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In this work, we revisit the possible new physics (NP) solutions by analyzing the ob-
servables associated with B — D®) 7, decays. To explore the structure of new physics,
the form factors of B — D) decays play a crucial role. In this study, we utilize the form
factor results obtained from a simultaneous fit to Belle data and lattice QCD calculations.
Using these form factors, we conduct a global fit of the new physics Wilson coefficients,
incorporating the most recent experimental data. Additionally, we use the form factors
and Wilson coefficients to make predictions for physical observables, including the lepton
flavor universality ratio R ), polarized observables, and the normalized angular coeffi-
cients (I)’s related to the four-fold decays B — D*(— Dm, Dy)70,. These predictions are

calculated in both model-independent scenarios and for three different leptoquark models.

*faisal.munir@sns.nust.edu.pk
fnimrafarooq_1995@hotmail.com
thuangzhuoran@126.com
$1iying@ytu.edu.cn
Yaliparacha@sns.nust.edu.pk



1 Introduction

The observables associated with B — D™ 77, semileptonic decay have attracted a lot of atten-
tion, particularly the lepton flavor universality (LFU) ratio, R, since it has been reported
that the global average measurements by different experiments such as Babar [1,2], Belle [3-6],
LHCb Run 1 and Run 2 [7-9], and very recently by Belle II collaboration show a departure
from the Standard Model (SM) prediction by about 3.3¢ (for review of the anomalies, see for
instance [10-12]). Many efforts have been made to address these anomalies both in model
independent and model dependent ways. As the predicted SM values of the ratio R(D™) are
smaller than the measured ones, the adopted model independent [13,14] and model dependent
approaches [15] tend to enhance the B — D™ 77, rate. Among the models used to address
these anomalies are two-Higgs-doublet models (2HDM) [16-20], W’ models [21-23], and lep-
toquark (LQ) models [24-26]. Furthermore, the measured values are also used to constrain the
values of new physics Wilson coefficients [27].

In this work, we explore the signatures of NP following the model independent approach
and LQ models. To explore the said NP approaches, we consider both lepton flavor dependent
(LFD) and LFU observables associated with B — D™ 71, decays. Moreover, we also explore
the NP through the angular coefficients which appear in the four-fold distribution of B —
D*(— Dm,Dv)1v, decays [28-31]. The framework which we use to analyze the structure of
NP is the low energy effective field theory which contains the four fermion operators assuming
the neutrinos to be left handed. For the case of model independent scenarios the various Dirac
structures of four fermion operators contribute in the effective Hamiltonian. These structures
can be originated in different NP models, for instance, the right-handed contribution appears in
left-right symmetric models [32-39]. However the scalar contributions appears in a model with
extra charged scalar particles [40-42], and tensor operators arise after Fierz rearrangement on
scalar operators [43]. To analyze the structure of NP through model independent scenarios and
LQ models, angular distributions are expected to be a useful tool.

Belle has utilized the angular distribution data from the B — D*{, decay to perform a
simultaneous fit of both CKM matrix |V,;| and the relevant transition form factors [44, 45].
The four-fold angular distribution can be expressed in terms of four kinematical variables,
the dilepton invariant mass squared, ¢?, and the three angles. The expression of four-fold
distributions for B — D*(— Dm, D~)71v, will be presented in Section 4. In the analysis of the
said decay, the CKM parameter |V| is multiplied with a scaling parameter F(w)ngw at zero
recoil of the form factors, and at the zero recoil F(1) = ha, [31]. It is important to mention here
that with the inclusion of NP effects, the number of parameters gets increased such that the
experimental data by itself cannot fit the form factors, CKM parameter V., and NP parameters
simultaneously.

In our analysis, we use the “Lattice+ experiment” form factors obtained recently in [46], to
first update the constraints on the NP Wilson coefficients and later to analyze the implications
of the obtained NP patterns on the observables associated with B — D7, decays. For
B — D/{v decay, the Belle collaboration [47], provided measurements for differential decay



width for the kinematical variable w in 10 bins for both neutral and charged B mesons with
the muon or electron as a final state lepton. Later on the results on angular distribution
appearing in four-fold B — D*{v decay were also presented [45,48].

The organization of the paper is as follows: In Sec. 2, we present the effective Hamiltonian
within the SM and beyond it for B — D®)¢, decays. In Sec. 3, we discuss the parameterization
of form factors for these decays. The numerical expressions for the observables associated with
B — D™, decays are presented in Sec. 4. In Sec. 5, we present the input parameters such as
BGL parameterization of the form factors and our phenomenological analysis of the observables
in these decays both in the model independent and Leptoquark (LQ) scenarios. Finally, we

conclude our study in Sec. 6.

2 Effective Hamiltonian for B — D"7i. Decay in SM
and Beyond

To investigate the structure of NP through B — D77, a framework of low energy effective
field theory has been used. In this framework the heavy degrees of freedom are integrated
out and the effective Hamiltonian emerges in the form of Wilson coefficients and four fermion
operators.

At quark level, the decay modes B — D7D, are governed by b — c¢7, transition, the

effective Hamiltonian in SM and beyond can be written as:

4G
He = —
Ve

where G is the Fermi coupling constant, Cx (X = Vi, Vs, 51,52, T) represents the Wilson

Ve [(1 -+ CV1)0V1 -+ CYVQOV2 + 051051 -+ 052052 + CTOT] + h.c., (1)

coefficients and Ox are four fermion operators with different Chiral and Lorentz structure.

The explicit form the operators Ox with left and right handed chiralities can be expressed as,

Og, = (¢Lbr)(TrvL), Os, = (¢rbL)(TrVL),
Ov, = (eL"br)(Tryuve), Ov, = (CrY'br)(TLyuvL)

OT = (ERO'IWbL)(fRO"uVVL) . (2)

It is important to note here that the operator Oy, is present only in SM and the Wilson
coefficients of Ox can get modified at the short-distance scale. The effective Hamiltonian given
in Eq.(1) can be used to calculate the physical observables such as lepton flavor universality

ratio Rp, lepton polarization asymmetry P,(D®™), longitudinal helicity fraction FP" of D*

FB
D)

with B — D*(— Dm, Dv)1v, decays. These observbles can be expressed in terms of Wilson

meson, forward backward asymmetry A and normalized angular coefficients (I')’s associated

coefficients C'x and hadronic matrix elements of B — D) decay modes. The hadronic matrix



element of the concerned decay can be evaluated in the Helicity framework as [49,50]

o (@) =AM () [er™ (1 F 75)b B)
$ (@®) =(M(Aw)|e(1 £ 75)b]B) (3)

HyXoo(6%) = —H% (%) = €, (Vs (X)(M (Aar)lea™ (1 = 75)b| B) ,

v

where Ay and A represent the final state vector D* meson and exchange particle helicities. The
amplitudes given in Eq.(3) can be expressed in terms of transition form factors and can be used
to analyze the above mentioned physical observables. In next section we will briefly discuss the

form factors of B — D™ used to investigate the structure of NP.

3 B— D and B — D* Transition Form Factors

For B — D and B — D* decays, we use Boyd, Grinstein and Lebed (BGL) parametrization [51]
for hadronic form factors, and we use them as our numerical inputs to investigate the structure

of NP. For these two decays the vector and axial-vector operators are through the matrix

elements:
_ mp — mp 9 mp—mp ., o
(D(k)|eyublB(p)) = |(p+ k), — g W Fi(q”) + W g Fo(q), (4)
) 2iV (q*)
D*(k “b| B ="k,
(D" (B BB () =~ ¢ o)

*

(D@ HB)) = 2o Ala) e + (o + ) A1) [~ |

* 2

2
€-q my — Mp«
— A () —— L P fpp - 2B TD* 6
Q(Q>mB+mD* {p+ 2 q], (6)

For the same decays the matrix elements through tensor operators can be defined as:

(D)o B@)) = =ilpuks — b)) ™)
(D*(k)|ea™ q,b| B(p)) = —2T1(q*) e"* €’ p, ks (8)

(D" ()| 95,0 B () = ~To(?) [y — mid)e™ = (- q)(p + k)]

—T5(¢) (¢ - q) [CJ“ - 2q—22(p + k?)“] : (9)

mB - mD*

The form factors given in Eqs.(4) to (9) can be expressed by using BGL parametrization.

4 Physical Observables

As aforementioned in Sec. 2, the physical observables which we use to test NP in this work

are Ry, P.(DW), FP" of D* meson, AR, and normalized angular coefficients (I)’s for



B — D*(— Dn, Dv)t, decays. The expressions for these observables in terms of the NP

Wilson coefficients can be written as

Rp = R%M{u +Cyy + Cy|* + 1.09|Cs, + Cs, |* + 1.54Re] (1 + Cy, + Cy,)

(Cs, + Cs,)"] + 041|C|” + 0.77Re[ (1 + Cy, + Cy,) C4] }

Rpe = R |1+ Cu[* + | Cual* +0.04|Cs, = Cs, | +13.6]C

— 1.82Re[ (1 + Cv,) C%, ]| + 6.21Re[(Cy,) C;] — 5.0Re[ (1 + Cy,) C%]

+0.12Re[ (1 + Cy, = Cv,) (Cs, — Cs,)" ] }

(RSM> {032\1+CV1+CV2\ +1.07|Cs, + C,|* +0.02|Cy|

— 0.25Re[ (1 + Cy, + Cy,) C3] + 4.76Re[ (1 + Cy, + Cy,) (Cs, + CSQ)*}},

(7

+0.44Re[ (1 + Cy, + Cv,) (Cs, + Cs,)* ] + 0.81Re[ (Cg, + Cs,) C] }

)= (550

[
[

+1.65Re[ (1 + Cv,) (Cr)" ] +0.11Re[ (1 + Cy, — Cv,) (Cs, — Cs,)"]

— 2.04Re[Cy,C%] +0. 88Re[(1 +Cv,)CY,] }

[
[
[

AFB
)
AEB — (RSM) { 0.051[1 + iy |* + 0.17| iy |” + 3.00[C|?
U= (ag)

— 0.87Re[ (1 + Cv,) C%] 4 0.09Re[ (1 + Cy, — Cy,) (Cs, — Cs,)" ]
+ 1.99Re[Cy,Ci] — 0.12 (Re[(1 + Cv, )G, [ +Re[(1 + €Y, )Cv.]) |,

L <RSM

+0.117Re[ (1 + Cy, — Cy,) (Cs, — Cs,)* | = 0.185Re[(1 + Cy, — Cy,) Ci}]}.

For B — D*(— Dm)tr, decay, the four fold distributions can be written as,

d*T' (B — D* (— Dm)7i7,)
dq? dcosf, dcosfp- do

2m
I3 sin® Op- + I cos® QD*> cos 20,

IZ,sin® Op- + I7 cos® Op- )cos@T

+ o+ 4+

> {0 36[1 + Cyy + Oy, |” + 0.61Re[ (1 + Cy, + Cy,) C3]

{ —~0.50 [\1+CV1| + O] +0.04[Cs, — Cs, | +0.85|Cr [

{045\1+0V1 Oy, |* +0.04|Cs, — Cs,|” + 2.83|C |

B( * — D) {[fssm Op + IT.cos? Op-

3
(
(
(1 cos 2¢ + I sin 2¢) sin? 0. sin? 6,
(1 cos ¢ + IT sin ¢) sin 26 - sin 20,
(7

IT cos ¢ + I7 sin <;5> sin 260+ sin QT] ,

(10)

(14)

(15)

(16)

(17)



B(D*—Dnr)I™
dD(B—D* (—Dn)7i,)/dg2’

where the expressions of normalized angular coefficients, defined as (I™) =

can be written in terms of NP Wilson coefficients as,

NP 1
(1) = (I75) (ddFT) {114+ Cu[* + |Gl + 20.0[Cx|* + 7.99Re[Cv, O]
—5.65Re[ (14 CY,) Cr] = 1.65Re[ (1+CY,) Cy] }, (18)
(IT) = (I75M) ( 7 ) 1+ Cn | + [Ch| + 0.108|Cp|* + 11.50|Cr |
+0.31Re[ (1 + C¥,) Cp| — 0.065Re[CpCy, ]| + 5.45Re[Cv, Ci]
— 5.45Re[ (14 C3,) Cr] = 2.0Re[ (14 CY,) Cv] }, (19)
1
(I5) = (I535) (dF - ) 1+ Cn|* + [Cra|” — 24.0|Cr|* = 1.71Re[ (1 + C%,) Cv,] } (20)
g drN 2 2 2 .
(I3,) = (I3 ( - ) |1+ Cv|" + |Cvs|” — 14.85|Cy| —2.0Re[(1+cvl)cv2]}, (21)
= (I75M) (ddq2 ) 11+ Cn | + [Cr|” — 17.86|C7|* — 2.33Re[ (1 + C3,) Cv] }
(22)
= (I75M) (ddq2 ) 11+ Cw | + [Cr|” — 17.94]|C7|* — 2.00Re] (1 + C3,) Cv,] }
(23)
— (I7SM) (d ) 11+ Cn | + O] — 8.73|Cr|* — 3.01Re[CpC]
+ 0.41Re[ (1 4+ C3,) Cp] — 2.08Re[ (14 C3,) Cr| — 0.41Re[CpCY, ]
~ 0.65Re[Cy,Ci] — 1.00Re[ (1+CY,) Cy] }, (24)
™ TSM dr™? - 2 2 2 "
5) = ) (5 {\1+CV1] — |Cv,|* = 21.9|C|* + 2.05Re[ (1 + C3,) Cr]
— 9.1Re[Cy, ] } (25)

NP\ 1
(IF) = (IT5M) (dqu ) {\1 + O |+ |Cw|” — 4.24Re[CpCy] + 0.77Re[ (1 + C%,) Cp]

—5.23Re[ (1 + Cv,) Cf] — 0.77Re[CpCY, ]| + 5.23Re[Cy, Ch]
— 2.0Re[ (1+C3,) Cv.] }. (26)

Similarly, the four fold distribution for B — D*(— D~)7r, can be expressed as follows,

d*T' (B — D* (— Dv)71i,)
T — _B D* D I’Y 9 I'y 0
dq? dcosf, dcosbOp- dp 397 (D* — D) |1I{,sin”0p- + I}, cos” Op-

+ (I;s sin? 0p- + I, cos® QD*> cos 20,

+ ([gs sin® 0p- + I, cos® 9D*> cos 0,
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+ (Ig cos 2¢ + 14 sin 2¢> sin? Op- sin® 6,
+ (IZ cos ¢ + I sin gzﬁ) sin 20 p- sin 20,

—I—(Ig cos ¢ + I sin gb) sin 26 p+ sin 07} ) (27)

B(D*—D~)I7
dD(B—D* (= Dv)7i7,)/dg2

where the normalized angular coefficients, defined as (I7) = can be writ-

ten in terms of NP Wilson coefficients as,

s [(dTNY - 2 2 2 2
(L) = (1) i {|1+CV1} + |Cv,|* + 0.144|Cp|* + 11.48| 7|

+0.36Re[ (1 + Cy,) Cp] — 0.37Re[CpCy, ] — 5.44Re] (1 + CY,) Cr]

+ 5.44Re[Cy,Ci] — 2.00Re[ (1+CY,) Cy] }, (28)
¥ ySM dFNP - 2 2 2 *
() =452 (G {11+ Cn [+ |Cv [ +15.80|Cr[* = 5.64Re[ (1 + C3,) Cn]
+ 7.94Re[Cy,Ci] — 1.66Re[ (1+CY,) Cv] }, (29)
¥ ~ySM dFNP - 2 2 2 *
() = ) (g {11+ Cul* + |Cua]* — 14.86]C7[* = 2.00Re [ (1 + C,) Cv] }.
(30)
¥ ~ySM dFNP - 2 2 2 *
() =B (4 {11+ Cul* +|Cu|* - 20.08|Cr[* — L7IRe[ (1 + C,) Cv] },
(31)
¥ vSM dFNP - 2 2 2 %
() =5 (o {|1 +C |+ |Ca|” — 17.82|C|” — 2.33Re[ (1 + C5,) Cv,] }
(32)
y ~vSM dFNP - 2 2 2 %
(1) =) (g {|1+CV1} + [y, |* = 17.90|Cy | —2.00Re[(1+cvl)cv2}},
(33)
(I17) = (I7°M) (dg ) {|1 +Cv |+ |Cw|* — 8.67|Cr| — 3.02Re[CpCy]
+0.41Re[ (1 + C3,) Cp] — 2.08Re[ (1 + CY,) Cr] — 0.40Re[CpCY, ]
~ 0.66Re[Cv,C3] — LO02Re[ (1+C,) Cy] }, (34)
(Ig,) = (13> ( ) |1 + Oy | + O, |* = 4.26Re[CpC2] + 0.77Re[ (1 + CY, ) Cp]
—5.24Re[ (1 4 Cy,) C}] + 0.76Re[CpCy, | + 5.24Re[Cy,C7]
~ 2.00Re[ (1+C3,) Cv.] |, (35)
(1) = (135 ( > 1+ O |” = |Cw|* — 21.8|Cr|* + 2.04Re [ (1 + C%,) Cr]



— 9.09Re[Cy,C%] } (36)

5 Numerical Analysis

5.1 Input Parameters

In this section, we investigate the NP solutions through the observables associated with B —
D™ 15 decays. To analyze the signatures of NP the main input parameters are hadronic form
factors, which were obtained by using lattice and experimental data [46]. The form factors for
the decays under consideration can be expanded in terms of BGL parametrization.

For B — D decay mode, the form factors can be expanded in terms of BGL parametrization
as [46,51]

N
1 oo
Fi2) = 5 ) dhe, 37
(2) P(2)on(z) &= (37)
where the parameter z can be related with factor w as

Vari-y

7= —. 38
Vw+1++2 (38)

The factor w can be related with kinematical variable ¢? as
q2 = m2B + m% — 2mpmpw (39)

The function P;(z) given in Eq. (37) is known as Blasche factor, and its analytical expression

can be written as

Pz) =] =2 (40)

1—zz,
p P

The function P;(z) can be used to eliminate the poles at z = z, [46]. The function ¢;(z) given

in Eq. (37) can be analytic function of ¢* and can be written for form factors F(¢?) and Fy(g?)

bon = 8_7"2 8Sn; (14 2)%(1 — 2)1/?
T s\ O) (1 ) (1 - 2) + 201+ 2)

8ny (1—2%)(1— 2)1/2
X (0) [(1+ ) (1 — 2) + 2¢/7(1 + 2)]"

as

op, = r(l—17) (41)
where r = mp/mp.

For B — D* transition, we first convert the form factors given in Eq. (5), Eq. (6), Eq. (8),
and Eq. (9) into HQET parametrization [24] and use the HQET parametrization in the form

of BGL parametrization of form factors as,

hy = gmpy/r, (42)



f

hay = mp\/T(w—+ 1) (43)
oy, = (w—r)F —mg[(1+ 7 —2r,w)f + mpr.(w? — 1)172]7 (44)

my/Te(w? — 1)(1 +r2 — 2r,w)

b — mplw(l +r2 = 2r.w)f + mpr2(w? — 1) By + (raw — 1) Fy (45)
Ao m%/re(w? — 1)(1 + r2 — 2r,w)

where 1, = mps/mp. The function ¢;(z) for the B — D* transition form factors can be written
as [52]

o, = dre [T (L+2)(1—2)*

PTG O) [(1 4 (L —2) + 2ym(1 4 )]

= 1672 ”I (1421 =212
o0 = O T O [0 =1 = ) 2y 4 2]
¢ :ﬂ ny (1+2)(1—2)%2

B 67rX1+()[(1+T*)(1 2)+ 2yl +2)]

=8y [ (1+2)°(1—2)"'" (46)

=0 [(1+r)(1—2) +2ym(1+2)] "

Furthermore to constrain the values of NP Wilson coefficients, we take into account the results
of Ry reported by BaBar, Belle and LHCb, R/, by LHCb, and the longitudinal polarization
fractions P, (D*) and FP" by Belle. All the data and references are presented in Table 1. In this

Table 1: Experimental data used in the fits.

Rp Rp+ Correlation P.(D¥)
BaBar [53,54]  0.440(58)(42) 0.332(24)(18) —0.27 —
Belle [55]  0.375(64)(26) 0.293(38)(15) —0.49 —
Belle [56] — 0.302(30)(11) - -
Belle [57] — 0.270(35)(T0-058) 0.33 —0.38(51)(T035)

LHCD [58-60] - 0.257(12)(18) — —
Belle [61]  0.307(37)(16) 0.283(18)(14) —0.54 —
LHCb [62,63] 0.281(18)(24) 0.441(60)(66) -0.43 -
Belle IT [64] - 2e00UNCNE) - -
LHCD [65]  0.249(43)(47) 0.402(81)(85) —0.39 —

Ry Ff” Ry,

LHCb [66] 0.71(17)(18) - —

Belle [67,68] - 0.60(8)(4) —
LHCb [69] — - 0.242(26)(40)(59)

LHCb [70] — 0.43(6)(3) -

CMS [71]  0.17(%017)(f03,)(fo1s) - -

work, NP is investigated via model independent approach as well as in the leptoquark model.



In both scenarios effective field theory has been used to find the signatures of NP.
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Figure 1: Constraints on the Wilson coefficients by the b — c¢rv data at 1o and 20, and the
limit on B(B. — 7v). The forbidden regions by B(B. — 7v) < 30% are in dark grey.

5.2 Analysis of Physical Observables using Model independent Ap-

proach

In this section, we present our predictions of the observables involved in B — D® 7., such as
LFU ratio Ry, longitudinal 7 polarization P,(D™), longitudinal polarization of final state D*
meson FP" and Aga), all within model independent scenario. Furthermore, we also provide
the predictions using normalized angular coefficients (I)’s in B — D*(— Dm, D)7, decays in

10



the model-independent approach. In a model-independent approach, a global fit is performed
on the Wilson coefficients of specific operators without assuming a particular type of new
physics (NP) at the high-energy scale. The resulting Wilson coefficients in model-independent
scenarios with and without imposing B(B, — 7v) < 30% are presented in Table 2 and Table 3.
Besides the values of Wilson coefficients obtained through global fit, we also present the plots
of Wilson coefficients allowed by different measurements within 1o and 20 ranges in Figure 1.
Furthermore, we use the best-fit values of the Wilson coefficients to give the predictions on the

physical observables.

Table 2: Best-fit values of the Wilson coefficients in different NP scenarios without B(B, —
Tv) < 0.3.

NP scenario value (without B(B. — 7v) < 0.3) x%/dof  Correlation
Vi (14 Re[Cy,])? + (Im[Cv,])? = 1.116(31)  23.56/17 —
Vs —0.015(23) + 0.329(51)i 93.13/17  +0.39
S 0.093(35) + 0.000(433)i 31.24/17 0
Ss —0.671(229) + 0.758(38)i 23.25/17  40.06
T —0.009(52) + 0.086(113)i 25.50/17 +0.99

Table 3: Best-fit values of the Wilson coefficients in different NP scenarios with B(B, — 7v) <
0.3.

NP scenario value (with B(B. — 7v) < 0.3) x%/dof  Correlation
i (14 Re[Cv,])? + (Im[Cy,])? = 1.116(31)  23.56/17 -
Vs —0.015(23) + 0.329(51)i 93.13/17  +0.39
S 0.093(35) + 0.000(433)i 31.24/17 0
Ss —0.301(327) + 0.655(189)i 25.95/17  F0.97
T —0.009(52) + 0.086(113)i 25.50/17 +0.99

The predicted numerical values of the above mentioned physical observables are presented
in Tables 4-7. The errors given in these tables arise due to hadronic uncertainties as well
as from Wilson coefficients. Compared to that of SM, each of the NP scenarios except S
can explain the data of Rp). The polarization observables P,(D), P,(D*), FP~, Ag(?’*), and
the normalized angular coefficients (I)’s arising from the four-fold distributions given in Eqs.
(17) and (27), will be useful to discriminate different NP scenarios at the incoming and future
collider experiments, such as Belle-II and LHCb. Among the above observables, P,(D*) and
FP" have already been measured at Belle [57,67,68] as listed in Table 1, while P (D) and A2
have not been measured yet.

In most NP scenarios, the predictions for P.(D) are closer to that of SM, but in the scenario
Sa, we predict the larger value of P, (D) compared to that of SM. Similarly, in most scenarios, the
predictions of P,(D*) are also close to SM prediction, but for scenarios S and T, the predicted
value of P.(D*) is large compared to that of SM prediction, and hence the precise measurements

on longitudinal 7 polarizations will be useful to discriminate different NP scenarios. For the
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Table 4: Predictions for Rp, Rp+, P-(D) and P,(D*). The first and second uncertainties result
from the form factors and the fitted Wilson coefficients.

Scenario Rp Rp-~ P;(D) P.(D*)
SM  0.300(3)(0) 0.251(1)(0)  0.325(3)(0)  —0.507(3)(0)
Vi 0.335(3)(10)  0.280(1)(8)  0.325(3)(0)  —0.507(3)(0)
Vo  0.324(3)(20) 0.285(1)(11 (3)(0)  —0.507(3)(0)

)
(3)(10) )
(3)(20) (1)(11)  0.325(3)
Sy 0.330(3)(73) 0.266(1)(15) 0.386(3)(82) —0.422(5)(77)
T 0.299(3)(14) 0.289(1)(71) 0.328(3)(28) —0.449(3)(92)

Table 5: Predictions for FP", AYB and AYR. The first and second uncertainties result from the
input parameters and the fitted Wilson coefficients.

Scenario Fb” ALB ALB
SM  0.453(3)(0)  0.360(0)(0)  —0.052(4)(0)
Vi 0.453(3)(0)  0.360(0)(0)  —0.052(4)(0)
Vs 0.454(3)(2)  0.360(0)(0)  —0.013(3)(9)
Sy 0.484(3)(28) 0.205(0)(99) —0.022(4)(30)
T 0.428(3)(38) 0.356(0)(16) —0.018(3)(35)

longitudinal D* polarization, predictions of SM and most scenarios are close to 0.46, but in
T scenario the prediction is smaller than that of SM value, while in S, scenario the value is
bigger than that of SM value. In SM and NP scenarios Vi, Vs, AFP is predicted to be close
to 0.36, except for scenarios Sy and T, where the predicted values of AP are smaller than
the SM value. For A2 only the scenario V; merges with SM, with the predicted value of

B ~ —0.052. However, the value of AY? in other scenarios V5, Sy, and T shows departure
from SM prediction. For both observables AFP and AYP the numerical values are presented in

Table 5, where the predicted scenarios can be discriminated in the future and current colliders.

Now, we turn to discuss the phenomenological analysis of the normalized angular coefficients
of B — D*(— Dz, D)7, decays. In Figures 2 and 3, we have plotted the normalized angular
coefficients as a function of ¢ for SM and the model independent NP scenarios, whereas the
averaged values of these observables are presented in Tables 6 and 7. In Figure 2, we present
the angular observables (IT.), (IT.), (I3.), ({3.), (IT), (IT), (IF), (I§,) and (If.) for the decay
B — D*(— Dm)ti, in SM and NP model independent scenarios that exhibit vectors Vi,
Vs, pseudoscalar P and tensor T' type couplings. It is evident that the angular coefficients
predictions of (IT.), (IT.), (I3.), (I13.), (IT), (IT), (IT), and (I[.) overlap with the predictions
of the SM in the presence of vector-type NP couplings, V; and V5. However, NP contributions
from pseudoscalar (P) and tensor (7') couplings deviate significantly from the SM predictions.
For the observables (IT.) and (IT.), the NP couplings P and T show significant overlap at higher
q? values but exhibit deviations at lower ¢* values. For the angular coefficients (I7.), (I3.), (IF),

and (IT), it is clear that all scenarios are closer to SM values except for the coupling 7" which
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Table 6: Predictions of averaged values of angular observables for the B — D*(— Dm)7v,
decay, for Vi, Vo, P and T. The first and second errors presented arise from the uncertainties
of the form factors and Wilson coefficients, respectively.

SM Vi Vi P T
(IT.) 0.364(6)(0) 0.364(7)(0) 0.363(6)(11) 0.373(6)(10) 0.372(8)(13)
(IT.) || 0.594(12)(0) 0.594(12)(0) 0.595(12)(1) 0.573(12)(20) | 0.579(16)(27)
(13,) 0.058(0)(0) 0.058(0)(0) 0.058(0)(0) 0.060(0)(1) 0.035(0)(30)
(I17.) || —0.151(2)(0) | —0.151(2)(0) —0.151(2)(0) —0.155(2)(4) | —0.10(4)(60)
(I7) || —0.100(2)(0) | —0.100(2)(0) —0.101(2)(0) —0.103(1)(3) | —0.065(1)(45)
(I7) || —0.127(0)(0) | —0.127(0)(0) —0.127(0)(0) —0.130(0)(3) | —0.082(1)(58)
(IT) 0.284(6)(0) 0.284(6)(0) 0.280(6)(4) 0.248(7)(18) 0.212(8)(90)
(I7,) || —0.217(10)(0) | —0.217(10)(0) | —0.170(10)(12) | —0.223(10)(6) | —0.134(6)(95)
(17.) 0.40(11)(0) 0.40(9)(0) 0.40(9)(1) 0.30(8)(65) 0.344(9)(81)

Table 7: Predictions of averaged values of angular observables for the B — D*(— D~)70,
decay, for Vi, V5, P and T. The first and second errors presented arise from the uncertainties
of the form factors and Wilson coefficients, respectively.

SM Vi Vi P T
(1) || 0.542(2)(0) 0.542(2)(0) 0.542(2)(5) 0.536(3)(8) 0.547(3)(8)
(I || 0.165(5)(0) 0.165(5)(0) 0.164(5)(0) 0.173(5)(10) 0.171(5)(11)
(13,) || —0.137(1)(0) | —0.137(1)(0) | —0.137(1)(0) | —0.144(1)(9) | —0.110(3)(17)
(I3.) || 0.026(0)(0) 0.026(0)(0) 0.026(0)(0) 0.027(0)(1) 0.020(0)(11)
(1) || 0.091(3)(0) 0.091(3)(0) 0.091(3)(0) 0.096(3)(5) 0.072(2)(38)
(1)) 1| 0.115(2)(0) 0.115(2)(0) 0.115(2)(0) 0.121(2)(7) 0.091(2)(43)
(1)) || —0.257(7)(0) | —0.257(7)(0) | —0.253(7)(4) | —0.228(7)(17) | —0.221(9)(68)
(I4,) 1| 0.367(5)(0) 0.367(5)(0) 0.367(5)(0) 0.273(4)(62) 0.342(7)(50)
(I2.) || —0.098(5)(0) | —0.098(5)(0) | —0.08(4)(6) | —0.103(5)(6) | —0.074(5)(44)

is distinguishable from SM. Furthermore, for the angular coefficients (/7) and (I7.), P and T
scenarios show significant deviations from the SM predictions for almost the entire range of ¢.
Lastly, for (If,), Vo, P and T scenarios predictions vary from the SM values, whereas scenario,
V1 lies very close to the SM predictions.

Figure 3, presents the angular observables (I7.), (I7.), (I5), (I5.), (I3), (I]), (IJ), (IJ,)
and (Ij.) for the B — D*(— D)7, decay in SM and model independent scenarios V;, V3,
P and T'. For all angular observables, it is observed that the scenario V; and V5 completely
overlap with the SM except (I{.), where V5 scenario is distinct from the SM and V; scenario
predictions. The values within scenario 1" are observed to be clearly distinct from SM and all
other scenarios, for all angular observables, except for (I}.) and (I].). However, for certain

angular observables such as (I7), (I§,) and (I4.), scenario T partially overlaps with P and V5
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scenarios, respectively. Furthermore, scenario P shows a clear departure from all other scenarios
for the angular coefficient (I,), whereas in (I].) the scenarios V5 and T overlap at high ¢?, while

the scenarios V; and P almost overlap for all values of ¢2.

5.3 Analysis of Physical Observables Using Leptoquark Models

In this section, we analyze the physical observables for B — D*(— Dm, D)7, decay in SM
and Leptoquark (LQ) models. There are 10 LQ models [72-74], that provide UV completion for
SM fermions with left-handed neutrinos. Among them, three LQ models, namely Rs, Sp, and
U, are presented in Table 8, along with their quantum numbers, which can possibly explain
the b — cTv anomalies as discussed in Refs. [24,73,75,76].

Table 8: Quantum numbers and couplings of the leptoquarks which can explain the b — crv
anomalies. Here FF =3B + L.

SM quantum number

F Spin  Fermions coupled to
[SU(3) x SU(2) x U(1)]

Ry (3,2,7/6) 0 0 CrRVL,bLTR
S1 (3,1,1/3) -2 0 Vv, 1L, CTR
Ur (3,1,2/3) 0 1 ey, bLyuTn, brYuTR

In a LQ model, the best-fit values of the NP couplings with and without imposing B(B. —
Tv,) constraint are presented in Table 9. In addition to that, we have also plotted the allowed
values of Wilson coefficients, by different measurements, within 1o and 20 ranges, that are
shown in Figure 4. The predicted values of the observables such as, Ry, P.(D™), FP",
Ag?*>, and the normalized angular coefficients (I)’s, in the three LQ models, are presented in
Tables 10-13. Furthermore, the plots of the normalized angular coefficients (I)’s as a function

of ¢%, in SM and in the LQ Models, are also presented in Figures 5-8.

Table 9: Best-fit values of the NP couplings in the leptoquark models.

LQ Type value (with and without B(B. — 7v) < 0.3) x%/dof  Correlation
Ry (Re[ys (v%)*], Im[y$ (v%7)*]) = (—0.415(166), £1.271(74))  22.45/17 +0.35
Sy (Yo (Vys)e), vb (y§7)*) = (0.498(223),0.209(291)) 23.01/17 0.91
Sy (Yo (Vys)em), i (y5)*) = (—12.787(223), —0.209(291))  23.01/17 0.91
Ui (Vo) (2%7)*, (Vo) (2%)*) = (0.206(71),0.030(52))  23.22/17 0.77

Uy (Vap)e (ab7)*, (Var)e (247)*) = (—6.350(71), —0.030(52))  23.22/17 0.77

From Tables 10 and 11, it is found that the most of the observables shows a departure from
SM predictions. In S; LQ type model, the values of Rp, Rp-, FP", and AP indicate slight
departure from SM predictions. However the values of P.(D), P.(D*) and AY8 in S; LQ type
model show a significant deviation from SM predictions. For Ry LQ type model, the values
of Rp, P-(D), P.(D*), and A2 show a significant departure from SM predictions, but the

values of observables such as Rp-, FP", and AR are close to SM predictions. In U; LQ type
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Figure 4: Constraints on the leptoquark couplings by the b — c7v data at 1o and 20, and the
limit on B(B. — 7v). The forbidden regions by B(B. — 7v) < 30% are in dark grey.

Table 10: Predictions for Rp, Rp«, Pr(D) and P,(D*) in the leptoquark models. The first and
second uncertainties result from the form factors and the best-fit leptoquark couplings.

LQ type Rp Rp- Pr(D) P-(D")
Si 0.314(5)(21) 0.299(10)(13) 0.131(7)(122) —0.464(7)(19)
R, 0.235(4)(38) 0.284(11)(19) 0.222(3)(10) —0.410(7)(21)
U, 0.318(5)(20) 0.296(10)(13)  0.255(4)(73) —0.509(4)(12)

Table 11: Predictions for F'P", AFB and AFR in the leptoquark models. The first and second
uncertainties result from the form factors and the best-fit leptoquark couplings.

LQ type F ALB ALB
S 0.485(4)(10) 0.377(1)(9) —0.063(5)(4)
Ry 0.470(6)(2) 0.325(3)(9) 0.011(8)(19)
Ul 0461(4)(4) 0.368(1)(4) —0.067(6)(7)

model, the values of observables Rp, Rp+, P,(D*), FP" and AYP are similar to the SM values,
whereas the observables P, (D) and AYE deviate from SM predictions.

Now, we shall discuss the phenomenological analysis of the normalized angular coefficients
(I)’s for the B — D*(— D7)7i; decay in SM and LQ models. The angular observables (IT,),
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Table 12: Predictions of averaged values of angular observables for the B — D*(— Dm)7v,
decay in the three Leptoquark models. The first and second errors presented arise from the
uncertainties of the form factors and Wilson coefficients, respectively.

SM Ry LQ model | S; LQ model | U; LQ model
(IT.) 0.364(6)(0) 0.368(6)(4) 0.366(6)(3) 0.361(6)(3)
(IT.) || 0.594(12)(0) 0.585(10)(3) 0.588(11)(10) 0.598(11)(0)
(17.) || 0.0583(0)(0) 0.0482(0)(1) 0.0617(0)(4) 0.0583(0)(0)
(17.) || —0.151(2)(0) —0.127(3)(4) —0.159(2)(11) | —0.1503(2)(1)
(IT) || —0.099(2)(0) —0.083(1)(2) —0.105(2)(7) —0.099(2)(0)
(I7) || —0.126(0)(0) —0.106(1)(3) —0.133(1)(9) —0.126(1)(1)
(I17) 0.284(6)(0) 0.229(7)(8) 0.286(6)(5) 0.284(7)(4)
(I17,) || —0.217(10)(0) | —0.175(8)(8) | —0.232(11)(20) | —0.217(9)(2)
(IZ.) || 0.404(11)(0) 0.334(8)(10) 0.389(9)(18) 0.410(9)(14)

Table 13: Predictions of averaged values of angular observables for the B — D*(— D~)ru,
decay, in the three LQ models. The first and second errors presented arise from the uncertainties
of the form factors and Wilson coefficients, respectively.

SM Ry LQ model | S; LQ model | U; LQ model
(I7,) 1| 0.542(2)(0) 0.544(2)(0) 0.540(3)(5) 0.543(3)(2)
(1) || 0.165(5)(0) 0.170(5)(2) 0.167(6)(5) 0.163(5)(3)
(13,) || —0.137(1)(0) | —0.124(1)(2) | —0.145(2)(10) | —0.136(1)(2)
(I3.) || 0.026(0)(0) 0.023(0)(0) 0.028(0)(0) 0.026(0)(0)
(1) 0.091(3)(0) 0.081(2)(1) 0.096(4)(7) 0.090(3)(2)
(1)) 0.115(2)(0) 0.103(2)(2) 0.121(3)(8) 0.114(2)(2)
(I)) || —0.257(7)(0) | —0.217(7)(7) —0.260(7)(5) —0.257(7)(2)
(I4,) 1| 0.367(5)(0) 0.311(5)(10) 0.00(0)(0) 0.373(5)(9)
(I2.) || —0.098(5)(0) | —0.084(4)(3) —0.104(5)(9) —0.097(5)(2)

(IT.), (13, (13.), (IT), (I]), (IT), (IF,) and (If.) in SM and in Ry LQ model are presented
in Figure 5. From the figure, it can be seen that there is a minimal discrimination between
the values calculated in the SM and in Ry LQ model for the observables (I7,) and (I7.) for
all ¢* range. However, for the observables (IZ.), (Ix ), (IF), (IT), (IF), (I%.), and (IT), there is a
significant deviation between the values calculated in the SM and the Ry, L(Q model over the
entire ¢ range.

Figure 6, presents results in SM and in the S; LQ model. For observables (IT.) and (IT.), it is
observed that there is a very small distinction between the values calculated within the SM and
the S; LQ model for the whole range ¢*. For observables (I7.), (I3.), (IF) and (I]), overlapping
is seen between the values calculated in the SM and in the S; LQ model for the lower range of

¢*. On the other hand, for higher ¢* values both models show small discrimination among each
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other. For observables (IT) and (If,), the values calculated within the SM and in the S; LQ
model overlap for the upper ¢ range, while the values are distinguishable for the lower range
of ¢*. The observable (I7.) shows less or no deviation between the values calculated in the SM
and S; LQ model. For U; LQ model, all the angular observables show no or small deviations
from the SM predictions, therefore, we have not presented their plots, however the numerical
results of the averaged angular coefficients are presented in Tables 12-13.

At last, we discuss the phenomenological analysis of the angular observables of the decay
B — D*(— D)7 in SM and LQ models. The results of (I7,), (I{.), (I5,), (I5.), (I3), {I]),
(I7), (I,) and (IJ.) in SM and in Ry LQ model, are given in Figure 7. It is found that the
predictions of angular observables (I7.), (I5,), (I5.), (IJ), and (I}), in Ry LQ model overlap
with the SM values, in the low ¢? range, however, they start deviating from the SM predictions
after ¢> ~ 5 GeV? and become more and more distinct as the ¢? range increases towards higher
values. On the other hand, observable (I].), in Ry LQ model, shows no or slight deviation from
the SM in the entire range of ¢>. Furthermore, Ry LQ model predictions, for the observables
(1)), (Igs), and (IJ.), in the whole ¢* range, show identical but distinct pattern as compared
to SM values, where the predictions in both models get closer to each other for the higher ¢
range and tend to merge there. Similarly, the angular observables in SM and in S} LQ model
are presented in Figure 8. Observable (I7), and (IJ,) start to show discrimination between the
values calculated within SM and S; LQ model from ¢? ~ 6 GeV? and onward. For observables
(1), (13.), (1), (1]}, and (I,), it can be seen that the values calculated within the SM and S,
LQ model are very close to each other for the lower range of ¢>. In contrast, they do indicate
slight deviation from each other for the higher range of ¢*. For observables (IZ) and (Ig.), it is
observed that for lower and higher range of ¢2, the values calculated within the SM and S; LQ

model overlap but for mid range they tend to deviate from each other.

6 Conclusions

The study of B meson decays provides an opportunity to probe new physics (NP) while testing
the parameters of the Standard Model (SM). In particular, several semileptonic decays involving
b — c transitions exhibit significant deviations from SM predictions. In this work, we analyze
the B — DWri, decay within model independent framework as well as in the context of
three leptoquark models. We calculate the physical observables, including the lepton flavor

universality ratio Ry, the lepton polarization asymmetry P.(D®*)), the longitudinal helicity

FB
D)

angular coefficients (I)’s associated with the decay B — D*(— Dm, D7)7,;. These observables

fraction F'P" of the D* meson, the forward-backward asymmetry A and the normalized
are evaluated using the effective Hamiltonian formalism. We present numerical predictions for
these observables within SM, model independent scenarios, and the three leptoquark models.
Our findings offer valuable insights into potential new physics effects in semileptonic b — ¢,
charged current B-meson decays.

Based on this study, the findings reveal significant deviations in new physics scenarios from

the predictions of SM for the analyzed physical observables. In model independent scenarios, it
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is observed that scenarios S5 and 7" exhibit the largest deviations from SM predictions for the
observables P.(D), P.(D*), FP" and AIP. For the observable ALP  also scenario Vs, along
with Sy and T, show notable deviation from SM. Regarding the normalized angular coefficients
in the decay B — D*(— Dm, Dy)7~ 1, scenarios P and T show significant deviations from
SM predictions. Also, Leptoquark models, R, and S;, demonstrate substantial deviations
from SM for various angular observables in both decay channels, B — D*(— Dn)7 v and
B — D*(— D7)t~ v. Among these models, the Ry leptoquark model exhibit more profound
difference, whereas the S; model shows mild deviation from the SM prediction, in comparison.
Lastly, U; model mostly indicates an overlap or less deviations compared to SM predictions.
Future measurements of these observables at the LHC and upcoming colliders will be crucial

for exploring potential new physics effects associated with these decays.
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