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Abstract

Lepton flavor universality violations in semileptonic b — ¢ transitions have
garnered attention over a decade. For Ry, = BR(H, — H.7;)/BR(H, —
H ly) with ¢ being e, p, a sum rule among Rp Rp+ and Rj_ was proposed
to check consistency in the experimental results independently of new physics
models. We revisit this relation from the perspective of the heavy quark sym-
metry. We derive a sum rule holding exactly in the heavy quark limit and clarify
how model-dependent corrections are introduced in a realistic situation.
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1 Introduction

Revealing physics behind the semileptonic b — ¢ transitions has been a long-standing
problem. There are tensions between the experimental results and the standard model
(SM) predictions in lepton flavor universality (LFU) violations, Ry, = BR(H, —
H.tv.)/BR(H, — H.;) [1]. The deviations for Rp and Rp-, so-called the R
anomaly, have reached the 3 — 40 significance levels [2]. Therefore, it is imperative
to clarify whether they are real signatures of new physics (NP).

Recently, a relation, referred to as b — ¢ semileptonic sum rule, was found to hold
among the decay rates of B — D71, and B — D*7i,, and Ay — A1, [3-5],

Ry, Rp Rp-
it = i O+ (1.1)

In each ratio, the denominator is the SM prediction, and the numerator includes
NP contributions. The coefficients o and (3 (satisfying a + f = 1) are independent
of NP models, and miscellaneous model-dependent NP contributions are encoded in
dp,. The parameters «, (, and d,, were evaluated in Refs. [3-5] and recently in
Ref. [6] analyzing uncertainties due to form factor inputs. They pointed out that d,,
is insignificant when one considers NP interpretations of the R (.) anomaly. Hence, by
substituting experimental values into the numerators, the sum rule is useful to check



consistency in the experimental results independently of NP models. For example,
the rule can be applied to predict Rj, from the measured values of Rp and Rp«. If
the result is inconsistent with the experimental value of R,_, this is most likely not
to be explained by NP models, but there might be defects in the experimental results
or theoretical frameworks.

Despite its usefulness, the sum rule was found empirically, and its theoretical
background is unknown. Nobody has clarified what is the ezact relation, i.e., that
satisfied without miscellaneous contributions d,,, and what give rise to d5,. One may
expect the heavy quark symmetry [7,8] to play an essential role. Reference [4] argued
that, in the heavy quark limit, the inclusive rate of b — c7v, may be saturated by
B — D71, and B — D*r,. for mesonic decays, and by A, — A.77, for baryons.
However, the measured rate of A, — A.77, is not large enough for the inclusive one
in reality [9], and no further investigation on the sum rule has been explored.

This paper is devoted towards understanding physics behind the b — ¢ semilep-
tonic sum rule. We examine B — D77, and B — D*70,, and A, — A.77, in the
heavy quark effective theory (HQET). Under the heavy quark symmetry, hadronic
form factors are governed by single Isgur-Wise (IW) functions [7, 10]. Also, bot-
tomed/charmed hadron masses are approximated by heavy quark mass parameters,
safely neglecting QCD-scale and 1/m, corrections in the heavy quark limit. We will
show that such characteristic features enable us to derive an exact relation among
the decay rates, which we will refer to as a sum rule in the heavy quark limit. We
then discuss how the equality of the relation is violated in reality, ¢.e., by violations
of the heavy quark symmetry of the form factors and breakings of the heavy quark
relation in the hadron mass spectra. We will also argue that phase space integrals of
the differential decay rates affect the sum rule. Consequently, the b — ¢ semileptonic
sum rule (1.1) will be derived.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2 we introduce the operator
basis to describe NP contributions and review the decay rates. In Sec. 3, we derive
a sum rule in the heavy quark limit. Corrections to the sum rule are discussed in
Sec. 4. We also compare our results with the sum rule (1.1). Section 5 is devoted to
the summary and discussion.

2 Formulae

2.1 Operator basis

Let us assume that NP contributes to the b — ¢7v, transitions. The weak effective
Lagrangian is introduced as
4GV,

Lux = == 7= |1+ 00y, + 05,05, + Cs, 05, +CrOr| . (21)




The effective operators are defined as

OVL = (EV“Pbe?meLV‘F) 5 OS’L = (EPLb) <?PLVT) s
OSR = (EPRb>(?PLVT), OT = (EO"U'VPLb)(?O'HVPLVT)7 (22)

where P, = (1 —75)/2, Pr = (1 + 75)/2, and 0" = (i/2)[y*,~"] with a convention
o5 = —(i/2)e"*?0,,. Contributions from NP in high energy scales are encapsu-
lated into the Wilson coefficients C'x. The normalization factor 4G gV, / V2 corre-
sponds to the SM value, which is obtained by Cx = 0 for X = Vi, Sy g, and T.
The operator Oy,, = (¢y*Pgb)(7v,PLv,) is neglected because it is generally subject to
additional suppression in LFU violating interactions. All light neutrinos are assumed
to be left-handed.”!

2.2 Decay rates in heavy quark effective theory

The analysis of the B — D™ transitions is based on Refs. [17,18]. In the HQET, the
hadron matrix elements are parametrized as

(D]ey"b|B) = /mpmp [hy(v + ') 4+ h_(v —v')"],

<D|Eb|B mpmp (w+1)h5,
(Dley"ys5b|B) = (Dléysb|B) = 0,

(D|co""b|B mpmp hr (V' — v "),

) =
)=
)=
) =
(D*|cyHb|BY = mhveul’p%,ﬁv;va ,
(D*|ey" 5] B) = /mpmp- [ha, (w + 1) — (€7 v) (ha,v" + hav™) ]
(D*|eysb|B) = —v/mpmp-(€" - v)hp,
(D*|eb| B) =
(D*|eo*b|B) = —/mpmp-e"*? [hy,€5(v + )5 4+ hpy€h(v — ')y
+ hyy (65 - 0) (v + V) (v — V), ], (2.3)

with v* = ply/mp and v = p . /mpe). For ¢* = (pp — ppe)?, w = v - v = (mp +
m2., — q*)/(2mpmp ) varies in the range of 1 < w < Wpe pap With Wpe e =
(mE+m3 ., —m2)/(2mpmpe ). The form factors hx are functions of w and expressed
in the heavy quark limit by the leading order IW function &(w) as [7]

h+ :hv = hAl IhA3 = hs = hp = hT:hT1 :£(w), (24)
ho =ha, =hp, =hp, =0.

#1Gee Refs. [11-16] for studies including right-handed neutrinos.



The function satisfies {(1) = 1. Departing from the heavy quark limit, the form factors
include corrections. Defining hx(w) = hx(w)/£(w), they are generally expanded as

Me

. . R A . A . AN .
hx = hx,o + ?5th,as + %(Wlxﬂ% Z—W(Sh)(m% + (2 ) 5hX,m§ , (25)

where iLXp =1for X =+,V, A, A3, S, P,T,T1 and 0 for X = —, A, T, T3, denoting
the leading order contributions. Also, A is a QCD scale. The corrections dhy are
taken into account at O(ay, A/my,., A2/m?2) by following Refs. [17,18].

Similarly to the B — D™ transitions, the HQET form factors for the A, — A,
transitions are given by [19]

<Ac ’ (_Z’y#b | Ab
(Acley sl Ay

)y =u(p', 8') [ fiyu + favu + fav,]u(p, s),

)
(AcleblAs)

)

)

u(p', s') (17 + g2vu + gsvl, | vs ulp, s) |
su(p’, s ) u(p,s),

pa(p’, s ) s u(p, s),

<Ac|675b|Ab
<AC|EO'W, blA, ( ) [h1 O +1 h2<UM’Yu UV’Y#) +1 h3(U:[Vu - U:ﬂ%)

+ i hy(v,v), — v )} (p,s), (2.6)

where u(p, s) are spinors with momentum p and spin s. Also, v = p/my,, v' = p'/my,,
w=wv-v' = (m}, +m}, —q°)/(2ma,ma.), and Wi, mex = (M3, +m3, —m7)/(2my,my,)
are introduced. The form factors f;, ¢;, and hl(-/) are functions of w and expressed in
the heavy quark limit as [10]

fi=g1=hs=hp=h =((w), (2.7)
fo=fi=g=9gs=ho=h3=hs =0,

where ((w) is the IW function for ground state baryons, satisfying (1) = 1. Once
departing from the heavy quark limit, the A, — A. form factors include corrections
similar to Eq. (2.5). They are taken into account at O(as, A/my.c, s\ /my, ., A2 /m2)
by following Refs. [19,20].

In the HQET, the differential decay rates are described by the above form factors.
For B — DT, it is expressed as [21]

dl'(B — D, G2V |*niwms, . 2
(B Drve) _ GV s ez,

1 3
i en | (1 50) ()P + SR
3
12100, + Co LY +810rP(1 + 207) (1R
+3R[(1+ Cy,)(Cs, + Cs,)* | pHS HY,



—12R[(1 + Cy,)C] pH@OHE} : (2.8)

where 2., = ¢*/mp = 1 = 2rpmw + 12, Tpe = Mpe/mp, and p = m./+/¢?
are introduced. Also, ngw is an EW correction. The hadronic amplitudes HP are
functions of the form factors shown explicitly in Appendix A. Similarly, the rate for
B — D*7i, is shown as [21]
dU(B — D*10,)  GEVal*ngwmb .o » 2 2\2
o = 1873 iprpvw? —1(1 - p?)

1 . . . 3 .
X {|1 + Oy, | [(1 + §P2> [(H?)? + (Hy )P + (Hp )] + 5,02(]{%)2}

3 * * * *
+51Cs, — Csp[*(HE)? +8|Cr[*(1+20%) [(Hp)? + (HF ) + (HE)?]
- 3%[(1 + CVL)(CSL - CSR)*} IOHIQ*HXZ/),Z

—12R[(1 + Ov,)C3p (HD HRy + HY  HY, — HY”HP) } : (2.9)
On the other hand, the differential decay rate for A, — A.77;, is given by [19,22]
dF<Ab — ACTDT) G%|Vcb|2771%zwm?\ A 2
dw B 9673 “rivw? = 1(1 - p?) (2.10)
1
{1t G| (L 502 ) 100 4 (g 4 (1,07 + (1, )

3
F 3Pl i, )]
+3[|Cs, + Cou(H)? + |Cs, = CisP(HP)?]

+ 81 (1 +20%) | (Hito )2+ (Hit ) + (HR, ) + (R, )

+3 %[(1 + CVL)(OSL + CSR)*} /O(H&t+ + H&tf)Hé\

+3 %[(1 + CVL)(CSL - CSR)*}/O<H\//\¢+ - H\//\,t—)Hg

+12 %[(1 + CVL)C;]p(H&O+H7/}7O+ + H\//\,O—H%O— + H\//\,1+H§\,1+ + H9,1—HJT\,1_)} )

with ¢X = ¢*/m3, =1 — 2raw + 7% and ry = my, /may,.

3 Sum rule in heavy quark limit

Let us study the decay rates in the heavy quark limit, m.; > A. Since the heavy
quark symmetry is restored in the limit, the form factors are expressed by the leading
order IW functions, and their corrections are suppressed. Also, the hadron masses
are expressed in the HQET as [19,23, 24]

2

mu, =mqg+ A+ +.o. (3.1)

QmQ



where mg is a heavy quark mass, and Am? is a parameter of QCD-scale squared. In
the heavy quark limit, the hadron masses are approximated by the first term on the
right-hand side, satisfying a heavy quark relation,

mp = mp,, Mp=mMmps=my,. (3.2)

Hence, rp = rp- =71y =7 and ¢3 = ¢5. = 3 = 1 — 2rw + 72 = ¢* hold. It is then
convenient to define

G2 ch 2,2 m5 .
L

As a result, the differential decay rate for B — D7, is simplified as

dU(B — D1i,) :/\/{|1 +OVL|2|: (1 N 1/)2) (14 7)*(w? —1)

dw 2 q?
3 (1 —7r)2(w+1)?
+3pUrPe ]
q

3
+51Cs, + Cspl*(w +1)° +8|CT| (1+2p%)(w* - 1)

+3R[(1+ Cy,)(Cs, + Cs,)*

] —r)(w+1)?
\/@_2
+12§R[(1+CVL)(J*]( 7;)/(1;] D}g (3.4)

Similarly, the differential decay rate for B — D*7¥, becomes

dT(B — D*ri,) :N{|1+OVL|2[(1+%;F) [4w(w+1)+ (1—r)%(w +1)? }

dw q?
3 ,(1+7)2(w?—1
S 1)

2
3 _ 20,2
+ 5 |CSL CSR| (w 1)

A2

+8]Cr (1 +2p%) [(w F1)2 4 4(w + 1) (r*w +w — 27»)}

q
_ 3%[(1 + CVL>(CSL . CSR>*} P(l + 7“)(32 - 1)
q
C12R[(1+ Gy o] P DI v Srw = 1)) } (w2, (3.5)
q

Also, the rate for A, — A.7v; is obtained as

_ 2 _
dl (A ZUACT”T) _ 4./\/{|1 + Cy, |2 [(1 + %pQ) (2w i +A2U QT)




n 3 yrfw4w—2r
2 P2
3
+2[1Cs, + CsalPw +1) + 1Cs, - CSRP(w -1)]

+8|orl —|—2p2)(w Loltw w2 tu-
+§%[<1+CVL)<CSL+OSR)} ( %H’)
FOR[(+C)(Cs, CSR)}’)(H;)% )
—36%[(1+CVL)C*}%} C(w)?. (3.6)

Abbreviating the differential rates as kp = dI'(B — D77,)/dw, kp- = d['(B —
D*ri;)/dw, and Ky, = dI'(Ay — Act0,)/dw, we found a relation holding ezactly in
the heavy quark limit,

KA. KD KD* ..
SM = anqQL ot S + buqr—ay el (heavy quark limit) (3.7)

Let us refer to this relation as a sum rule in heavy quark limit. Here, H%\f are the

SM values, i.e., Cy, = Cs, = Cs, = Cr = 0. The coefficients anq;, and buqr, are
functions of w as
(1+7r)*(w— 1)1 = p?) + 3(r*w + w — 2r)p?
2(1+2p%)(r*w +w — 2r) + 2w (2 + p?)§?
(L= )2+ 1) + [(L+ 2w = 1) + (2w + w = 27)] 02 + 20(2 + )¢
2(142p%)(r?w +w — 2r) + 2w(2 + p?)§>

(3.8)

apQL =

buqr =

They satisty apqr +buqr, = 1 as the sum rule should hold in the SM limit. Since anqr,
and buqr, are independent of NP contributions CYy, , Cs,, Cg,, and Cr, the sum rule
holds in any NP model.

In Eq. (1.1), the sum rule consists of ratios of the LFU ratio, i.e., double ratios
of the decay rates. In contrast, Eq. (3.7) depends on single ratios of the decay rates,
ki, /K. Tt is noticed that decay rates of light lepton channels, x§; = dI'(H, —
H.App) /dw with € being e, p, do not affect the sum rule, because we assume that NP
contributes only to b — ¢77,, and kY, = kK HSM holds. Thus, the double ratio becomes

/KESM_R%M' ()




4 Corrections to sum rule

4.1 Hadron mass spectra and form factors

Although the sum rule (3.7) is exact in the heavy quark limit, the realistic bottomed
and charmed mass spectra do not satisfy the heavy quark relation (3.2) but involve the
corrections in Eq. (3.1). Additionally, sub-leading contributions to the form factors
(2.5) arise because the heavy quark symmetry is broken. Consequently, the equality
of the sum rule is violated.
The deviation from the equality is parametrized as
SAC = % — GHQL lis?/[ bHQL mle\j[ s (41)
K, K} K

where the differential decay rates are no longer evaluated in the heavy quark limit.

We decompose the decay rates (2.8), (2.9), and (2.10) by the Wilson coefficients as

I'(H, H,
"ch( dr’( b; JVT> ch* (4.2)

The Wilson coefficient factor C; represents

1+CVL, fOIiZVL

C fori= 9
e (4.3)
CSR7 for i = SR
Cr. fori =T
Since KSLSL = SRSR is satisfied, let us express (ij) = (S.SL) and (SrSg) to be

(ij) = (SS) Then Eq. (4.1) is rewritten as

§ o 5D g 4.4
VLV aHQLKVLVL - HQLW ) (4.4)
D D~

where the denominators express the SM values, since kj! = /{I‘QLVL holds.

The deviation § A. may be improved by shifting anqr, and buqr, such that some of
the C;,C; terms are suppressed.”” Instead of Eq. (4.4), let us redefine the deviation as

ij

=kl « =kl .. <kl , .. HAC 1 Kp k. Rp+
Oy, = E CiCi oz (i), 05, (1)) = - — @l 9 — b - (4.5)
— Kl Kp K

We first require that the sum rule is exact in the SM limit, i.e., gilc(VLVL) = 0.
Additionally, gf\l (kl) = 0 is achieved if a! and b¥ satisfy

ViV, ViV, ViV, A%
akl _ /K/ LVL K}D*/K/ LVL 1l B /K} LVL K/Ai L (4 6)
" D/’fz‘gLVL - KD*/“VLVL 7 " “D/KELVL “D*/”VLVL

#2Such a prescription was also adopted in Refs. [3-6] when the sum rule (1.1) was given.
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Figure 1. The deviation from the sum rule in the heavy quark limit, EXiSR (1j), as a function
of w. For further explanations of scenarios SO — S4, see the text.

One can easily check that a* + b = 1 and STC(VLVL) = 0 are satisfied. Since the
deviation vanishes in the SM limit, gilc consists of NP contributions. Also, the sum
rule (3.7) is reproduced, i.e., the left-hand side of Eq. (4.5) becomes zero, if we take
the heavy quark limit, since aﬁl — apqr, and bﬁl — buqr are satisfied in the limit.

As mentioned above, the sum rule (3.7) is violated because the realistic bottomed
and charmed mass spectra include the corrections (3.1), and the form factors involve
higher order contributions (2.5). For evaluating their effects on Silc(i 7), let us consider
the following step-by-step scenarios:

e S0: Heavy quark limit, i.e., the scenario in Sec. 3.



e S1: The form factors and the charmed hadron masses are the same as S0, but
the bottomed hadrons have realistic mass spectra, i.e., mp # ma,.

e 52: The form factors and the bottomed hadron masses are the same as S0, but
the charmed hadrons have realistic mass spectra, i.e., mp # mps« # my,.

e S3: The form factors are the same as SO, but with realistic bottomed and
charmed hadron mass spectra, mp # my, and mp # mp+ 7# my,.

e S4: The form factors include higher order corrections with realistic bottomed
and charmed hadron mass spectra, mp # my, and mp # mp- # ma,.

Scenario S4 corresponds to the full setup of the HQET.

As areference, let us consider a case when the V7, Sy term is suppressed in Eq. (4.5),
i.e., SXiSR(VLSR) = 0 is satisfied.”® In Fig. 1, SXiSR(ij) is shown for (ij) = (VSL),
(SS), (SgSL), (TT), and (VL T) as functions of w. In the heavy quark relation, the
masses are commonly set to mp for the charmed hadrons in scenario S1, and mp for
the bottomed hadrons in S2. Also, the range of w is taken from 1 to wa,, mas, since
the kinematic phase space is not universal as wa, maz < Wp* maz < WD, mae for the
realistic hadron masses.

From the figures, it is seen that SXiSR (ij) = 0 is satisfied for SO in the whole w
range (red line in the plot) because the scenario corresponds to the heavy quark limit.
This exact relation is violated in S1 —S4. Although S1 (orange) and S2 (green) predict
deviations from zero, those contributions tend to be destructive to each other. Thus,
S3 (cyan) provides a milder deviation than S1 and S2. On the other hand, higher
order contributions to the form factors in S4 (blue) also affect the sum rule. Their
effects are comparable to those from the hadron mass spectra and could dominate the
total deviations.

We also studied the w dependence of the deviations. They are relatively suppressed
for small w. However, the result is based on the HQET and may depend on the form
factor parametrization. The analysis with the BGL form factors [25] will be explored
in the following subsection. Also, we have not evaluated uncertainties of Silc (77), which
will be studied elsewhere [26].

The deviations for (ij) = (T'T) and (VT are larger than the others. Such a
tendency has also been seen in the b — ¢ semileptonic sum rule (1.1) (see Refs. [3-6]).
Since the tensor contributions are likely to involve large uncertainties (see Ref. [6]), it
is significant to accurately determine the form factors to obtain the sum rule reliably.

4.2 Phase space integral

In addition to the effects investigated in the previous subsection, the equality of the
sum rule in the heavy quark limit (3.7) is violated by phase space integrals of the

#3In Fig. 3 of Appendix B we show the results for other cases such as gif(l]) and SXfSR(ZJ)
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differential decay rates. Experimentally, the decay rates are measured in the whole
range/intervals of w. Additionally, the sum rule was provided originally for the total
decay rates (see Eq. (1.1)). Then, in each term of Eq. (4.5), the ratios are replaced as

K/Z] f)/;{ I w2
. e i ij
ivr o ovevi o THed —/ Kir, dw., (4.7)
HC7I w1

where I = [wy, wy] is the integral interval. Instead of Silc in Eq. (4.5), we consider the
following deviation,

ij ij ij
. .. .. VAe,d YD.1 YD1
0N =Y CCoN(if), SN (i) = 5 —aff no by na (4.8)

The coefficients a¥’ and b} are no longer functions of w and given by

VLV, ViV, ViV, VLV,
Kl ’YAC,I/’YAf,IL - /’Y N K ’VD I/’Y 't AC,I/”YAf,IL (4.9)
I — ) 1 .
B/ =B %ﬁvf /VVLVL =B/

Here, af' + b}' = 1, 6k (kl) = 0, and 6} (V. V) = 0 are satisfied. In particular, the
sum rule is exact in the SM limit.
For the integral intervals, we consider the following five w regions,

Ii =14+ (wn, max — 1)1 —1)/5, 1+ (Wh, max — 1)i/5]. (i=1,...,5) (4.10)

The region is commonly set between the numerator and denominator of each ratio in
Egs. (4.8) and (4.9). We also study the case of the total decay rates, i.e., the one
that the phase space is integrated over 1 < w < wg, mqz, corresponding to the b — ¢
semileptonic sum rule (1.1).

Once the phase space is integrated, unlike the previous sections, the leading order
IW functions do not cancel in each ratio of Eqs. (4.8) and (4.9), necessitating their
explicit w dependence. We assume the functions as [17,19]#*

6(’[11) — gpre(w)/gpre(l) ’ gpre(w) =1- 8(12@2* —+ <%1E — ‘/20> 237 (411)

Lw—12¢", (4.12)

c(w):1+(w—1)g’+2

where z, is a function of w,

Vo T1-V
ENCESERYTE

#4In detail, £P™(w) is used only for the leading order evaluations of the form factors in the following.

(4.13)

For S4, we adopt a different parameterization explored in Ref. [18].

11
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Figure 2. The correction to the sum rule, OXfSR (i7), for five w intervals and the total decay

rates (“full”). Different colors correspond to different scenarios also explained in the main

text.

Here, a® ~ 1.14, Vi ~ 57, Vay ~ 7.5, and p? ~ 1.24 are introduced for &(w) [17]7#°.

#5In the literature, the value of p? is determined along with other sub-leading IW parameters by
using Belle data, Lattice, and QCDSR. However, they are ignored in our analysis for simplicity.
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Also, ¢’ ~ —2.06 and (" ~ 3.28 are set for ((w) [19].76

So far, we have focused on the HQET. In the literature, the sum rule has been
explored with BGL form factors as well as those in the HQET (see Refs [3-6]).7" In
the following, we evaluate 65’ (ij) based on the BGL form factors by following Ref. [6].
Hence, in addition to SO — S4, we consider scenario S5,

e S5: the BGL form factors with realistic hadron masses.”®

In Fig. 2, we show (5X§SR(ij) for the case when the differential decay rates are
integrated over w in the range of I1 — I5 and the case for the total decay rate (denoted
as “full”).” The phase space integral makes the deviation 5XfSR(i j) non-zero even
in the heavy quark limit (SO, red bar in the plot). The violations of the heavy
quark relation in the hadron mass spectra in S1 (orange) and S2 (green) induce large
deviations similar to Fig. 1. These two contributions tend to be destructive to each
other, and thus, the deviation in S3 (cyan) becomes milder. The deviations from the
higher order contributions to the form factors (S4, blue) are comparable to or larger
than those in S3. On the other hand, the BGL form factors (S5, purple) predict
smaller deviations than those in the HQET (S4) except for (ij) = (T7T) and (V.T).
In particular, for (ij) = (V3SL) the former provides a much smaller deviation than the
latter in the case of the total decay rate (“full”). This might be interesting because
NP contributions to Cg, are favored by the Rp. anomaly.”!® Nonetheless, such
large differences between S4 and S5 indicate that there should be sizable (potential)
uncertainties in the form factors.

As for the w dependence, among the five w intervals I1 — I5, I1 is likely to provide
smaller deviations in the HQET (S4), as expected from Fig. 1. However, such a
tendency is not seen in S5, i.e., with the BGL form factors. Therefore, it is inevitable
to determine the form factors more accurately for further discussion.

5 Summary and discussion

The b — ¢ semileptonic sum rule (1.1) has attracted attention in light of the Rp
and Rp+ anomalies. Although the rule involves a model-dependent correction d,_, its
smallness enables us to apply the relation to check the consistency in the experimental
results independently of NP models.

#6These values are determined by performing a global fit to LHCb data [27] and Lattice result [28],
where the analyses are based on the realistic hadron mass spectra.

#7In the literature, the A, — A, transitions have been studied only with the BGL form factors for
the sum rule.

#8We do not evaluate uncertainties. Further study is in progress [26].

#90ther results such as 6/‘\/5& (ij) and 6X5T(ij) are given in Fig. 4 of Appendix B.

#10See Refs. [29-33] for recent works on the light H* contribution to Cg, under stringent collider
constraints of Ref. [34], though evaluations of §XfSR(VLS 1) uncertainties are left for future works.
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Despite its usefulness, the sum rule was found empirically, and its theoretical
background was not clear. In this paper, we investigated B — D70, and B — D*70,,
and A, — A.70, from the perspective of the heavy quark symmetry. Among their
differential decay rates, we derived a sum rule holding exactly in the heavy quark
limit, ¢.e., there is no model-dependent correction.

We then analyzed how the equality of the sum rule is violated in reality. The
corrections are introduced by the heavy quark symmetry breaking of the form factors
and the violation of the heavy quark relation in the hadron mass spectra. Also, the
phase space integrals of the differential decay rates affect the sum rule even in the
heavy quark limit. We found a large cancellation between the contributions from the
bottomed and charmed hadron mass spectra. Additionally, the higher order contri-
butions to the form factors yield a deviation comparable to or larger than those from
the hadron mass spectra. Therefore, the accuracy of the form factors is crucial for
further investigations of the sum rule.

We also compared the results obtained in the HQET with those based on the
BGL form factors. It was shown that there are large differences between these two
approaches, indicating (potential) uncertainties associated with the form factors and
other inputs, though they are not evaluated in this paper. Those arising from parame-
terizations, alongside investigating the phenomenological impact based on the best-fit
values from Ref. [2] and their w dependencies, remain a subject for future work.
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A Hadronic amplitudes

The hadronic factors of the helicity amplitudes in the HQET are summarized in this
appendix. For the B — D transitions, there are four amplitudes [18,21]:
rp(w?

—1
Hyy = mp —2) [(1 +rp)hy — (1 - TD)h—] )
dp

HY, = sy |7 [(1 —rp)(w + Dhy — (14 1p)(w — 1)h,] ,
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HEY =mpy/rp(w + 1)hsg,

HE = —mp\/rp(w? — 1) hy . (A1)
For the B — D* transitions, they are given by [18,21]
HY, = mpy/rp- | (w+ Dha, FVa? = Thy |,
HDy =mp 7:zﬂ(w +1) [(TD* —w)ha, + (w—1)(rpha, + hAS)] ,

qp=

T D+ (U}Q — ]_)

HY; = =iy [ [+ Dha, + (e = Dhay + (rpe — w)ha |

HEY" = —mp+\/rp-(w? — 1)hp,

AR, = dmp [ [V (w s V=) [, + b, + (w0 VaZ =) (b, — )|
2

HEy = =mpy/Fpe | (w+ Dy, + (w = 1, + 2(w® = 1z | (A.2)

For A, — A, the hadronic factors are shown as [19,22]

H&li = —2mp,\/TA [\/w —1fiFvw+ 191} ,

Hiyoy = my, %A{Vw— 1[(1+7“A)f1+(w+1)(f2m+f3)]
+vw+ 1[(1 —ra)g1 — (w —1)(g2ra +93)] } ,
H&ti = A, %\A{ vw +1 [(1 —ra)fi + fa(1 —wrp) + fa(w — rA)}

F V= T[(1+ ra)gn — gu(1 — wra) — ga(w— )]}

HEY = mp,\/2rp(w + 1Ry,
HE = mp,\/2ra(w — 1)hp,
r
H%’li = —2my, /é—g{\/w — 1[(1 +ra)hy — (1 —wrp)hs — (w — TA)hg]
A

4 \/w—+1[(1 — ) — (w — 1) (hara + h?,)] } ,
Hpop = ma, VIR { Vo = 1| b = ho + by = (w+ Dhy| £V T T . (A3)

B Additional figures

In Eq. (4.5), there are several choices of which term satisfies gilc(kl) = 0. In Figs. 1
and 2, we have studied {kl} = {V.Sgr}. In this appendix, we study other cases. In
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Figure 3. SIZZC (ij) as a function of w. The

w

legend of Fig. 1 and main text.

Fig. 3, we show 8, "(if), ox. (i),

—SrSL
0

w

color-to-scenario

Aec (U

w

w

correspondence is found in the

), Sif(zj), and SXiT(ij)‘ Scenarios S1

and S2 tend to predict an opposite sign of Slj\lc (1j) to each other, and thus, the S3

prediction appears between those two results.
In Fig. 4 we also show &;°%% (i5), 635 (i5), 657 (i7), 617 (i), and 63" (ij). Among

S0 — S2, scenario SO provides the minimum correction in most cases. As in 6X§SL (15),
those in S3 tends to be milder than the S1 and S2 cases. In 5XfSL(VLSR), S4 has
larger values compared to S5 similarly to 5XfSL(VLS ). It is found that S5 has larger
0p, than the HQET results once it involves the tensor Wilson coefficient.

In scenarios S3 and S4, the deviations tend to be suppressed around w ~ 1.
However, this is not always the case for S5.
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