
dw  16(4r7)5 M2 MS[fp|? )

x %” (671a(w) + BT1c(w) — 2as(w) — Joc(w))

Then, we divide the total w range of integration into 10 bins and integrate over
each w-bin to define the integrated decay rate as

3 G%|Val| Inew[*Mp-B(D* — Dr)B(T — lv,)

e Ta(any MRl P (48)
X %T (6<jls>w—bin + 3(J1e)w—bin — 2(Jos)eo—bin — <j20>w—bin)
where
Gduetin= [ Jiw)du (49)

Hereafter, the index ”w-bin” is implicit. The normalised PDF for each w-bin now
can be written by the new normalised angular coefficients (g) = (g;) as

R 9 r1 )
fia(cosOp,cosbp,x0) = =2 =(1 — 3(g1c) + 2(g2s) + (g2c)) sin® Op + (g1c) cos® Op
(9) 87 6

+ ({g2s) sin? Op + (gac) cos? Op) cos 26,
+ (g3) sin® Op sin? B, cos 2x¢ + (g4) sin 20 sin 26, cos x;
+ {gs) sin 20 sin 6 cos x¢ + ({ges) sin® Op + (gec) cos® Op) cos Oy
+ (g7) sin 20p sin 0, sin x¢ + (gs) sin 20 p sin 26y sin x;
+ (go) sin? fp sin” §; sin 2)@}
(50)

where ~

(i)
(Jis) +3(J1c) — 2(Jas) — (Jac)
Then, we can write the log-likelihood to determine the angular coefficients (g) from
the data:

l9) = ¢ (51)

N
LU) =D In fiz(e) (52)
1=1

where e; denotes the experimental events in (cos fp, cos 0y, x¢) and N are the number
of events for each w-bin. The best-fit value for (g;) is obtained by maximising the
likelihood

oL

=0 (53)




The inverse of the covariance matrix is obtained as
0L
Vil = - S
9(9:)0(9;) (gi)=(94) it
Eq. provides the 11x11 matrix for each w-bin. There are 10 such matrices

since we have 10 bins in w. The method to generate covariance matrices for a
simple sensitivity study is described in Appendix [C|

(54)

4.2 Fitting the theory parameters with the simulated
data together with the lattice inputs

The procedure followed for a x? fit is similar to that for the B — D*(— Dn)fy,
decay, as done in [75]. Instead of performing a Toy Monte Carlo with generated
events, we obtain directly (g;)s; as well as Vj; from the normalised PDF f@ with
truth inputs (i.e. the fitted form factors and V. in [76] as mentioned earlier). Note
that the the (§)g; is obtained from B — D*{uv, data, not B — D*ri, data. Thus,
the central values of NP parameters obtained from this data are not reliable, but
the statistical errors and correlations are trustworthy. The detailed procedure is
given in the Appendix [C|

Using the generated (g;)ax and Vi;, we can fit the theory parameters to the
‘experimentally’ obtained angular coefficients and their correlations by using the
following x?:

Xanle(aBGIn Cnp) = (55)

Z [Nw binV; <<ngp> <9§h(5BGL,CNP)>) ((9§Xp>—(gﬁh(FlBGhCNP»)}

w—bin=1

w—bin

where V is the scaled covariance matrix, Ny, _pin are the number of events in the
w-bin and (g;"") is the best-fit value of the angular coefficients (see Appendix [C]
for details) while (g!"(@paL,Cxp)) are the theoretical expressions, which depend
on the form factors (dpgr,) and NP Wilson coefficients (Cxp). We use the BGL
form factors, where the BGL parameters are dggr, = (a%,a%,afl,a;?) given in
Eq. . They are described in Appendix [B] Note that as Xingle term is made from
the normalised angular coefficients, the overall constants such as V., gets canceled.

As mentioned before, an experimental analysis for this decay has not yet been
performed. Till now, Belle has around 350 events with 770fb=! of integrated lu-
minosity, obtained via semileptonic tagging method [39]. Roughly speaking, the
hadronic tagging method can give us about twice as many events as the semilep-
tonic tagging method. Therefore, by combining data from both methods, we can
have roughly 1000 events. On the other hand, Belle II also expect to have the same
integrated luminosity in a few years. Therefore, if we combine the data from Belle
and Belle II, we can have about 2000 events for B — D*(— Dx)7(— (v )0,
decay. Therefore, we perform the study with 2000 events, whose distribution in the
10 w-bins is shown in Figure [6]

The second term in the x? comes from the Lattice QCD data. Lattice QCD
can compute the values of the form factors in the low w region. Fermilab-MILC
(FM) and JLQCD collaborations give the values of the four form factors, F' =
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Figure 6: Histogram of number of events in the 10 w-bins, distributed according to the w
distribution of the decay rate. The total number of events is 2000.

(f,9,F1,F2), at these three points: wpy = (1.03.1.10,1.17) for Fermilab-MILC
collaboration and wjrgcp = (1.025.1.060, 1.100) for JLQCD ﬂ They also provide
the 12 x 12 covariance matrix for them. Using these lattice data, we fit the BGL
parameters, dpqy, = (af;, aj,a’t al?), given in Eq. . The x? can be symbolically
written as

X?att(aBGL) = (FBGL(wlatt) - ﬁlatt(wlatt))vi;é(ﬁBGL(wlatt) - Fiatt(wlatt))T, (56)

where latt” is either FM or JLQCD. The Flag; (wiatt) are the form factors evaluated
by the lattice and Vi, is the covariance matrix mentioned above. The ﬁBGL (Wiatt)
are the form factor expanded in terms of the BGL parameters dgqr, and evaluated,
using Eq. , at wiae- We keep terms up to n = 2 in the following. Using the two
relations in Egs. and , we eliminate aO]:1 and ag:Q and we fit 10 parameters.

In addition to constraints from lattice (X12att) and angular distribution data
(Xingle)’ we can also use the branching ratio measurement. We use the average
of B — D*ri; branching ratio obtained by PDG [78], which uses the LHCb [79]
and Belle [80] measurement of the B — D*7; branching ratio in its fit. The mea-
surement values are (1.42 +0.094(stat) £ 0.140(syst)) x 1072 and (2.02%3%- (stat) &
0.37(syst)) x 1072, respectively. The PDG average is given byE|

B®P(B — D*riz;) = (1.58 £ 0.09) x 102 (57)

4Hereafter, we focus only on the results provided by these two collaborations as the result from [77]
is given in terms of the HQET form factors and requires an extra transformation.

®The PDG 2024 [68] gives an average value of (1.45 4+ 0.10) x 1072 for B — D*7v, branching ratio,
despite using the same experimental values in its fit.
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leading to a x? contribution

B™ (dpar, Vi, Cxp) — 0.0158)°
X%(@BGL7‘/Cb,CNP):< (@Bar, Vey, Cnp) > (58)

0.0009

where B (a@pqr, Viy, Cxp) is the theoretical prediction of the branching ratio in-
cluding NP contribution for B — D*77, case. The SM value of the branching ratio
of B — D*7i, obtained using different sets of form factors (Belle, JLQCD and
Fermilab-MILC) are:

B (@geite, Ve, Cxp = 0) = 0.0142
B™(@51.qcp, Var, Cxp = 0) = 0.0121 (59)
B™ (@permitab—M1LC, Veb, Oxp = 0) = 0.0116

where V,;, = 41.78(70) x 1073 is the indirect value obtained by the CKMfitter [81]
group, when its directly measured value is not used. The UTfit [82] value is con-
sistent with that of CKMfitter, but we chose the former as it has a larger error,
making it a more conservative choice. We see that these values of the branching
ratio obtained above fall short of the world average (obtained by experiments) by
about 10 — 20%. This might be just another manifestation of the R(D®*)) anomaly.

To study the effect of V,;, we add an additional constraint to our fit using the
following x? term

|Vb‘77EW — 0.04178 * EW
Xt (Veb) = ( 00070 (60)
Finally, the total x? is
Xonbinned (@BGL: Veb, ONP) = Xangle (@BGL, ONP) + Xing: (@BGL) (61)

+ x3(@scL, Var, Onp) + Xi, (V)

In the following section, we discuss the fit results, with the correlation plots

given in Figures[7] and [§] We only show the fit results of the NP Wilson coefficient

Cv,, pr and |V, as the form factor fit values are compatible with those obtained

in B — D*(— Dn)ly, case in [75]. This is due to the fact that form factors are
mostly constrained by the lattice data, and Xl2att is the same in both fits.

4.3 Fit results

Given that we expect little to no correlation between the different Wilson coefficients
(as the corresponding operators are sufficiently orthogonal to each other), we assume
a single non-zero NP coupling for each fit (i.e. Cy, # 0,Cp # 0 or Cr # 0). For
each NP coupling, we perform two fits, one assuming that it is real and the other
assuming it is imaginary. Let us see the results.

4.3.1 Right-handed model: Cy,, # 0
Cvy is real:ﬂ

6The case of imaginary Cy,, is not presented, as the corresponding x? is too complex to obtain
a minima. However, the expected sensitivity for imaginary Cy, is around the same order as that of
imaginary C7r, as both depend upon almost the same number of observables (J-functions), as can be seen
from Table @
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The fitted results of real Cy,, and |V are given below. We have two sets of fit,
one with JLQCD lattice data (Eq (62))) and one with Fermilab-MILC lattice data
(Eq (63)). The corresponding correlation plots are shown in Figures and
respectively. In both sets, to study the impact of V,; constraint, we perform two
fits, one by keeping the X‘Q/cb term in Eq. , and the other without it.

Fit results from simultaneous fit of simulated data (Cy, # 0) and JLQCD lattice
data yield:

without xi,, : Cy;, = —0.05 4 0.10
Vop = 0.0435 £ 0.0042
with xi,, : Cv, = —0.078 +0.044
Vi, = 0.0421 + 0.0007

(62)

Fit results from simultaneous fit of simulated data (Cy, # 0) and Fermilab-MILC
lattice data yield:

without x,, : Cy;, = —0.126 == 0.095
Vi = 0.0412 £ 0.0035

with xi,, : Cv, = —0.108 +0.047
V., = 0.0420 £ 0.0007

(63)

The most interesting result here is the fact that the sensitivity to Cy,, improves sig-
nificantly when we add the constraint from Vy;, in the x2. The statistical uncertainty
goes from ~ 10% to ~ 4.5%, for the same number of events for both lattice datasets.
This is also visible in Figures [7a] and the size of dotted curve (without X%/cb) is
much larger than the solid curve (with X%/cb). As mentioned before, we expect to
have about 2000 events for this decay in a few years. Therefore, such an analysis
on actual experimental data could yield stringent constraints on right-handed NP
in B — D*7i, for the first time.

4.3.2 Pseudoscalar model: Cp # 0

Cp is real:

The fitted results of real C'p and |V| are given below. As before, we have two
sets of fits, one with JLQCD lattice data (Eq ) and Fermilab-MILC lattice data
(Eq ) The corresponding correlation plots are shown in Figures and
respectively. In both sets, to study the impact of V; constraint, we perform two
fits, one by keeping the X%,d) term in Eq. , and the other without it.

Fit results from simultaneous fit of simulated data (Cp # 0) and JLQCD lattice
data:

without x{,, : Cp = 0.05 +0.19
Vip = 0.0443 £ 0.0018

with xi,, : Cp = 0.25+£0.21
Vop = 0.0423 4 0.0006

(64)
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Fit results from simultaneous fit of simulated data (Cp # 0) and Fermilab-MILC
lattice data:
without x, : Cp = 0.54 +0.28
Vep = 0.0436 + 0.0018
with xi,, : Cp = 0.62 £ 0.22
Vep = 0.0423 £ 0.0007

(65)

This time, there is not much change in the sensitivity of Cp by adding the V,, con-
straint; it stays around 20%. This follows from the fact that the correlation between
these two quantities is much smaller, as can be seen in Figures[7d and [7dl However,
even though we have much fewer events as compared to the B — D*{i, case, the
sensitivity is comparable, as we now have interference terms of Cp with SM term
(i.e. Cy,) in the angular observables. This happens thanks to the sizable 7 mass.

Cp is imaginary:

As can be seen from Table the imaginary Cp only depends on only one
observable (J7). Therefore, the sensitivity to imaginary Cp is quite poor (O(o¢,) ~
200%), and thus, we do not present it here.

4.3.3 Tensor model: Cr # 0

Cr is real:

The fitted results of real Cr and |V3| are given below. Again, we have two sets
of fits, one with JLQCD lattice data (Eq (66)) and one with Fermilab-MILC lattice
data (Eq ) The corresponding correlation plots are shown in Figures|8ajand
respectively. In both sets, to study the impact of V; constraint, we perform two
fits, one by keeping the X%/cb term in Eq. , and the other without it.

Fit results from simultaneous fit of simulated data (Cr # 0) and JLQCD lattice
data:

without xi,, : Cp = 0.012 £ 0.075
Vi, = 0.0449 + 0.0027
with xi,, : Cr = —0.042 £ 0.055
Vap = 0.0423 £ 0.0007

(66)

Fit results from simultaneous fit of simulated data (Cpr # 0) and Fermilab-MILC
lattice data:

without xi,, : Cr = —0.039 & 0.084

Vep = 0.0451 + 0.0027

with x3,, : Cp = —0.058 4 0.061

Vep = 0.0423 £ 0.0007

(67)

Here, we notice a mild decrease in statistical uncertainty in Cr, from ~ 8% to ~ 6%,
by adding the V,; constraint. In addition, as for the pseudoscalar case, the interfer-
ence term between C and SM (Cly, ) survives thanks to the 7 mass. Therefore, even
with less number of events, the sensitivity of Cr is better than that of B — D*{y,

23



case, highlighting the importance of studying the B — D*r, decay. We also find a
stronger correlation between Cr and V., compared to the B — D*{v, case, which
plays a role in providing better sensitivity.

Cr is imaginary:

The fitted results of imaginary Cp and |V,3| are given below. As before, we have
two sets of fits, one with JLQCD lattice data (Eq (68))) and one with Fermilab-MILC
lattice data (Eq ) The corresponding correlation plots are shown in Figures
and [Bd] respectively. In both sets, to study the impact of V,;, constraint, we perform
two fits, one by keeping the X%/cb term in Eq. , and the other without it.

Fit results from simultaneous fit of simulated data (imaginary Cr # 0) and JLQCD
lattice data:

without x{,, : Cr = (0.00 & 0.26)i
Vop = 0.0446 £ 0.0017

with xi,, : Cr = (0.00 + 0.26)
Vi = 0.0424 £ 0.0006

(68)

Fit results from simultaneous fit of simulated data (imaginary Cr # 0) and Fermilab-
MILC lattice data:
without xi,, : Cr = (0.00 + 0.24)i
Vep = 0.0458 £ 0.0019
with x3,, : Cp = (0.00 & 0.24)i
Vep = 0.0426 £ 0.0006

(69)

Thus, in summary, with 2000 events, the best sensitivities can be obtained for the
right-handed and tensor cases. The statistical error on real Cy,, can go as low as
4.5% and about 5.5% for real Cr. With the Belle II upgrade in line, such analyses
would soon be possible and would provide one of the most stringent tests of SM.

Finally, a global comment on V,; (applicable on all the above fits): we can see
in the above fits that in most cases, the |V;| value is higher than the global average
of the exclusive measurement when the constraint from V is not included. The
reason for this is the branching ratio constraint. Recall that in the previous section,
we mentioned that our theoretical prediction and the global average value of the
branching fraction of B — D*ri, differ by about 10 — 20% - in fact, the theoretical
value is on the smaller side. This forces the fit to increase the |V| value to increase
the branching ratio in order to match the global average value.
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Figure 7: Correlation plots between V, and Cyp (NP € {RH,P}) from the combined fit
of simulated data and JLQCD (left column)/Fermilab-MILC (right column) lattice data for
B — D*(— Dn)1(— lv.i)v, case with 2000 events. In all the cases, Cyp is assumed to be
real. The contours indicate a 1o range. The contour with the solid line is obtained by including
the x%/cb constraint (as shown in Eq. (61)), while the contour with dotted line is obtained without
this term in the global fit. The yellow region within the vertical lines shows the 1o interval of

Ve obtained by the CKMfitter group [81].
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Figure 8: Correlation plots between V., and Cp from the combined fit of simulated data and
JLQCD (left column)/Fermilab-MILC (right column) lattice data for B — D*(— Dr)7(—
lv, )0, case with 2000 events. In the first row, Cp is assumed to be real, and in the second
row, imaginary. The contours indicate a 1o range. The contour with the solid line is obtained
by including the X%/(-b constraint (as shown in Eq. ), while the contour with dotted line is
obtained without this term in the global fit. The yellow region within the vertical lines shows
the 1o interval of V obtained by the CKMfitter group [§1].

4.4 Effect of neglecting muon mass

In the calculations above, we neglected the 1 mass, treating e and p on the same
footing. To study the impact of this approximation, we performed the above cal-
culation without ignoring the p mass and compared it with the above results. The
following were our findings:
1. There was negligible change in sensitivity to NP coefficients.
2. The change in x?/dof when we add the muon mass was around 1 — 3%.

3. In the plot of ddng as a function of Ej, the addition of the p mass shifts the start-



ing point of the curve slightly to the right (by M, — M.). However, in B factories,
the lepton detection turns on above 600 MeV in the lab frame and becomes fully
efficient above 800 MeV. Therefore, in such low-energy regions, experiments cannot
detect u.

Thus, in our sensitivity study, we ignored the p mass, as this approximation has
a negligible effect on our results. Yet, for completeness, the theoretical formulas are
given with the lepton mass.

5 Conclusions

The study of semileptonic B decays is crucial in particle physics for several reasons.
Since the final state includes leptons, which interact only through the electroweak
force and can be factorized away from the hadronic part, the theoretical predictions
from the SM are less affected by the QCD effects, making comparisons between
experimental results and theoretical predictions more precise. In addition, they
allow us to determine the CKM matrix parameters important for the study of the
SM and to search for physics beyond the SM. Finally, they provide us with a ground
to test for lepton flavour universality, which is inherently linked to the non-Abelian
SU(2), gauge symmetry of the SM.

Motivated by these factors, in this work, we investigated the potential of the
angular analysis of B — D*77, decay to search for NP in light of the new lattice
QCD data on the B — D* form factors. A complete angular distribution study
cannot be performed experimentally, as 7 is not directly observed in experiments;
their presence can only be detected via their decay products. However, since their
leptonic decays contain one or more neutrinos, it is not possible to obtain the 7’s
direction. Therefore, we cannot measure the 7’s helicity angles. Yet, searching for
NP is important in this decay, as several models predict the presence of NP in the
B — D*ri7; decay in an attempt to resolve the R(D™)) anomaly. Therefore, we
study the angular distribution of the B — D*77, decay by including the subse-
quent 7 — lv,;vy decay, where ¢ € {e,u}. Since e and p are observed directly in
experiments, we can measure its helicity angles and study the angular distribution
to search for NP.

Starting with an effective Hamiltonian containing different NP operators (left /right-
handed, pseudoscalar and tensor), we first computed the complete angular distribu-
tion of B — D*(— D7)7(— lv,i)v, decay by separating the leptonic and hadronic
parts and evaluating them in separate reference frames (following the method in
[67]). As 7 is observed in experiments only via its decay products, we consider the
case with the 7 — fv; v, decay, where ¢ € {e,u}. To write an observable angular
distribution, inspired by the method introduced in [63], we write the ¢ angles and
energy in the W rest frame and not in the 7 rest frame. To get the W rest frame,
we need the B frame, which is accessible only in B-factories, like KEK. Thus, this
is an interesting physics case to study for Belle I1. Navigating through the challeng-
ing phase space computation, we also show the technique to calculate the ¢ energy
range, which is non-trivial due to the interdependence of variables ¢, Ey and cos 6.
We find that there are two separate integration ranges of £y and cos 6.y, which leads
to two sets of J-functions (angular coefficients in decay distribution). We confirm
these limits with [70] [83], where a similar calculation was performed. Finally, we

27



checked the distribution by matching the ¢? distribution of B — D*7, obtained
from our result with the one given in the literature.

In the last part of this article, we have investigated the possibility of the unbinned
fit for B — D*(— Dm)7(— {v,)v,. Here, as there is no experimental data
available for this decay, we use the fit values of B — D* form factors obtained from
B — D*(— Dr)ly; decay from [71] and put them in the angular distribution for
B — D*(— Dr)7(— lv,;1y)U; to generate simulated data with 2000 events. We
are only interested in the sensitivities and correlations of NP couplings with other
measurements, which can be obtained via this simulated data.

We use the simulated data along with the JLQCD /Fermilab lattice data and
branching ratio constraints from the B — D*r, branching ratio global average
to perform a sensitivity study on the right-handed, pseudoscalar and tensor NP
models. In addition, we also add an additional constraint from global V,, fit value
obtained from CKMfitter [81]. For the right-handed case, we find that adding the
Ve constraint improves the sensitivity to real Cy,, and brings the statistical error
down from ~ 10% to ~ 4.5%. For the pseudoscalar case, the V; constraint does
not do much, as the correlation between real Cp and V,; is small. Its statistical
error remains around ~ 20%. However, compared to the B — D*{v, case [75], we
have better sensitivity here (despite having fewer events), as many terms that were
suppressed by the lepton mass are not suppressed anymore. A similar conclusion
holds for the tensor case, with statistical error on real Cr going down from ~ 8%
to around ~ 6% with the V,; constraint. On the other hand, the statistical error on
imaginary Cr is around ~ 20%. Finally, in most of the cases, we find an unusually
large value of |V| whenever we do not put the Vg constraint. This is attributed to
the fact that the theoretically predicted branching ratio of B — D*7u, is smaller
than its experimental global average value, so the fit pulls the value of V., to bring
the branching ratio close to the global value.
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Appendix

A Canonical form factor parametrisation and
helicity amplitudes

The helicity amplitudes are the projections of the B — D* matrix elements on the
W-boson polarisation vectors. To write down the expression of helicity amplitudes,
we first express the matrix elements in terms of the form factors.
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The vector and axial vector operator matrix elements can be written as

* - D, - *xv P O 2V(q2)
(D*(pp*, ep~)|eyub| B(pB)) = ~Cupo €D PRPD (70)
(D*(pp+€p+)|evu5bl B(pB)) = €h+ ,(Mp + Mp-)A1(q”)
* AQ(q2)
(pB +pD*)u(€D*-q)m
. 2Mp-
- q#(ED*-Q)ti [A3(q%) — Ao(¢?)], (71)
where
Mp + Mp- Mp — Mp-
As(?) = —= " A (g?) — =22 Ay (P 2
3(q ) 2Mp- 1(q ) 2M - 2(q )7 (7 )

q" = p% —p%*, ep+ is the polarisation vector of D*, and pp(p~) is the momentum of
B(D*). V is the vector form factor, while Ag ;23 are the axial-vector form factors
(since A3(0) = Ap(0), only 4 form factors are independent.)

The tensor matrix element is parameterised as

(D*(pp*, €p+)|couwb|B(pB)) = qug{ — 8. (pp +pp-)°Ti(q?)

2 _m2,

. m
+ep QUBT[Tl(QQ) - T2(q2)]

+ 2(67)*-Q)pp pcr T1(q2) - TQ((]Q) o LTg(q2)

(73)

where 717 2 3 are the tensor form factors. The pseudo tensor matrix elements can be
related to the tensor matrix elements by the relation 50“1,751) = —%EWQBEUO‘B b with
the convention €pio3 = 1.

We do not need to define a separate form factor for the pseudoscalar form factor,
as it can be expressed in terms of Ay(q?) (as derived in Appendix :

2Mp+

Y Ao(@? 74
mb+mc O(q )7 ( )

(D*(pp+, €p)|evsb| B(pr)) = —(€p--q)

where my) is the b(c)-quark mass.
Having defined the matrix elements, using Eq. , we define the hadronic
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helicity amplitudes as

Hy () = Hy, . (¢°) = —HJ, ()
Ao (2
= (M -+ Mp) As(?) 5 2240
Hy(q®) = HY, (q°) = —HY, o(d%)
Mp + Mp- [ 2 2 2 2
= UBTIID 2 M2 — PV AL (q?) +
2MD*\/q>2 ( B D q ) 1((] )
Hp(¢*) = Hp(¢%)
B )\D*(QQ)A (@) (75)
MB + Me 0 )
HZE () = :l:H'lj‘:,:l:t(q2)
1
- [\//\D* @7 () + (M3~ M,%»TQ(q?)],
H(¢*) = Hy , (¢*) = Hy o1 (q%)
1
- 2Mp-

V(g®),

Ap+(¢*)
WAQ(qz) )

Ap=(q?)
(M3 — M)

[(M?B +3M3. — ¢*)Ta(q?) — T3(q2)] .
These expressions agree with the results in [84] and [85] while we find an overall
sign difference in Hr o with respect to [18].

B BGL form factor parametrisation

In the lattice results, the form factors are often parameterised using the BGL
parametrisation [86]. BGL parametrisation uses a series expansion in terms of a
small parameter z derived from the conformal mapping of the kinematical variable
w. This mapping allows z to map the kinematic range of ¢> (or w) to a small in-
terval, improving the convergence properties of the series. In addition, with more
parameters, BGL parametrisation can accommodate a wider range of possible be-
haviours of the form factors, leading to potentially better fits to experimental data.
Thus, in this work, we work with the BGL parametrisation. The canonical form
factors are related to them as follows:

2

=V
g MB+MD*
f=(Mp+ Mp~)Aq, (76)
= M3 — M%. — ¢®) (Mg + Mp+)A; — —2L
Fo = 2Ay,

where the ¢? (or w) dependence of the form factors is implicit. By using these
definitions, the helicity amplitudes given in Eq. can now be written in a very
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Type B mass (GeV) Xff

£, F | 6.739, 6.750, 7.145, 7.150 | 3.894 x 10~* GeV 2
g | 6.329, 6.920, 7.020, 7.280 | 5.131 x 1074 GeV 2
Fo 6.275, 6.842, 7.250 1.9421 x 1072

Table 3: The input parameters for P- 1+ - and ¢g4 r 7 7, functions used in the BGL form
factors given in Eq. (79). We take the values used in [72]

simple manner:

H (w) = f F gMg|pp-|,

F1
HY(0) =
MpV1—2wr +7r
_ FoMpl|pp+|
Hi( ) :tf(mb mc) + gMB|ﬁD*|(mb + mc)
MpvV1 = 2wr 4 r? ’
H ) =~ = M) (~FAME = Mp.) + 2FoMppp- )

(M]_% — M%*)(M% +M2* - 2MBMD*U))

where my) is the b(c)-quark mass. Note that the pseudoscalar and tensor form
factors are reduced to the above four form factors thanks to the relations given in
Appendix [A]

The momentum dependence of these form factors is given in a z— expansion,

where
P A V2 (78)
v
and the form factors are
S PR S o Y fj -
Pi—(2)pg(z) 7= " Pri(2)p7(2) =
B . (79)
Fi(z) = ———— a,];l Zn, JFa(z) =
)= B Den e = )= B e P
Note that the expansion coefficients must satisfy the unitarity conditions:
D@ <1, Y (@) (@) <1, Y (@) <1 (80)
n=0 n=0 n=0

From Eq. , we can see that the form factors are not completely independent.
At the zero-recoil limit, i.e. |[pp«| = 0 (Wmin = 1), we find that both f and F;
are written only by the A; form factor and are related as

F1(0) = (Mp — Mp~) f(0). (81)
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M2+ M2
. . 2 o . *
On the other hand, at the maximum recoil, ¢ = 0 (Wmax = 1772 1\35 Mg* ), we have a

condition, Ay = Mg;}ff* A — ng\}i{m A, to avoid the ¢? pole in the definition of

axial-vector operator matrix element [I8]. This leads to

(Mp — Mp.)
2

Taking into account these relations, we can eliminate two expansion parameters.
We choose to eliminate the lowest order F; constant, i.e aof ! and the highest order
JFo constant aﬁax.

The functions P;- j+ o and ¢4 r 7, 7,, whose expressions can be found in the
original article [86], contain several input parameters. We follow the reference [72]
(originally obtained in [87]) and use the values given in Table[3|as input parameterd}
with ny = 2.6, Mg = 5.280 GeV and Mp+ = 2.010 GeV.

F1(2(Wmax)) = Fa(2(Wmax))- (82)

C Statistical procedure

C.1 Maximum likelihood estimation

Starting with the full dataset obtained from experiments, one can employ the max-
imum likelihood estimation to obtain the best-fit values of parameters. However,
dealing with full statistical data is a tedious task. Therefore, for our purposes, we
will describe a method which allows us to get the covariance matrix corresponding
to a given number of events.

Let us define the normalised PDF of our model as

fo(®) (83)

where the hat means that the PDF is normalised. In the decays we studied, this
PDF corresponds to the normalised angular distributions (for example, the one
given in Eq. (50).) We have
e ¥: These are the physical parameters in the PDF, for example, the form factors
and the NP Wilson coefficients. We estimate these parameters using maximum
likelihood estimation.

e T refers to the phase space parameters.

We know that we can obtain the best-fit value of the parameters ¥ by the maximum
likelihood estimator ¥* obtained by maximising the likelihood L. It is defined as the
product of the PDF of each event. However, it is often more convenient to obtain
* by minimizing the log-likelihood £ = In L (as taking a log changes the product
of PDFs to sum). In particular, when the events are Gaussian distributed, the x?
is related to the log-likelihood as

N
x> = —2L(¥), where L(¥)= Infy(%) (84)
=1

"These values are very different from the ones used in [76] which actually picks the values from [86].
The choice of these values affects the relationship between the form factors and its expansion coefficients

(see Eq. ).
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where N are the number of events. The maximum likelihood estimator v* is obtained
by

=0 (85)

Finally, it can also be shown that the covariance matrix is given by

B 2L (V)
v, 0vp

V;l =

a

T=70

C.2 Toy Monte Carlo study

In this section, we introduce the Toy Monte Carlo method, which can be used for a
simple sensitivity study. It provides the achievable statistical precision for a given
number of events, provided we have the truth-level data points for the parameters
of PDF. These truth-level data points are going to be the best-fit values of the
parameters found by experiments. Using these truth-level data points, we will
reconstruct the likelihood and, thus, the covariance matrix.

The main idea is that since we input these truth-level values, the solution to the
maximal likelihood equations should lead to exactly these values if we have large
enough (infinite) statistics. The expected statistical error should also approach zero
at this limit. However, knowing the scaling of the error being 1/v/Neyent, We can
rescale the covariance matrix, giving us the statistical error with a finite number of
events.

First, let us introduce an integral relation: for infinite statistics, the definition of
expectation of a function changes as follows - the sum of any event can be replaced
by an integral over phase space

1
N, event

Nevent A
> 11> [ foor(@)l a7 (87)

i=1

where fgzg* is the PDF obtained by the truth-level data points. The bracket can
contain any function whose expectation value we want. Putting In f3 in this bracket,
we get the log-likelihood (as defined in Eq. (84)) written in integral form as follows:

ﬁ(ﬁ) = Nevent / fﬁ:ﬁ* (‘7_3) In fﬁ(f)df (88)

Now, the covariance matrix is obtained by putting the likelihood from Eq in

Eq. :

df(%) 1

81]1'

Of5(Z)
81)1'

0 f5(Z)
Vﬁl = —Neven —
K ¢ 8’[),‘8’Uj L

dz

df + N, event /

=
T=1* Jo=o

(89)

where we recall that the truth-level data points v* are the best-fit values obtained
experimentally, and fz(Z) is the normalised angular distribution and & denotes the

phase space variables. By adjusting the number of events Ngyent, we can obtain the
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expected statistical error of the parameters ¢ corresponding to those many numbers
of events

We note that for B — D*{v,; decay, the normalised PDF is only linearly depen-
dent on the parameters ¢. Thus, removing the double derivative term from Eq.
we get

1 Ofs(%) 0f5() 1 .
V;j - Nevent/ ( avi 61)]- f},’(f)) |1_].:1_).* dx (90)

For B — D*(v; decay:

e f is the normalised probability distribution function given by Eq. (50).dz rep-
resents integration over the complete phase space, i.e. the three angles that
describe the decay.

e = (g;) is the vector of observables given in Eq. .

o U = (g;)**P is the vector of truth values, which we obtain by putting the

experimentally measured form factors from [76] in v.

Finally, using this simulated data, we perform a x? fit using ¥; with our model
assumptions, which we call UimOdelz

X2 — Z(Uimodel - 1—)»i*)‘/;;1(17jmodel - 1—;]*) (91)

i’j
For convenience, we can define a rescaled covariance matrix V as
V= NeventV (92)

It should be noted that since we are not using the actual experimental data, the
central values obtained by this method are not exact. However, it is only the
sensitivities in which we are interested which are reliable and act as a guide for
future theoretical and experimental studies.
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