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Abstract

In this work, we study the decays A. — (A,n)¢Tv, ({ = p,e) within a model-independent framework.
We calculate the helicity amplitudes for all possible four-fermion operators, including the interactions between
different new physics (NP) operators. The form factors for the A. — (A, n) transitions are taken from lattice
QCD calculations. We present detailed results for the branching fractions and other key observables. Al-
though our results are generally consistent with previous studies, we find that the predicted central values
for the branching fractions are approximately 10% larger than the experimental measurements. Additionally,
we explore the potential impacts of NP, focusing particularly on the scenario in which NP particles couple
exclusively to the muon. Using Wilson coefficients fitted from D and D, meson decays, we examine NP effects
in the A — (A,n)u" v, decay channels. It is found that although most potential contributions of NP are
obscured by the uncertainties inherent in both theory and experiment, the right-handed scalar operator could
suppress the branching fraction of A. — (A,n)u*v, by up to 10%. We also highlight that the ratio of the
forward-backward asymmetry in the A, — (A, n)u"v, decay to that in the A. — (A,n)eTv. decay provides
a novel probe for NP, as it is less sensitive to hadronic uncertainties and is largely unaffected by current NP
operators. All of our results can be tested in ongoing experiments such as BESIII, Belle-II, and LHCDb, as
well as in future high-energy facilities like the Super Tau-Charm Factory (STCF) and the Circular Electron
Positron Collider (CEPC).

1 Introduction

The study of charm physics has become a critical area of focus in modern particle physics due to the charm
quark’s unique position at the intersection of weak and strong interactions. As a quark heavier than up, down,
and strange quarks, yet lighter than bottom and top quarks, the charm quark serves as an essential probe for
exploring both perturbative and non-perturbative aspects of QCD. One of the key strengths of the charm sector
is its ability to provide precise tests of the Standard Model (SM), while simultaneously offering fertile ground
for investigating the possible existence of new physics (NP) beyond the SM. The study of charm quarks also
enables the accurate measurement of fundamental parameters such as the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa (CKM)
matrix elements, which govern quark mixing and CP violation in weak decays [1-4]. The weak decays of charm
mesons, such as the D -mesons, and charm baryons, such as the A., provide an excellent opportunity to test the
predictions of SM regarding quark mixing and CP violation with high precision [5,6]. These decays, particularly
those that result in hadronic final states, offer stringent tests of factorization models within QCD, thereby refining
our understanding of both perturbative and non-perturbative QCD effects. Moreover, charm physics provides
a complementary framework to the study of heavier quarks, such as the bottom and top quarks. The charm

sector offers experimental advantages in terms of precision and accessibility, making it a valuable alternative for
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conducting high-precision measurements that are often more challenging in the bottom and top sectors. Beyond its
utility in testing the SM, the charm sector holds significant promise for the search for new physics. Deviations from
SM predictions in charm decays could signal the presence of new physics, including phenomena such as lepton-flavor
violating processes, or exotic decays. The precision with which charm decays can be measured, combined with
the relatively clean experimental environment provided by charmed meson and baryon decays, enables rigorous
constraints to be placed on a wide array of NP models. Ongoing and upcoming experiments, including those at
BESIII, Belle-II, LHCDb, and other high-luminosity facilities, are expected to dramatically improve the sensitivity
of these searches. These advancements promise not only to deepen our understanding of charm physics but also
to provide critical insights into the potential discovery or exclusion of NP, solidifying the pivotal role of the charm
sector as an essential pillar of modern particle physics research.

In recent years, the charged-current decays of B — D(*)¢~, have been extensively studied by the BaBar, Belle,
and LHCD collaborations [7], and they have produced results that challenge the SM predictions. A particular focus
has been placed on the ratios R(D(*)), defined as the ratio of the branching fractions:

B(B = DWr=p,)

R(DW) = 2= ,
( ) B(B — D(*)f_f/g)

(1)

where ¢ = e, u. The experimental results show that these ratios exceed their SM predictions by more than three
standard deviations (o) [8]. This large deviation from the SM is suggestive of a potential violation of lepton flavor
universality (LFU), a principle that posits that all leptons, including electrons, muons, and tau, should interact
identically in weak decays. This discrepancy has sparked a wave of interest and investigation within the particle
physics community, with many theorists and experimentalists exploring whether the observed tension could be
attributed to NP beyond the SM [9-13].

The potential violation of LFU observed in B-meson decays has naturally prompted the extension of the
search for similar NP signatures to the charm sector. Specifically, the leptonic and semi-leptonic decays of charm
mesons, such as D and Dy, induced by the weak transitions ¢ — (s, d)¢* vy, provide valuable probes for both SM
predictions and possible NP effects. Numerous theoretical studies have explored these decays within the SM as
well as in various NP scenarios [14-19]. These studies predict the expected behavior of these decays in the presence
of NP interactions, and comparing these predictions with experimental results will provide crucial insights into
potential deviations from the SM. Theoretical predictions in this area are eagerly awaited to be tested in current
and upcoming experiments, notably those at BES-III, LHCb, and Belle-II. In addition to the decays of mesons,
another promising approach to studying ¢ — (s, d)¢T v, transitions is through the semi-leptonic decays of charm
baryons. These processes offer an alternative and complementary perspective, as they involve the weak decay
of baryons rather than mesons, providing a distinct probe for flavor physics. Typical examples of such decays
include A, — AlTwy, [20] and A, — nlTy, [21]. These semi-leptonic decays serve as additional tests of LFU,
while also opening new experimental opportunities for the investigation of NP in the charm sector. Furthermore,
studying charm-baryon decays is crucial for precise determination of the CKM matrix elements |V,s| or |Veq| [22].
By combining experimental measurements of decay rates for A, — (A, n)¢* v, with lattice QCD calculations of the
corresponding form factors, these decays provide an excellent opportunity to extract these CKM elements with
high precision. Moreover, from the perspective of an experimentalist, A. — (A,n)¢Tv, decay modes are used as
normalization modes in measurements of a wide range of other charm and bottom baryon decays [23].

In recent years, significant progress has been made in measuring the semileptonic decays of the A. baryon
[24-27], specifically the modes A, — Alv,. These efforts, primarily by the BESIII collaboration, have yielded
increasingly precise results. The most accurate branching fractions to date are B (A, — AeTr,) = (3.56 + 0.11 +
0.07)% [26] and B (A — Aptv,) = (3.48£0.14 £ 0.10)% [27]. Comparing the electron mode with the inclusive
semileptonic decay rate B (A, — XeTv,) = (3.95 + 0.34 + 0.09)%, it is apparent that additional exclusive decay
channels remain to be measured. In fact, BESIII has reported evidence for decays involving excited A states,
A, — A(1520)eT v, and A. — A(1405)e* v, [28], although with small branching fractions of (1.024-0.5240.11)x 1073
and (0.42 £ 0.19 + 0.04) x 1073, respectively. While a range of decays has been explored, experimental data for
the A, — nfv, semileptonic modes, also predicted by the SM, is still lacking. Theoretical investigations of the

Ae — (A, n)lTvp decays have been extensively carried out using various approaches [21,29-47]. A comparison



between the current experimental results and theoretical predictions reveals that while most SM predictions align
with the experimental data, there remain significant uncertainties on both sides. As a result, the possibility of NP
effects cannot be completely ruled out at this stage.

In our previous study [18], we had examined the decays of D mesons by assuming general effective Hamiltonians
that describe the ¢ — (s,d)¢T vy transitions, incorporating the full set of four-fermion operators. Using the most
recent experimental data, we performed a minimum x2-fit of the Wilson coefficients corresponding to each operator
and calculated various observables for the pure-leptonic and semi-leptonic decays of D mesons. In this work, we
shall extend our approach to investigate the semi-leptonic decays AY — A¢Tv, and AT — nlT v, within the same
framework. We will analyze these decays both in the context of the SM and with respect to possible contributions
from NP. This paper will provide a comprehensive theoretical treatment of these decays, including the relevant
form factors and decay dynamics. Additionally, we will review current experimental results and discuss their
implications for both SM physics and NP scenarios, with particular focus on potential signals of NP and LFU
violation.

This work is organized as follows. In Sec. 2 , we present the framework of our study, including the effective
Hamiltonian, form factors, and helicity amplitudes. The SM predictions and NP analysis are listed in Sec. 3.

Finally, we summarize the main findings and conclude in Sec. 4.

2 Analysis Formula

2.1 Effective Hamiltonian of ¢ — (s,d)¢("v, Transitions

Consider the decay process A, — AlTv, as an example. Assuming the absence of right-handed neutrinos, the

effective Hamiltonian for the ¢ — s¢*v, transition can be written as [15]:

Gr

Hert =75

Here, G is the Fermi coupling constant, V. is the CKM matrix element, and C;(i = VL, VR, SL, SR, T) represent

the Wilson coefficients. The O; are four-fermion operators with different chiral and Lorentz structures. The explicit

Vs [(1 + CVL)OVL + CyvrOvr + CsOsr, + CspOsp + CTOT} + h.c. (2)

forms of the operators O;, categorized by their left- and right-handed chiralities, are provided as follows:

Ovr = (59" Prc)(UeyuPrl), Ovr = (57" Prc)(Dey, PrLl),
Ost = (8PLc)(Prl), Osr = (8Prc)(vePrl),
Or = (§O+WPRC)(550’,“,PR£), (3)
with Pr, p = 1F 5. It should be noted that the operator Oy, is present only in the SM and the Wilson coeflicients
of Ox can get modified at the scale of short distance. We also note that the tensor operator with opposite quark

chiralities vanishes within the appropriate Fierz identity.

Therefore, the transition of the process of A, — A¢tv, can be written as

./\/l = <Af+ug|/Heff|Ac>

G
= 7;‘/;5{ |:(1 + CVL) <A| sy Prc |AC> +Cvr <A| 5v" Prc |AC> i| <£+Vg|ﬂ[7uPL€|0>

+[Csi (A 5Pe|Ac) + Csn (A 5Pre|A) | (€ vl Prel0)

+C7r (A| 56" Pre|AL) <€+V4|1750WPR£|0>}. (4)

2.2 Form factor of hadron matrix element

To calculate the hadron helicity amplitudes, it is necessary for us to parameterize the hadron matrix element of

A. — A. The transition A, — A involving vector and axial-vector currents can be expressed in terms of six form



factors, which are given by [48,49]

(A(p2, A2)[37"c|Ac(p1, A1) = Ta(p2, A2) [fo(q2)(MAc - MA)Z_Z
M M,
+f+(q2)% (p’f +ph — (M3, — Mi)%)
+ q
+fl<q2><w - %pﬁ - 2&“ pﬂ wr(pr, M), (5)
(A(p2, A2) |37 y5c|Ac(pr, A1) = —tz2(p2, A2)7s lgo(QQ)(MAC + MA)Z_Z

Mp, — My q"
+9+(q2)T (plf +ph — (M/Qxc - Mﬁ)?

2Mp
Q-

P

_2MAC ”)]m(ph)q), (6)

+9.1(¢%) (v“ + o P

with ¢ = p1 —p2. N\ = :l:% (1 = 1,2) indicate the helicities of initial hadron and the final one, respectively.
Within the equation of motion, the hadronic matrix elements involving the scalar and pseudoscalar currents can
be parameterized as

My — M,
(A(p2, A2)5c[Ac(pr, A1) = fo(q2)n;\%md/\ﬂ2(?2, A2)u1(p1, M), (7)
_ My + My _
(A(p2, A2)|575¢/Ac(p1,M1)) = g0(@%) 2Lty (p2, Ao)y5u1 (p1, M), (8)
Me + My

and My = My, &+ Mp. The matrix elements of the tensor currents can be written in terms of four form factors
h+a hJ_v h+a hJ_ [48749]7

LN NN VNN 1)
(A(p2, A2)|5i0" c|Ac(p1, M) = Tia(p2, Ao) |20 (¢7) L2212

Q+
+hL(q2>(W(Q‘W” —q"") - 2(qi2 + C%)(p‘fpg )
+hy(q) (ia“” - &(MAC (p5y" — P57") — MaA(PYY" — p{y") + pips — pr’g‘))
+7”Ll(q2)% ((Mic — ME = ¢*)(y"'py —~"p) — (ME, — M3 +¢°)(v*pl — +"ph)
+2(My, — Ma) (P75 = ip5) ) [ (1. A0), ©)

with Q+ = (My, +£ My)? — ¢*>. The matrix elements of the current ¢io#’~5b can be obtained from the above
equation by using the identity

05 = =5 P aa. (10)

We note that the above parameterizations decompose the matrix elements into form factors within the helicity
basis. In the literature, these matrix elements are also often parameterized using the so-called “Weinberg form
factors” [50-52]. The relationship between those form factors and the ones used in the present context can be
found in Ref. [53].

For these introduced helicity form factors, they are always expanded by [21,45]

max
1

@) = ————— 3 al[:)]", (1)

1- q2/(mpole)2 n=0

where the function z(¢?) is given as

dg?) = V2@ Vi Do (12)
N e



with to = (Ma, — Ma)?, t]. = (mp + mx)?. The quantum numbers and masses of the D mesons producing
these poles in the different form factors are given in Table. 1. The fit results for the parameters of the A, — A
and A, — n transitions are results base on the lattice QCD approach, which are summarized in Table. 2 and
3, respectively. The nominal fit is used to evaluate the central values and statistical uncertainties, while the

higher-order fit is used to estimate systematic uncertainties.

Table 1: The quantum numbers and masses of the D mesons producing poles in the different form factors [21,45].

Transition f JP mgole [GeV]
J+s fo 1- 2.112
0t 2.318
A — A fo

9+5 9L 1t 2.460
9 0~ 1.968
fvs fo, hyy by 1~ 2.010
fo 0+ 2.351

A.—n SO
g+, 91, h’+7 h’J_ 1+ 2.423
9 0~ 1.870

2.3 Decay Amplitudes

Now, we turn to calculate the decay rate of decay A, — AlTv,, which is relate to |[M|?. In SM, the transitions
¢ — s{Ty; can be viewed as subsequent processes ¢ — sW*T and W*T — (Tu; subsequently. It is known to us
that the off-shell W** has four helicities, namely Ay = +1,0(J = 1) and A\ = 0(J = 0), and the off-shell W**
has a time-like polarization, with J = 1,0 denoting the two angular momenta of the rest frame W**. In order
to distinguish the two Ay« = 0 states we adopt the notation Ay« =0 for J =1 and Ay~ =t for J = 0. In the
A.-baryon rest frame, choosing the z—axis to be along the W*T, the polarization vectors of virtual particle are:

et(t) =(1,0,0,0), &"(£)= L(0, ¥,—14,0), &”*(0)=(0,0,0,1), (13)

V2

where ¢* is the four-momentum of the off-shell W**. In this case, the polarization vectors of the W*T satisfy the

orthonormality and completeness relation

Z 6L()‘VVl )eu’ ()\WZ )g)\Wl Aw, = Gup's (14)
AWy AW,
with gay, aw, = diag(+, —, —, —) for Aw,, Aw, = ¢, £,0.

It is much convenient to calculate the helicity amplitudes in the rest frame of the parent baryon A., where
we choose the z-axis to be along the W*T (see Fig. 1). In the experimental side, the polarization of A can be
probed by analyzing the angular decay distribution of the subsequent decay of A. As an exemplary case, we shall
consider the decay mode A — prm~ as a polarization analyzer. One can exploit the cascade nature of the decay
Ae = A(—= pr™)W*T (= £T1;) by writing down a joint angular decay distribution involving the polar angles 6, 6
and the azimuthal angles ¢ defined by the decay products in their respective center of mass systems as shown in
Figure. 1.

The hadronic amplitudes that represent the processes A, — AW*T with vector and axial-vector currents are
defined by

HY, s = en(Ow) (A(p2, A2) 57" c[Ac(p1, A1), (15)
HE s = en(Ow) (A(p2, A2) |57 v5¢|Ac(pr, M)); (16)

and we then have
H{D =HY \ FHE A = el Ow ) (A2, A2) |57 (1 F 75)clAc(pr, Ar)). (17)



Table 2: Results for the z-expansion parameters describing the form factors of A, — A [21].

a{ Nominal fit Higher-order fit a{ Nominal fit Higher-order fit
al* 1.30 + 0.06 1.2840.07 | al* —3.27+1.18 —2.85+1.34
al*- 7.16 +11.6 7144122 | al ~1.08 + 30.0
al* 0.8140.03 0.79+0.04 | alt ~2.89 4 0.52 —2.38+0.61
alt 7.82+4.53 6.64+6.07 | alt ~1.08+29.8
al’ 0.77 + 0.02 0.76 +0.03 | af° —2.24+0.51 —1.77 4+ 0.58
af 5.38 4+ 4.80 4.93+6.28 | af —0.26 + 29.8
ad*- 0.68 4+ 0.02 0.67+0.02 | al* ~1.9140.35 —~1.7340.54
ad* 6.24 + 4.89 5.97+6.64 | al ~1.68+29.8
al 0.68 4+ 0.02 0.67+0.02 | af* —2.4440.25 ~2.2240.35
agt 13.7+£2.15 1214443 | a3’ 12.9+29.2
ad 0.7140.03 0.7240.04 | af —2.86 4 0.44 —2.80+0.53
ad 11.8+ 247 11.7+4.74 | af 1.35+29.4

Table 3: Results for the z-expansion parameters describing the form factors of A. — n [45].

aif Nominal fit Higher-order fit af Nominal fit Higher-order fit
al* 1.36 +0.07 1.3240.09 | af* ~1.70 + 0.83 ~1.33+0.98
alt 0.71 +4.34 ~1.38+860 | af* 7.02+29.2
al* 0.83 4 0.04 0.80+£0.05 | aft —2.3340.56 ~1.9440.83
alt 8.41 + 3.05 533+804 | aft 10.1 +28.8
alo 0.84 4 0.04 08240.05 | af° —2.5740.60 —2.4240.88
af 9.87 +3.15 7714819 | af 9.30 + 28.8
ad* 0.69 4 0.02 0.68+0.03 | ad* —0.68 + 0.32 —0.89 + 0.58
ad* 0.70 +2.18 3.97+6.81 | af* ~10.8 +25.2
al*t 0.69 + 0.02 0.68+0.03 | af* —0.90 + 0.29 —1.07 +0.55
alt 2.25+1.90 3.46+6.42 | aft 0.49 +24.1
al 0.73 +0.04 0.714+0.05 | a2 —0.97 +0.52 —0.93 +0.77
al 0.83 +2.61 1.64+7.87 | af° —1.73428.0
ag* 0.63 = 0.03 0.62+0.05 | o' —~1.0440.45 —0.88 4 0.72
agt 1.42 + 2.67 1424774 | ab* —0.41427.8
an* 1.11 4+ 0.07 1.10£0.10 | al* —0.69 £ 0.92 —0.56 + 1.07
aht —2.8445.19 —385+9.28 | aht 5.61 £ 29.5
alt 0.63 £ 0.03 0.63£0.05 |a™  —1.39+0.58 ~1.55+0.81
aht 4.22 +3.97 6.20+8.12 | ai* 519 + 28.3
ap* 0.63 +0.03 0.634+0.05 | a'* ~1.19 +0.56 —1.23 4+ 0.80
ol 3.73+3.73 436+£8.08 | alt —0.84 4 28.1

Due to the conservation of the angular momentum, one has Ay = A\; + 2. With the convention of eq. (13) and



Figure 1: Definition of the polar and the azimuthal angles.

the definitions of form factors, we thus obtain the hadron helicity amplitudes as

Hé /Q-i— M+ lQ_2—,

2Q+a

= f+lq Mﬂ/ = 9+(a) M-y | Q;
Hf%, H +gO H 2 )
V20— +91(q

HLl = fL 2Q+a

2
/ /@
10 = [+ ()M =5 + 9+(q ;7
Hl H_Q_a

/Q++go
H%, \/2Q +gL \/ 2Q+a
Ay = FulaMy| S +g+<q2>Mf,/Q—;,
H?%,t:fo(q%Mﬂ/f* ol My [
Hi% _fL 2Q+a

1 _
PR

= f+(q Mﬂ/ —9+(q \/QJF

We also define the hadron helicity amplitudes with scalar currents as
HY = (A(p2, Ao)[5(1 F 75)clAe(pr, M),

and the non-zero helicity amplitudes are given as

H%QPL = fo(q2)m,M%m\/Q+ +90(q2)L\/Q—7

Mme + M

(27)
(28)

(29)



M M,

HSPL — 2 - _ 2 o
217 = Jolg )7m(;_ms Q+ —90(q )mc-i-ms VQ-,
M_ M
HSPR _ 2 _ 2 + B
7 folq )mc_ms Q+ — 90(q )mc-i-ms VQ-,
HSPR = fo(q®) —=— /05 + go(a>) —— /@
32 Me — Mg Me + Mg

Similarly, the hadron helicity amplitude with tensor operator is defined as
HY, v aw, = €5 0Ow)es ) (A (P2, A2)[5i0™ (1 + 35)el Ac(pr, 1)),

with the relation Ay, + Aw, = A1 + A2. The non-zero amplitudes are given as

HT, | o= he(@)VQ- +hi(¢*)V Q.
H%T,w = hi(®)VQ+ — hi(6*)VQx,

[ag_ - [20
Hg,t,-‘rl = _hi (q2)M+ q2 + hl(qQ)M— q2+a

H%T,Jﬁ, = *h+(q2)\/ Q- — ihr\/ Q+,
HT%,J“_ = —hi (@®)VQ- + hi Q4

T = —H/\TZ, Ay Awy holds due to the parity conservation.

and the relationship Hj Ay Aws
For the lepton part W** — £+, the helicity amplitudes are:

L, = 2 Oan) e )1 = 36)E0N),
LS = oy(=)(1 4+ 26)E(N),

. y _ o1
L?\“zw\wl,)\wz = 7Z€M(>\W1)€ (sz)ye(ig)o—#l/(l =+ 75)6(/\2)7

(44)
(45)

(46)

where \; stands for the helicity of the lepton. After calculation, the non-vanishing lepton helicity amplitudes are

also given as

LT = 2661/ ¢?,
2

Lfé,t = —2e"Bmy,
LE;O = —2e"*Bmy cos b,
Lf%7+ = 2% Bmy sin 0,
LY, = —V2Bmysing,

Ly, = —2B1/¢%sin 6,

L§,+ = —€8\/2¢%(1 + cos b),

Lé, = fe*wﬂ\/ﬁ(l — cosb),

L€,0,+ = —L§+,t = —V/2e"Bmy(1 + cos ),
L;Q_ = L;_i = \/ie_i‘bﬁmg(l —cosf),



LT, =—L1 . _=—2Bmysind, (57)
L™y, L= e?1?31/2¢% sin 6, (58)
LT, o = BV2q*sind, (59)
Lt = —e%%5,/2¢2 sin, (60)
LT, = B/2¢%sin, (61)
1,
Lié,t,o = —LT%7+,_ = —2¢"?3/¢? cos, (62)
and Lfe»/\wlﬂm = —Lfb/\ww)\wl, with
2
m
B = _ 63
7 (63)
From Eq.(4), we the have
G%|Ves|?
Z M2 = % Z L4+ CvilPTvel® + |Cvr|Tvi? + |Csi*|TsL | + |Csrl?| Tsr|?
A1,A2,A Ao,
+HOr | Tr* + (1 + CVL)CQL/RTVLTJ'R +(1+ CVL)TCVRTVRTJ'L
+(1+Cv)CL, Tvr T, + 0+ Cv) Cs1Tor T, + (1 + Cvi)CL T T
+(1 + CVL)TCSR’KS‘RTJL + (1 + CVL)C;&TVL'EI + (1 + CVL)TCT'TTTJL
+CyRrCE, TV RTd, + CL jCosr Tsr T + CvrChp TvrTd R + CF nCsrTsr T 4
JrCVRC;TVR'th + CTC‘T/R'TTTJR + CSLC;R%L'TSTR + CSRC;L%R'E;[L
+CsLCRTsL T + CrCl TrTdp + CsrCHTsrTE + CrChpTrTdn (64)

where T; = (AMTvy|O;|A.), i = VL,VR,SL, SR, T. For the first term in the bracket, we use the completeness
relation (14) and calculate | Ty 1,|? as following,
SITvel? = D (AT v Oy L|AN AL v Ov L] A)T
Ai Ai
= > (A[SY* PrelAe) (€T vel 7y, PLe|0) (Al5v” Pre|Ae) T (€F ve|pevy, PLe|0)
Ai
= ST PrclAe) (A5 Prel o) (Funl e PLelO) (€ vely” PLll0) gupe g
Ai

= 3 S (A PrelAc) (Alsy PuclAe) (¢ vl PLUloNE valiny” PLelo)f
i Aw,

EL (/\Wl )5#’ (>‘W2 )g)\wl Awy EV(AWS )El/ ()‘W4 )g)\wg Awy,
= YD (ASYPreAc)el (A, ) (Al Pre|Ac) e, (Aw,)
Ai Aw,
(vl 7oy PLej0Ye, (ws ) (el 70y PLeloy el (\w) gaw, Ay 92wy A
= ZZHfz,kwl (Hfz,kWB)TLﬁ/g,kWQ (ng,szl)TgAW1>\WZgAW3)\W4' (65)
i Aw,
The four factors in the last line are Lorentz-invariant and can therefore be evaluated in different Lorentz frames.
The leptonic part is evaluated in the center-of-mass (CM) frame of the lepton and neutrino pair (¢, 1) or equiva-
lently, the rest frame of the off-shell Wig_shen, with the positive z-axis aligned along the direction of the off-shell
W, introducing the decay angle 0, as shown in Eqs.(47). The hadronic part is evaluated in the Ap rest frame
bringing in the helicity amplitudes, which are also shown in Egs. (18).

2.4 Observables

In above calculation, we sum over the helicities of both the parent and daughter baryon. The three-body decay can
be described in terms of the invariant variable ¢?> and the polar angle 6, as defined in Figure. 1. The differential



(¢, cos @) distribution reads

with

-Atot al

The functions

Avr

Avr

Asr,
Asr
Ar

int
VL,VR

int

VL,SL

int

VL,SR

int
VL, T

2F(AC — AerI/g)
dq?d cos 6

G%|‘/cs|2q2 V Q-l—Q (

2\ 2
me A
21O7T3M3 q2 totaly

1+ CviPAvr + [CyvrPAvr + |Csi P Ast + |Csr*Asr + |Cr|* Ar
+2R€[(1 + CVL)*CVR] int + 2Re[(1 + CVL)*CSL] int + QRG[(l + CVL)*CSR]Ai&ItL,SR

VL, VR VL,SL
+2Re[(1 + Cy1)*Cr] AR, 1 + 2Re[Cy g CsL) ARG 1 + 2Re[Cy rCsrl A% s

L T
T )t - HT L)

VLT
+2Re[Cy O] i\I/ItR,TJF2Re[C§LCSR]Ag1£,SR+2Re[C§LCT] iSIIE,T+2Re[C§’RCT] glzt%,T- (67)
are given as:
_ 251n29(|H 0|2+|HL10|) (1+cos0)2|HE 2+ (1 - cos0)?| HE, |
+m 2 cos? 0 (|H1LO|2 + |HL1 ol ) + sin? 0 (|HL+|2 + |HE, _|2)
q> 7
+2 (JHE 2+ |y ?) — dcost (HE HE + HE, HE, () ]; (68)
_ 2sm29(|Hfo|2+|H50|2) (1+cos0)2|HE 2+ (1 — cos0)?| HE, |
2 2>
4 Z 2 cos? 9(|H 0|2+|HRlO| )+sm 9(|H +|2+|H§%17|2)
+2 (|HE 2+ [HP, ) — dcost (HE HE, + HE, BT O)] (69)
= 2 (1HSPHR + | HPRR) (70)
= 2 (JHS[RP 4 |HPRP) (71)
= 4gin? 9{( LT H1+0) +(HT%7017*HT%1,¢)2:|
+8 cos” 9[( Y HT%,O,:&)Q"‘(H%T#,—_H%Tﬂ,tﬂ
4m¢ 2 T T 2 2 T T 2
—|—— (1 —cosb) (H_l 0o —H 1 _t) + (1 + cosf) (Hl Lo Hi +0)
2sin?0| (H” HT “e(wr. —uT )L 72
+2sin —HZ10:) H{HL L Lo ) (72)
= 2sin29(Hf%70Hf%70+H%L’0H§0) (14 cos0)*H H (lfcosﬁ)QHf%ﬁH?%ﬁ
2
my L R L 7R .2 L R L R
+q_2 |:2(H_%7tH_%7t + H%7tH%’t) + QSln G(H%7+H%7+ + H_%7_H_%7_)
2 L R L R L R L R
+2c0s?0(HEy (HT, |+ H%DH%’O) —2cos0(H"y (H, , + HE HE,
CHE, R, 4 HE )} (73)
: L,
2
= <— \/mé) [Hfl VR HE HEPE — coso(HE, (HSPE + HE OHEPL)l ; (74)
q 27 2 27 2 27 2 27 2
2
- < W) [HLl tHflfRJertprRfcos,@(Hfl OHS§R+H£OH5PR)]; (75)
/q2 2 2 2 2 2 2 20 2
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+(1+cos9)( JHY - HE HY )+(1—cos9)(Hf HT, . —HY, HTlO_)

bt 140 R -~
+0059[Hf%,t(H5%1+7_—H 10t)+H (Hz_h —H;O,t)]}; (76)
mon = ( 2"”) [HR HSTE 4+ HE PR cos@(Hf’%ﬁongL + Hf"OH*_gPL)] ; (77)
i\%%,SR _ ( 2me> l " HSPR+HR HSPR cos@(H?% OHSPR+HR HSPR)]’ (78)
e = () () ()
, JE 2o\ L0 10t o+,
+(1 +c059)(H§7+H%T,+t HerHQT,Jr 0) +(1- cos@)(wa HTQ’ I Hf%7_HT%,O7_)
+cosf [Hf%,t(Hf%,+7_ ~HTy )+ HE (BT, HTOt)] }; (79)
Yon = 2(HSPEHSTR 4 HEPEHTPR); (30)
nt = 4cos9[HSPL<HT2 o= HTy o)+ HEPE (T, - ] M)]- (81)
it = 4cosf lHSE“’R (H7,  —H"y )+ BSPR(HT - A, t)] (82)

In the above equations, we present all possible amplitudes, including interactions between different types of NP
operators, even though we assume a single NP operator in current work. In certain specialized NP models in
which more than two operators are introduced, the above equations can still be applied directly.

Integrating over cos 6, one obtains the normalized differential rate,

d0(A, = Atv) RV AN
(Ae = AlFvy)  GRlVes|®q” Q1 Q- ( B ﬂ) Asotard cos 0. (83)
g2 21073 M3 e/ Ja

One then obtains the branching fraction of A, — Altvy,

M2
- dI'(A. — Aet
B(A, — AMtyy) = TAC/ dg? ( (;2 ve)
m2

; (84)

where 75, is the life time of A.. In order to test the LF'U, we also define the differential and integrated ratios as:

dF(AC — Aptv,)/dg?

2y
RA(q ) - (A N A€+Ve)/dq2 ’ (85)
M2
/ dg?dT(A, — Aptv,)/dg?
=T . (86)
M

dg?dT (A — AeTv,)/dg?

oN

In the experimental side, we often measure the forward-backward asymmetry in the lepton-side, the definition
of which is given as

YT (A, — Aﬁw O PT(A. — AFvy)
5 osf — dcosf
5 0 dg?d cos 6 dqu cosf
AFB (q ) = 1 52 2 . (87)
/ d°T' (A — Aﬂ*ug)dcose +/ d°T'(A. — AE*ug)dCOSG
0 dg?d cos 6 1 dq?d cos 6
— 1
In addition, the partial rates ;22 and dFMq of A, — ALty decay for the different helicities (Ay = ) of the

final baryon A can be calculated, which are shown in Appendix. Based on these, we could define the q2—dependent
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longitudinal polarization of A as

_de=3 /dg? — D=3 /dg?
dr*2=3 /dg2 + dI2="3 /d¢?

Pr(q”) (88)

Similarly, we calculate the partial rates for the different helicities (A = :l:%) of the final leptons and define the
¢*>-dependent longitudinal polarization of the lepton as

AT =z /dg? — dTM="2 /d¢?
dDA=3 /dg? + dDME0 Jdg?

Pi(q%) (89)

In order to show the dependence of cos?(f) in the decay width, a convexity parameter is usually defined as

1 d? d’T
02y —
Cr(a’) = dr’/dq? d(cos 0)? (dquCOS(?)’ (90)

which is measurable in the experiments.

3 Numerical Results

3.1 Parameter

The default values of the input parameters are given as follows:

My, = 2.286 GeV, My = 1.116 GeV, M, = 0.940 GeV, m, = 0.511 x 1073 GeV, m,, = 0.106 GeV,
Vg =0.225, V. = 0.973, Gp = 1.166 x 1075 GeV 2, 75, = 0.202 ps. (91)

Other nonperturbative parameters have been specified in the previous section.

3.2 Predictions of SM
With Eq.(84), we can calculate the branching fractions of A, — AlTvy as

B(Ae = Aptvy)|lsm = (3.75+£0.19)%; (92)
B(A. — Aetve)|lsm = (3.88+0.19)%. (93)

where the uncertainties are all from the form factors. The little differences between our results and those of Ref. [21]
are from the lifetime 7,,, and the uncertainties of which are not included in current work. On the experimental
side, the branching fractions of A, — A¢*v, have been measured by BESIII [26,27], and the results are

B(Ae = At 1) |exp = (348 £ 0.17 4 0.10)%; (94)
B(A: = Aetw)|exp = (3.56 + 0.11 + 0.07)%. (95)

A comparison of our theoretical results with experimental data shows that they are generally consistent within
the range of both theoretical and experimental uncertainties. However, if the experimental central values are
taken seriously, our theoretical predictions tend to be slightly larger than the measured values. This discrepancy
underscores the need for further improvements in both experimental measurements and theoretical calculations to
achieve greater accuracy and to discern whether potential deviations could signal the presence of NP.

In addition, the ratio RX/ © defined as eq. (85) can be calculated in SM as

R |sn = 0.968 + 0.003, (96)
and it has also been measured as [27]

REExp = 0.98 £ 0.055¢ar. % 0.03,5yt. (97)
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Table 4: The branching fractions of A7 — Al in units of %.

Model B(AY — Aetve)  BAF — Aptyy,)
LQCD 3.88+£0.19 3.75£0.19
LQCD [21] 3.80£0.22 3.69£0.22
HBM [54] 3.78 4 0.25 3.67 4 0.23
CQM [30] 2.78 2.69
RQM [29] 3.25 3.14
QCDSR [47] 3.49 £ 0.65 3.37£0.54
LEQM [36] 1.63 -
LFQM [37] 3.55 £ 0.104 3.40 £+ 0.102
LFQM [35] 4.04+0.75 3.90 + 0.73
SU(3)p [42,43] 3.6+ 0.4 3.5 4 0.4
Data [26,27] 3.56 + 0.13 3.48 + 0.20

Table 5: The branching fractions of AT — nl*vy in units of %.

B(AF — netve) BAF = npty,)
LQCD 0.418 +0.029 0.405 4+ 0.029
LQCD [45] | 0.41040.029  0.400 % 0.029
HBM [54] 0.40 = 0.04 0.40 + 0.04
QCDSR [47] | 0.281 £0.056 0.275 £ 0.055
LFQM [36] 0.201 -
LFQM [37] 0.36 = 0.15 0.34 +0.15
MBM [44] 0.36 = 0.15 0.34 +0.15
CCQM [38] 0.30
NRQM [55] 0.28
SU(3)r [43] 0.520 £ 0.046 0.506 + 0.045
SU@3)r [41] 0.293 £ 0.034

It can seen that there is little deviation of the SM from the experiment result, though they are consistent within
uncertainties.

Similarly, the branching fractions of A, — nf*v, in SM are given as

B(Ae = npt,) M = (4.05 £0.29) x 1073 (98)
B(A, — netv.)|SM = (4.15 4 0.29) x 1073; (99)
and the ratio is calculated as
B(A, = nut
Rpfe sy = BB 2TV | 774001, (100)

B(A. — netv,) lsm

However, the experimental results are not available until now.

The theoretical calculations of the branching fractions of AT — Af*1y based on the homogeneous bag model
(HBM) [54], the covariant quark model (CQM) [30], the relativistic quark model (RQM) [29], the lattice QCD [21],
QCD Sum Rules (QCDSR) [47], the light-front quark model (LFQM) [35-37] and the SU(3)r symmetry [42,43]
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Figure 2: The ¢*-dependence of the differential branching ratios d3/dg?, the forward-backward asymmetries on

the leptonic side Arp(¢?), the convexity parameters C%(¢?), and the helicity asymmetries of the final baryons and
leptons for the decays AT — Alty, , respectively. In all figures, the red lines with orange bands are for muon
mode, and the the blue lines with green bands are for electron mode.

are collected in Table. 4. Experimental data are also included for comparison. The theoretical branching fractions
agree in order of magnitude of experimental measurements. In particular, all theoretical calculations predict
B(Af — Aetv.) > B(A] — Aptv,); an opposite experimental trend would strongly suggest NP. The results
based on SU(3)r are consistent with the experimental data, as they use experimental values as input. The LFQM
branching fraction for A} — AeTv, from Ref. [36] is significantly smaller than the experimental value. Although
Refs. [35,37] demonstrate that the LFQM can reproduce experimental data with different parameter sets, this
raises concerns about the model’s predictive power. In Ref. [54], using the HBM with parameters fitted to mass
spectra, the calculated branching fractions have central values slightly larger than the experimental data but
smaller than our predictions.

We also present the theoretical predictions for the branching fractions of AT — nfTv, based on lattice QCD
(LQCD) [45], the heavy baryon model (HBM) [54], QCD sum rules (QCDSR) [47], the light-front quark model
(LFQM) [36,37], the MIT bag model (MBM) [44], the covariant confined quark model (CCQM) [38], the non-
relativistic quark model (NRQM) [55], and SU(3) r symmetry [41,43], as summarized in Table 5. By comparison,
we find that our results are consistent with those from HBM [54], LFQM [37], and MBM [44]. However, our results
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Figure 3: The ¢*-dependence of the differential branching ratios d3/dg?, the forward-backward asymmetries on
the leptonic side Arp(qg?), the convexity parameters C%(q?), and the helicity asymmetries of the final baryons
and leptons for the decays AT — nlT vy, respectively. In all figures, the red lines with orange bands are for muon

modes, and the the blue lines with green bands are for electron modes.

are larger than those from QCDSR [47], CCQM [38], and NRQM [55], while being smaller than the predictions
in [43]. It should be noted that, although LFQM was used in both studies, the results in [36] are approximately
half of those in [37] due to differences in the wave functions of A. adopted in the respective approaches. We also
observe that the branching fractions in [43] are about twice those in [41], as SU(3)r symmetry-breaking effects

tve nor A — nuty, has been measured to

were included in [43]. On the experimental side, neither AT — ne
date. Future high-precision measurements will provide valuable insights to test and differentiate between these
theoretical approaches.

In Figures. 2 and 3, we show the ¢? dependence of the differential branching ratios dB/dq?, the forward-
backward asymmetries on the leptonic side Arp(¢?), the convexity parameters C%(qQ), and the helicity asymmetries
of the final baryons and leptons for the decays A} — Alty, and A} — nlty,, respectively. From these figures,
it is clear that the plots for decays involving electrons and muons nearly coincide near the zero-recoil point,
@ =q =My — M A(n))Q. However, the differential decay rates, the forward-backward asymmetry Agpg, and

the convexity parameter Cf. exhibit markedly different behaviors near the maximum recoil point, g2 = ¢, = m?.
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Figure 4: The ¢?>-dependence of ratio R%/ “(¢?) and .A%/ “(¢%), where red line and blue one are for AT — Alty,
and AT — nlty,, respectively.

Specifically, the forward-backward asymmetry Arp approaches zero for the decay Af — A(n)eTv,. as ¢> — 0,
while it tends to —0.5 for the decay Af — A(n)uTv,. Similarly, the convexity parameter C% approaches —1.5
for the electron mode and 0 for the muon mode at ¢> = ¢2, . Additionally, we observe that the ¢g>-dependent
longitudinal polarization of the final baryons is nearly identical across the entire kinematic range for both decay
modes. For the longitudinal polarization of the charged leptons, the electron case reflects the chiral limit of a
massless lepton, where the lepton is purely left-handed. In contrast, for the muon mode, the helicity asymmetry
decreases from 1 to a negative value of —0.32 at zero recoil. Furthermore, it is evident that the longitudinal
polarizations of the final baryons and charged leptons are less sensitive to uncertainties in the form factors, as
these uncertainties cancel between the numerator and denominator. Therefore, the observables P} and P} are
good probes for searching for the effects of new physics beyond SM.

To investigate LF'V, in addition to the observables, we introduce another physical parameter defined as:

_ Ars(¢®)(Af = Butv,)

wler 2
Ap (¢7) = Aps(¢?)(Af — Betr,)’

(101)

where B denotes either A or n. In SM, we present the ¢?>-dependence of R‘é/e(qQ) and A‘é/e (¢?) for g% € [0,0.4]GeV?
in Figure. 4. In this figure, the blue lines correspond to the decay A — v, while the red lines represent A7 —
nltv,. Both observables exhibit minimal theoretical uncertainties due to the cancellation of many uncertainties
in the numerator and denominator. Specifically, when ¢ € [0,0.2]GeV?, R’é/ “(¢?) and A%/ “(q?) show distinctive
trends. As ¢? increases beyond 0.2 GeV?, R%/ “(¢?) converges to approximately 0.986, while .A%,/ “(¢?) approaches 1.
We also emphasize that the theoretical uncertainties are significantly smaller for A‘é/ “(¢?), as the input parameter
uncertainties cancel out twice in its calculation, which makes A%/ “(q?) an especially robust observable. Therefore,
precise future measurements of A%/ “(¢?) have the potential to provide crucial insights and further enhance the
search for LFV.

3.3 The Model Independent Analysis

The decays A} — AlTy, arise from the ¢ — s¢Tv, transitions, which similarly drive the decays of D mesons.
These include pure-leptonic decays such as D} — fvy and semi-leptonic decays like D — K¢ty and Df —
@lTv,. Likewise, the ¢ — dfT v, transitions govern the decays AT — nftvy, DT — lvy,, D — p(m)lty, and
Dy — K® ¢+, In contrast to the decays of A., the decays of D mesons have been measured with high precision
in the BESIII and Belle experiments [7]. While there are significant uncertainties in both theoretical calculations
and experimental measurements, the current experimental results are broadly consistent with the Standard Model
predictions. However, the possibility of new physics cannot be definitively ruled out. By utilizing the available
experimental data, constraints can be placed on the Wilson coefficients associated with operators of NP, especially

within the framework of a single-operator analysis [14-19]. For the purposes of this discussion, we restrict our
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attention to scenarios in which new physics affects only the muon sector. In Ref. [18], the authors performed a
minimum x? fit to the Wilson coefficients of each operator, based on the latest experimental data. They found
that the coefficients Cy 1, and Cy g are of order O(1073), while Csy, and Csr could be of order O(1072). However,
Ref. [56] suggests that Cy 1(g) and Csr(g) could be as large as O(1072) and O(1071), respectively. More recently,
the authors of Ref. [22] considered complex Wilson coeflicients and obtained similar results. Based on above

results, in order to maximize the manifestation of new physics effects while maintaining generality, we adopt
Cyr =0.03,Cyr =—-0.01,Cs1, = 0.3,Csr = 0.3,Cp = 0.15. (102)

Using above Wilson coefficients, we plot the ¢? dependence of the differential branching ratios dBB/dq?, the forward-
backward asymmetries on the leptonic side Arp(q?), the convexity parameters Cf; (¢), and the helicity asymmetries
of the final baryons and leptons, and lepton flavor violation parameters R*/¢(¢?) and A’}/];(qQ) for the decays
A}y — Apty, and AT — npty, in Figure. 5 and Figure. 6, respectively. For the decay process A7 — Auty,, the
contribution of the tensor operator (Or) is not considered, as the form factors for the matrix element (A|Sioc™” c|A.)
are not yet available.

Figure 5 illustrates that for the decay process A} — Ap*v,, the differential decay branching fraction can be
significantly enhanced by the left-handed vector operator Oy, or suppressed by the right-handed scalar operator
Osg. The total branching fraction may vary by approximately 10% as a result. Notably, the effects of Oy 1 and Ogg
on the observable in “(¢?) are pronounced, particularly in the large ¢? region. In contrast, the forward-backward
asymmetry of the leptonic side, Arp(¢®), as well as the convexity parameters C%(¢?) and the ratio A%g(q%,
remain almost unaffected, though the left-handed scalar operator Ogg introduces slight shape modifications. The
polarization parameters 7320 and PJ, on the other hand, are influenced by scalar operators due to the potential
for helicity flipping. Since helicity flipping is proportional to the fermion mass and neutrinos are inherently left-
handed, the longitudinal polarization of the final-state baryon, Pﬁc, is significantly impacted by the operator
Osr. Meanwhile, P is affected by both Ogy, and Ogg. These polarization parameters are particularly useful for
probing the presence of scalar operators, as they exhibit minimal sensitivity to other operators. Interestingly, when
comparing theoretical predictions with experimental data, the prediction of SM appears to slightly overestimate
the experimental result, implying that the right-handed scalar operator Ogr with a negative Wilson coefficient is
much favored.

In Figure 6, it is evident that the decay A} — nu*v, exhibits a behavior similar to that of AT — Autu,.
The tensor form factors for AT — n have been calculated in the lattice QCD [45], and the contributions of the
tensor operator are incorporated in Figure 6. Although the inclusion of the tensor operator can enhance the total
branching fraction by about 10%, the differential decay branching fraction with the tensor operator is smaller than
that predicted by SM in the low ¢? region and larger in the high ¢ region. Furthermore, while the tensor operator
can suppress Pt its effect cannot be distinguished from that of Ogy. However, the convexity parameter C%(qQ)
is highly sensitive to the tensor operator, suggesting that it could serve as a useful probe to test the impact of the

tensor operator.

4 Summary

The study of A. decays offers a valuable opportunity to probe new physics (NP) while simultaneously testing the
parameters of the Standard Model (SM). In this work, we analyze the decays A. — (A, n){Tvy (€ = p,e) within a
model-independent framework. In the absence of right-handed neutrinos, we calculate the helicity amplitudes in
detail, considering all possible four-fermion operators, including those involving interactions between different NP
operators. For the form factors of A. — (A, n), we adopt results from lattice QCD calculations. For the branching
fractions within the SM, our results for A, — AfTv, are consistent with previous studies and in agreement
with current experimental data, though the central values of our results are approximately 10% larger than the
experimental measurements. The decays A. — nf*y, are currently being measured by BESIII. Furthermore, we
investigate the g?-dependence of several physical observables, including differential branching fractions, lepton

flavor universality ratios, lepton polarization asymmetries, longitudinal helicity fractions of the final baryons,
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Figure 5: The g?-dependence of differential ratios dBr/dq?, the R value, the forward-backward asymmetries of
the leptonic side Arp(g?), the convexity parameters Cf} (¢?), and the transverse polarization components of the A

and leptons of A} — AuTv, with NP operators.

forward-backward asymmetries Arp, and the convexity parameters C%(q?) associated with A. — (A,n)l*veé
decays.
Assuming that NP particles couple exclusively to the muon, the Wilson coefficients of each NP operator had

been fitted using available data on D and Dg meson decays in the literature. With these fitted Wilson coefficients,
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Figure 6: The ¢?-dependence of differential ratios dBr/dq?, the R value, the forward-backward asymmetries of
the leptonic side Arp(g?), the convexity parameters C%(¢?), and the transverse polarization components of the n
and leptons of AT — nu*v, with NP operators in NP.

we explore the NP effects in A — (A, n)uty, decays to the largest extend. Our results indicate that most
physical observables are not sensitive to NP effects, and most NP contributions would likely be obscured by
theoretical and experimental uncertainties. Specifically, the differential branching fraction of A} — Ap*v, can be
enhanced by the left-handed vector operator Oy, or suppressed by the right-handed scalar operator Oggr by up
to 10%. We also note that the ratio of the forward-backward asymmetry in the A. — (A,n)utv, decay to that
in the A, — (A,n)eTv, decay is less sensitive to hadronic uncertainties and is largely unaffected by the current
NP operators. A significant deviation between the experimental data and theoretical predictions could provide

a signature for the presence of NP. All of our theoretical results are testable in current experiments, including
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BESIII, Belle-1I, and LHCD, as well as future high-energy experiments such as the Super Tau-Charm Factory and
the Circular Electron Positron Collider (CEPC).

Note Added

After we completed the manuscript, the BESIII Collaboration reported the first observation of the Cabibbo-
suppressed decay A. — netv, in Ref. [57], based on 4.5 fb~! of electron-positron annihilation data. The absolute
branching fraction was measured to be (3.57 £ 0.34gpat. £ 0.144y5.) X 1073, which is consistent with our Standard
Model (SM) prediction within uncertainties. Interestingly, the central value of the measurement is slightly lower
than our prediction, a trend also observed in the case of A, — AeTv,. Since our analysis assumes that new physics

(NP) contributions affect only the muon sector, this result does not alter our conclusions.

Acknowledgments

This work is supported in part by the National Science Foundation of China under the Grants No. 11925506,
12375089, 12435004, and the Natural Science Foundation of Shandong province under the Grant No. ZR2022ZD26.

A The Helicity-dependent Differential Decay Rates

We can write the total amplitude as
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The inner functions are given as
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