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We study the d2Γd/(dωd cos θd), dΓd/d cos θd and dΓd/dEd distributions, which are defined
in terms of the visible energy and polar angle of the charged particle from the τ−decay in b→
cτ (µν̄µντ , πντ , ρντ )ν̄τ reactions. These differential decay widths could be measured in the
near future with certain precision. The first two contain information on the transverse tau-
spin, tau-angular and tau-angular-spin asymmetries of the Hb → Hcτ ν̄τ parent decay and,
from a dynamical point of view, they are richer than the commonly used one, d2Γd/(dωdEd),
since the latter only depends on the tau longitudinal polarization. We pay attention to
the deviations with respect to the predictions of the standard model (SM) for these new
observables, considering new physics (NP) operators constructed using both right- and left-
handed neutrino fields, within an effective field-theory approach. We present results for
Λb → Λcτ (µν̄µντ , πντ , ρντ )ν̄τ and B̄ → D(∗)τ (µν̄µντ , πντ , ρντ )ν̄τ sequential decays and
discuss their use to disentangle between different NP models. In this respect, we show
that dΓd/d cos θd, which should be measured with sufficiently good statistics, becomes quite
useful, especially in the τ → πντ mode. The study carried out in this work could be of
special relevance due to the recent LHCb measurement of the lepton flavor universality ratio
RΛc in agreement with the SM. The experiment identified the τ using its hadron decay into
π−π+π−ντ , and this result for RΛc , which is in conflict with the phenomenology from the
b-meson sector, needs confirmation from other tau reconstruction channels.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In the quest to discover new physics (NP) beyond the Standard Model (SM), the experimental
signals of possible violations of lepton flavor universality (LFU) in charged-current (CC) semilep-
tonic B → D(∗) decays reported by BaBar [1, 2], Belle [3–6] and LHCb [7–9] have triggered a large
activity in recent years. These experiments measured the RD = Γ(B̄ → Dτν̄τ )/Γ(B̄ → D`ν̄`) and
RD∗ = Γ(B̄ → D∗τ ν̄τ )/Γ(B̄ → D∗`ν̄`) ratios (` = e, µ), which combined analysis give rise to a 3.1σ
tension with SM results [10]. The similar RJ/ψ = Γ(B̄c → J/ψτν̄τ )/Γ(B̄c → J/ψµν̄µ) observable,
measured by the LHCb Collaboration [11], provides also a 1.8 σ discrepancy with different SM
predictions [12–24]. Belle has also provided results for the averaged tau-polarization asymmetry
and the longitudinal D∗ polarization [5, 25], which together with an upper bound of the leptonic
decay rate B̄c → τ ν̄τ [26], are commonly used to constrain NP contributions in the theoretical
global fits to these LFU anomalies.

Another reaction that could shed light on the RD(∗) puzzle is the Λb → Λcτ ν̄τ decay, and in
particular the universality ratio RΛc can be analogously constructed. A result of RΛc = 0.242 ±
0.026±0.040±0.059 has just been announced by the LHCb collaboration [27], which is in agreement
within errors with the SM prediction (RSM

Λc
= 0.332 ± 0.007 ± 0.007 [28]). Contrary, to what is

found for the ratios measured for the b → c transitions in the meson sector, the central value
reported in [27] turns out to be below the SM result. The τ− lepton in [27] is reconstructed using
the three-prong hadronic τ− → π−π+π−(π0) ντ decay, with the same technique used by the LHCb
experiment to obtain the RD∗ = 0.291± 0.019± 0.026± 0.013 measurement [9], which is only 1σ
higher than the SM prediction. We notice that LHCb reported a significant higher value for RD∗
(0.336 ± 0.027 ± 0.030), 2.1σ higher than that expected from LFU in the SM, when the τ lepton
was reconstructed using its leptonic decay into a muon [7].

One expects that the existence of NP that leads to LFU violation in semitauonic b−meson decays
would also affect the Λb → Λcτ ν̄τ reaction, and thus, a confirmation of the result of Ref. [27] forRΛc ,
using other reconstruction channels will shed light into this puzzling situation. Such research might
provide very stringent constraints on NP extensions of the SM, since scenarios leading to different
deviations from SM expectations for RΛc and RD(∗) seem to be required. A new measurement of
RΛc , through the τ → µντ ν̄µ decay channel, is in progress at the LHCb experiment [29], which in
light of the previous discussion will undoubtedly be very relevant.

As we will detail below, we present in this work some energy and angular distributions of a
charged particle product from the decay of the τ produced in the b → cτ ν̄τ transition that, if
measured, could contribute significantly to clarify the current situation regarding the violation of
universality in b−hadron decays.

There is a multitude of theoretical works evaluating NP effects on the LFU ratios and on the
outgoing unpolarized (or longitudinally polarized) tau angular distributions in B̄ → D(∗) [30–50],
B̄c → J/ψ, ηc [20, 22, 50–52] or Λb → Λc [39, 42, 49, 53–65] semileptonic decays. In general, differ-
ent NP scenarios usually lead to an equally good reproduction of the LFU ratios, and hence other
observables are needed to constrain and determine the most plausible NP extension of the SM.
Typically, the τ forward-backward (AFB) and longitudinal polarization (Aλτ = 〈PCM

L 〉) asymme-
tries turn out to be more convenient for this purpose1. The final τ does not travel far enough for a
displaced vertex, and it is very difficult to reconstruct from its decay products since they involve at
least one more neutrino. Thus, the maximal accessible information on the b → cτ ν̄τ transition is
encoded in the visible [66–68] decay products of the τ lepton, for which the three dominant modes
τ → πντ , ρντ and `ν̄`ντ (` = e, µ) account for more than 70% of the total τ decay width (Γτ ).

1 A greater discriminating power can be also reached by analyzing the four-body B̄ → D∗(Dπ,Dγ)τ ν̄τ [33–
36, 41, 45, 48] or similarly in the baryon reaction by considering the Λc → Λπ decay [61, 63].
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For the subsequent decays of the produced τ , after the b→ cτ ν̄τ transition,

Hb → Hcτ
−ν̄τ

�

π−ντ , ρ−ντ , µ−ν̄µντ . e−ν̄eντ , (1)

we have [69] (the expression below was derived in Refs. [66–68] for the particular case of B̄ → D(∗)

decays)

d3Γd
dωdξdd cos θd

= Bd
dΓSL

dω

{
F d0 (ω, ξd) + F d1 (ω, ξd) cos θd + F d2 (ω, ξd)P2(cos θd)

}
, (2)

where all involved kinematical variables are shown in Fig. 1. In Eq. (2), ω is the product of the
two hadron four-velocities which is related to the four-momentum transferred as q2 = (p− p′)2 =
M2+M ′2−2MM ′ω, withM,M ′ the masses of the initial and final hadrons respectively. In addition,
Bd is the branching ratio for the τ → dντ decay, where d stands for d = π, ρ, `ν̄`, ξd = Ed/(γmτ ) is
the ratio of the energies of the tau-decay massive product (π, ρ or `) and the tau lepton measured
in the τ ν̄τ center of mass frame (CM), with γ = (q2 + m2

τ )/(2mτ

√
q2), and the related variable

β = (1−1/γ2)1/2 = (q2−m2
τ )/(q2 +m2

τ ), defining the boost from the tau-rest frame to the CM one.
θd is the angle made by the tree-momenta of the final hadron and the tau-decay massive product
in the CM reference system and P2 is the Legendre polynomial of order two. Besides, dΓSL/dω is
the unpolarized differential semileptonic Hb → Hcτ ν̄τ decay width that can be written as

dΓSL

dω
=
G2
F |Vcb|2M ′3M2

24π3

√
ω2 − 1

(
1− m2

τ

q2

)2
n0(ω), (3)

where n0(ω) = 3a0(ω) + a2(ω), with a0,2(ω) given in Refs. [50, 65], contains all the dynamical
effects including any possible NP contribution to the b→ c transition. Finally, the F d012(ω, ξd) two
dimensional functions can be written as2

F d0 (ω, ξd) = Cdn(ω, ξd) + CdPL(ω, ξd) 〈PCM
L 〉(ω),

F d1 (ω, ξd) = CdAFB (ω, ξd)AFB(ω) + CdZL(ω, ξd)ZL(ω) + CdPT (ω, ξd) 〈PCM
T 〉(ω),

F d2 (ω, ξd) = CdAQ(ω, ξd)AQ(ω) + CdZQ(ω, ξd)ZQ(ω) + CdZ⊥(ω, ξd)Z⊥(ω). (4)

where the Cda(ω, ξd) are kinematical coefficients that depend on the tau-decay mode. Their an-
alytical expressions can be found, for the πντ , ρντ and `ν̄`ντ cases, in Appendix G of Ref. [69].
In the leptonic mode we have kept effects due to the finite mass of the outgoing muon/electron,
although making m` = 0 in those expressions should be a very good approximation, since both
me, /mτ and mµ/mτ are much smaller than one. The rest of the quantities in Eq. (4) are the tau-
spin (〈PCM

L,T 〉(ω)), tau-angular (AFB,Q(ω)) and tau-angular-spin (ZL,Q,⊥(ω)) asymmetries of the
Hb → Hcτ ν̄τ decay. Actually, these asymmetries and dΓSL/dω provide the maximal information
that can be extracted from the study of polarized Hb → Hcτ ν̄τ transitions, without considering
CP non-conserving contributions [49, 69]3 (see Eq. (3.46) of the latter of these two references and
the related discussion).

In Ref. [69], we numerically analyzed the role that each of the observables, dΓSL/dω, 〈PCM
L,T 〉(ω),

AFB,Q(ω) and ZL,Q,⊥(ω) could play to establish the existence of NP beyond the SM in Λb → Λcτ ν̄τ
semileptonic decays. In fact in that work, we obtained their general expressions, valid for any

2 This angular decomposition was firstly introduced in [68] in the context of the τ−hadronic decay modes in B̄ → D(∗)

reactions.
3 As discussed in these two references (see also [68]), the azimuthal angular (φd) distribution of the tau decay charged

product turn out to be sensitive to possible CP odd effects, which are produced by the existence of relative phases
between some of the Wilson coefficients in the NP Hamiltonian of Eq. (5). However, the measurement of the angle
φd (see Fig. 1) would require the full reconstruction of the tau three momentum. For B̄ → D∗ (Λb → Λc), some
CP-odd observables (triple product asymmetries), defined using angular distributions involving the kinematics of
the products of the D∗ (Λc) decay, have also been presented [33, 34, 36, 48] ([61, 63]).
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FIG. 1. Kinematics in the τ ν̄τ CM reference system associated with Eq. (2), and used in Ref. [69]. The

initial and final hadron three-momenta are ~p and ~p ′, respectively, with ~q = ~p − ~p ′ = ~0, while ~k ′ and ~k are
those of the intermediate τ and outgoing ν̄τ emerging from the primary CC transition (~q = ~k + ~k ′ = ~0 ).
In addition, ~pd is the momentum of the tau-decay massive product (µ, π or ρ). We also show the unit
vectors (~nL, ~nT and ~nTT ) which define the three independent projections of the τ−polarization vector (see
Ref. [49]).

Hb → Hcτ ν̄τ decay, when considering an extension of the SM comprising the full set of dimension-
6 semileptonic b → c operators with left- and right-handed neutrinos. The effective low-energy
Hamiltonian for that case is given by [45]

Heff =
4GFVcb√

2

[
(1 + CVLL)OVLL + CVRLOVRL + CSLLOSLL + CSRLOSRL + CTLLOTLL

+ CVLROVLR + CVRROVRR + CSLROSLR + CSRROSRR + CTRROTRR
]

+ h.c., (5)

with left-handed neutrino fermionic operators given by

OV(L,R)L = (c̄γµbL,R)(¯̀γµν`L), OS(L,R)L = (c̄ bL,R)(¯̀ν`L), OTLL = (c̄ σµνbL)(¯̀σµνν`L) (6)

and the right-handed neutrino ones

OV(L,R)R = (c̄γµbL,R)(¯̀γµν`R), OS(L,R)R = (c̄ bL,R)(¯̀ν`R), OTRR = (c̄ σµνbR)(¯̀σµνν`R), (7)

and where ψR,L = (1± γ5)ψ/2, GF = 1.166× 10−5 GeV−2 and Vcb is the corresponding Cabibbo-
Kobayashi-Maskawa matrix element.

The asymmetries introduced in Eq. (4) depend on the pure hadronic structure functions and
ten (complex) Wilson coefficients CXAB (X = S, V, T and A,B = L,R), which parameterize the
possible deviations from the SM. The former depend on the form factors that parameterize the
hadronic current and we have obtained them for 1/2+ → 1/2+ [65] and 0− → 0−, 1− [50] decays.

The d3Γd/(dωdξdd cos θd) distribution, together with the combined analysis of its (ξd, cos θd)
dependence, gives access to all the above asymmetries as functions of ω. The feasibility of such
studies can be severely limited, however, by the statistical precision in the measurement of the
triple differential decay width. Statistics can be increased by integrating in the cos θd or/and ξd
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variables, although in this case not all observables can be extracted. Thus, it is well known [70]
that the distribution obtained after accumulating in the polar angle,

d2Γd
dωdξd

= 2Bd
dΓSL

dω

{
Cdn(ω, ξd) + CdPL(ω, ξd) 〈PCM

L 〉(ω)
}
, (8)

allows to determine dΓSL/dω and the CM τ longitudinal polarization [〈PCM
L 〉(ω)] since the, tran-

sition dependent, Cdn(ω, ξd) and CdPL(ω, ξd) coefficients are known kinematical factors [69] (see also
[67, 70]). The averaged CM tau longitudinal polarization asymmetry,

Pτ = − 1

ΓSL

∫
dω
dΓSL

dω
〈PCM

L 〉(ω) (9)

measured by Belle [5] for the B̄ → D∗τ ν̄τ decay, immediately follows.
In Refs. [49, 69] we presented results for 〈PCM

L 〉(ω) in the Λb → Λcτ ν̄τ and B̄ → D(∗)τ ν̄τ decays
evaluated within the SM and different NP extensions4. We also provided similar comparisons for
dΓSL/dω in the Λb → Λc and B̄ → D(∗) and B̄c → J/ψ, ηc reactions in Refs. [64, 65] and [50],
respectively.

In this work, we take advantage of the analytical results derived in [69], and we study, in secs. II,
III and IV, respectively, the alternative distributions d2Γd/(dωd cos θd), dΓd/d cos θd and dΓd/dEd,
which could also be measured in the near future with certain precision. We pay attention to the
deviations with respect to the predictions of the SM for these new observables, considering NP
operators constructed using both right- and left-handed neutrino fields, within the effective theory
approach established by Eqs. (5)–(7). We will present results for the Λb → Λcτ (µν̄µντ , πντ , ρντ )ν̄τ
(main text) and the B̄ → D(∗)τ (µν̄µντ , πντ , ρντ )ν̄τ sequential decays (Appendix B), obtained
within different beyond the SM scenarios, and we discuss their use to extract some of the tau
asymmetries introduced in Eq. (4). Details on the used form-factors and references to the original
works where they were calculated can be found in [49, 69].

II. THE d2Γ/(dωd cos θd) DISTRIBUTION

The limits5 on the ξd variable are tau-decay mode dependent and thus, one has [69]

τ → µν̄µντ ⇒ y/γ ≤ ξd ≤ ξ2,

τ → (π, ρ)ντ ⇒
1− β

2
+

1 + β

2
y2 = ξ1 ≤ ξd ≤ ξ2 =

1 + β

2
+

1− β
2

y2, (10)

with y = md/mτ and md the mass of the tau-decay massive product (π, ρ or µ). After integration
one obtains the double differential decay width

d2Γd
dωd cos θd

= Bd
dΓSL

dω

[
F̃ d0 (ω) + F̃ d1 (ω) cos θd + F̃ d2 (ω)P2(cos θd)

]
, (11)

where the new angular expansion coefficients F̃ d0,1,2(ω) correspond to

F̃ d=π,ρ
0,1,2 (ω) =

∫ ξ2

ξ1

F d0,1,2(ω, ξd) dξd, F̃ d=`ν̄`
0,1,2 (ω) =

∫ ξ2

y/γ
F d=`ν̄`

0,1,2 (ω, ξd) dξd (12)

4 We would like to highlight that in Ref. [69] and for the baryon reaction, we showed also results for the CP-violating
observable PTT , calculated using the R2 leptoquark model of Ref. [43]. This is the τ -polarization component
along an axis perpendicular to the hadron-tau plane (see Fig. 1). The contribution of PTT to the differential
Hb → Hcτ (µν̄µντ , πντ , ρντ )ν̄τ distribution disappears when the azimuthal angle φd is integrated out.

5 In the case of the lepton mode, the lowest one could be either y/γ or ξ1 depending on whether q2 is smaller
than or greater than m4

τ/m
2
d, respectively. Obviously, given the range of q2 values which can be accessed in the

semileptonic Hb → Hc parent decays and the masses of the charged leptons, we are always in the first of the two
scenarios.
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FIG. 2. Results for the functions [3a0(ω) + a2(ω)]F̃
µν̄µ
0,1,2(ω) evaluated for the Λb → Λcτ(µν̄µντ )ν̄τ decay,

keeping the muon mass finite, and obtained from the SM and the NP models corresponding to Fit 7 of
Ref [42] and Fit 7a of Ref [45]. Error bands account for uncertainties induced by both form-factors and
fitted Wilson coefficients (added in quadrature). In the SM and Fit 7 cases, we also display the results
obtained neglecting the muon mass, as in Eqs. (15)-(17).

and they can be extracted from the angular analysis of the statistically enhanced d2Γ/(dωd cos θd)
distribution. The overall normalization is recovered since F̃ d0 (ω) = 1/2 for all tau-decay modes,
and a further integration in the polar angle θd provides dΓd/dω = Bd dΓSL/dω, which in this way
can be experimentally obtained from the tau decay-chain reaction.

In what follows, we will focus on the non-trivial F̃ d1 (ω) and F̃ d2 (ω) functions, which read

F̃ d1 (ω) = CdAFB (ω)AFB(ω) + CdZL(ω)ZL(ω) + CdPT (ω) 〈PCM
T 〉(ω), (13)

F̃ d2 (ω) = CdAQ(ω)AQ(ω) + CdZQ(ω)ZQ(ω) + CdZ⊥(ω)Z⊥(ω). (14)

While the ξd integration which gives rise to F̃ d0 (ω) loses information on 〈PCM
L 〉(ω), the statistically

enhanced observables F̃
µν̄µ
1,2 (ω) retain all the information on the other six asymmetries.

A. Tau-decay lepton mode

We start with the τ → µν̄µντ channel, since a measurement of the ratio of branching fractions
B(Λb → Λcτ(µντ ν̄µ)ν̄τ )/B(Λb → Λcµν̄µ) is in progress at the LHCb experiment. Moreover, as
argued in the introduction, it would be very important to confront the recent LHCb measurement
of RΛc , reconstructed using the three-prong hadronic τ decay, with results obtained when the tau
lepton is identified from its leptonic decay into a muon. In the y = mµ/mτ = 0 limit, which
is a very good approximation (O(y2) ∼ 1%) in this case, and it is much better for the electron
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tau-decay mode, we find that the coefficient-functions, C
µν̄µ
a (ω), are given by

C
µν̄µ
AFB

(ω)
∣∣∣
y=0

=
3πγβ

2
C
µν̄µ
PT

(ω)
∣∣∣
y=0

=
1

β2

[
β − artanhβ

γ2

]
, (15)

C
µν̄µ
AQ

(ω)
∣∣∣
y=0

= −2βγC
µν̄µ
Z⊥

(ω)
∣∣∣
y=0

= − 1

β3

[
2β3 − 3β + 3

artanhβ

γ2

]
, (16)

C
µν̄µ
ZL

(ω)
∣∣∣
y=0

=
1

3γ2β3

[
β − artanhβ

]
, C

µν̄µ
ZQ

(ω)
∣∣∣
y=0

=
1

2γ2β4

[
3β −

(
3− β2

)
artanhβ

]
, (17)

with artanhβ = ln
√(

1 + β
)
/
(
1− β

)
.

Here, we will present results for F̃
µν̄µ
0,1,2(ω) multiplied by the factor n0(ω). For F̃

µν̄µ
0 (ω) this

amounts to represent n0(ω)/2 and, since this is the same for all tau-decay modes, it will only be
shown for the muon tau-decay mode. As mentioned, the n0(ω) function, introduced in Eq. (3),
contains all the dynamical effects included in the dΓSL/dω differential semileptonic decay width,
which appears as an overall normalization of the d2Γ/(dωd cos θd) distribution. By showing F̃

µν̄µ
0,1,2(ω)

times n0(ω), we access to all the effects of possible NP beyond the SM on the tau production6.
The n0(ω)F̃

µν̄µ
0,1,2(ω) functions, for the baryon Λb → Λcτ(µν̄µντ )ν̄τ reaction, are displayed in

Fig. 2. They have been evaluated within the SM and the beyond the SM scenarios of Fit 7 (7a)
of Ref [42] ([45]), which only includes left- (right-)handed neutrino NP operators. These two
NP scenarios have been adjusted to reproduce the anomalies observed in the LFU RD and RD∗
ratios in B̄−meson decays. However, in all cases, we see the results from Fit 7 of Ref [42] can be
distinguished clearly from SM and Fit 7a model (R S7a in the plots) ones. The results for the
Fit 7a model are closer to the SM and in the case of the F̃

µν̄µ
1,2 (ω) functions the uncertainty bands

overlap in the whole ω interval. This is a reflection of what is obtained for the tau-asymmetries
themselves, as can be seen in Fig.2 of Ref. [69].

It is also very instructive to compare the full results for n0(ω)F̃
µν̄µ
1,2 (ω) with those evaluated

setting AFB(ω) and AQ(ω) to zero. This comparison is presented in Fig. 3. What can be inferred
from this comparison is that the contribution of the spin (〈PCM

T 〉(ω)) and angular-spin (ZL,Q,⊥(ω))
asymmetry terms are sizable and dominant in most of the ω interval. This is clearly the case in
the vicinity of the end-point of the distributions, q2 = m2

τ (β = 0). In fact, using Eqs. (15)-(17),
we find in the y → 0 limit

F̃
µν̄µ
1 (ω) ∼ 1

9π

[
4〈PCM

T 〉(ωmax)− πZL(ωmax)
]

+
β

9

[
6AFB(ωmax)

− m2
τ

πMM ′
[
4〈PCM

T 〉′(ωmax)− πZ ′L(ωmax)
]]

+O(β2), (18)

F̃
µν̄µ
2 (ω) ∼ − β

15

[
3Z⊥(ωmax) + 2ZQ(ωmax)

]
+
β2

15

[
6AQ(ωmax)

+
m2
τ

MM ′
[
3Z ′⊥(ωmax) + 2Z ′Q(ωmax)

]]
+O(β3), (19)

with ωmax = ω(q2 = m2
τ ) = (M2 + M ′2 − m2

τ )/(2MM ′), which show that the contributions of
the tau-angular asymmetries AFB and AQ are suppressed by a factor β with respect to those
proportional to 〈PCM

T 〉 and ZL,Q,⊥.

Thus, these two F̃
µν̄µ
1,2 (ω) observables, which have an increased statistics over F

µν̄µ
1,2 (ω, ξd), could

be ideal to measure tau-spin related asymmetries other than the commonly reported 〈PCM
L 〉(ω),

extracted from the d2Γd/(dωdEd) distribution.

6 However, we should note that NP contributions to the τ decay are not considered in this work
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FIG. 3. Comparison of the full results (solid lines) for [3a0(ω) + a2(ω)]F̃
µν̄µ
1,2 (ω) with those obtained setting

AFB(ω) and AQ(ω) to zero (dashed lines). The muon mass is kept finite. The results have been obtained
for the Λb → Λcτ(µν̄µντ )ν̄τ sequential decay, within the SM and the NP model corresponding to Fit 7 of
Ref [42].

B. Tau-decay hadron modes

The behavior seen in Fig. 3 of the previous section for the muon is enhanced in the pion decay
mode. After performing the integration over the variable ξd, we have that, neglecting y2 (m2

µ/m
2
τ

and m2
π/m

2
τ ) corrections, the coefficients multiplying the two angular asymmetries AFB,Q(ω) are

the same as in the leptonic mode, while for the rest of the spin and angular-spin asymmetries there
is an extra factor of −3. This is to say

CπAFB ,AQ(ω) = C
µν̄µ
AFB ,AQ

(ω) +O(y2), CπPT ,ZL,ZQ,Z⊥(ω) = −3C
µν̄µ
PT ,ZL,ZQ,Z⊥

(ω) +O(y2) (20)

This difference in the spin analyzing power makes the pion tau-decay mode a better candidate
for the extraction of information on the spin and angular-spin asymmetries. Exact expressions,
without the y = 0 approximation, for the π and ρ decay modes are given in Appendix A, although
neglecting m2

π/m
2
τ contributions is again an excellent approximation for the pion case. For the ρ

decay mode, the spin analyzing power is suppressed, with respect to the pion case, by the factor
aρ = (m2

τ − 2m2
ρ)/(m

2
τ + 2m2

ρ) ≈ 0.45 (see Appendix A), although it is still greater than for the
lepton decay mode.

Full results, as well as results obtained setting the angular AFB,Q(ω) asymmetry terms to zero,

for the hadron-mode F̃ π,ρ1,2 (ω) functions are shown in Fig. 4 for the Λb → Λcτ(πντ , ρντ )ν̄τ decays,
accounting for all mass term corrections (y = mπ, ρ/mτ 6= 0). As expected, we see that the hadron
modes, in particular the pion one, show a great sensitivity to the spin-angular asymmetries, which
could be extracted from F̃ π,ρ1 (ω) and F̃ π,ρ2 (ω). These new observables are independent of the
dΓSL/dω and 〈PCM

L 〉(ω) distributions [49, 69], and they will provide new constraints on the physics
governing the Λb → Λcτ ν̄τ parent decay.

The Λb → Λcτ(πντ , ρντ )ν̄τ reaction channels have a lower reconstruction efficiency at LHCb
than the one driven by the τ -decay lepton mode [29]. However, they might be accessible in
the future, or be easier to reconstruct in other machines and/or chains initiated by other parent
semileptonic decays. For that reason, in Appendix B we also present results for distributions
obtained from the sequential B̄ → D(∗)τ(πντ , ρντ )ν̄τ decays.

III. THE dΓ/d cos θd DISTRIBUTION

A further integration in ω additionally enhances the statistics. Although it prevents a separate
determination of each of the asymmetries, it is still a useful observable in the search for NP beyond
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FIG. 4. Same as Fig. 3, but for the [3a0(ω) + a2(ω)]F̃π, ρ1,2 (ω) hadron-mode distributions. We use the
expressions for the coefficients collected in Appendix A, which were obtained keeping the pion and rho
meson masses finite.

the SM. This angular distribution reads

dΓd
d cos θd

= BdΓSL

[1

2
+ F̂ d1 cos θd + F̂ d2 P2(cos θd)

]
, F̂ d1,2 =

1

ΓSL

∫ ωmax

1

dΓSL

dω
F̃ d1,2(ω) dω. (21)

and an appropriate angular analysis of dΓ/d cos θd should allow to determine the total semileptonic
width ΓSL and the moments F̂ d1 and F̂ d2 .

The full distributions of Eq. (21), normalized by BdΓSL, for the Λb → Λcτ(µν̄µντ , πντ , ρντ )ν̄τ
chain-decays, evaluated for the SM and different NP models are presented in Fig. 5. The integrated
width ΓSL and the angular moments F̂ d1 and F̂ d2 obtained from, each of the physics scenarios
considered in the figure are collected in Tables I and II, respectively. As already mentioned, all NP
scenarios have been adjusted to reproduce the anomalies observed in the RD and RD∗ ratios in
B̄−meson decays, and they all predict values for RΛc that are at variance (2σ− 3σ) with both the
SM prediction and the recent LHCb measurement, the latter two being within 1σ. In addition, we
also observe differences in F̂ d1 and F̂ d2 , that are hardly accounted for by errors. This situation is
reflected in Fig. 5, where we see that the best discriminating power between the SM and different
NP extensions is reached for forward and backward emission in the τ -hadron decay modes, which
are more sensitive to F̂ π,ρ1 and F̂ π,ρ2 . In fact, these new observables are shown as excellent tools to
discern between different inputs for the semileptonic Λb → Λcτ ν̄τ parent reaction.

In Appendix B we collect the corresponding results for the sequential B̄ → D(∗)τ(µν̄µντ , πντ , ρντ )ν̄τ
decays.

IV. THE dΓ/dEd DISTRIBUTION

Finally in this section we study the energy (Ed) distribution of the charged (massive) product
from the tau-decay. The idea is to increase the statistics by accumulating events for all allowed
ω values and provide only the Ed spectrum. Regardless detector efficiencies considerations, the
dΓ/dEd differential decay width could be determined as precisely as dΓ/d cos θd (discussed in



10

−1 −0.5 0 0.5 1
0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1
τ → µν̄µντ

cos θd

[B
d
Γ
S
L
]−

1
d
Γ d
/d

co
s
θ d

L Fit 7
R S7a
SM

−1 −0.5 0 0.5 1
0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1
τ → πντ

cos θd

[B
d
Γ
S
L
]−

1
d
Γ d
/d

co
s
θ d

L Fit 7
R S7a
SM

−1 −0.5 0 0.5 1
0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1
τ → ρντ

cos θd

[B
d
Γ
S
L
]−

1
d
Γ d
/d

co
s
θ d

L Fit 7
R S7a
SM

FIG. 5. Angular dΓ/d cos θd distribution for the Λb → Λcτ(µν̄µντ , πντ , ρντ )ν̄τ decays, keeping y = md/mτ

to its finite value, and obtained within the SM and the beyond the SM scenarios of Fit 7 (7a) of Ref [42]
([45]), which only includes left- (right-)handed neutrino NP operators. Error bands account for uncertainties
induced by both form-factors and fitted Wilson coefficients (added in quadrature).

Sec. III) or dΓSL/dω, with the three distributions giving independent information about the dy-
namics governing the semileptonic b→ cτ ν̄τ transition [49, 65]. From the d2Γd/(dωdξd) differential
decay width given in Eq. (8) and using Ed = γmτξd, we have

dΓd
dEd

= 2Bd
∫ ωsup(Ed)

ωinf(Ed)
dω

1

γmτ

dΓSL

dω

{
Cdn(ω,Ed) + CdPL(ω,Ed) 〈PCM

L 〉(ω)
}
, (22)

The maximum energy, Emax
d , of the massive product from the tau-decay is

Emax
d =

(M −M ′)2 +m2
d

2(M −M ′) (23)

while the minimum one, Emin
d , depends on the tau-decay mode and the order relation between

(M −M ′) and m2
τ/md. For the reactions considered in this work, we have (M −M ′) ≤ m2

τ/md

and hence

Emin
d = md, d = µν̄µ, eν̄e (24)

Emin
d =

m2
d(M −M ′)2 +m4

τ

2m2
τ (M −M ′) , d = π, ρ (25)
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SM L Fit 7 [42] R S7a [45] LHCb [27]

Γe(µ) 2.15± 0.08

Γτ 0.715± 0.015 0.89± 0.05 0.81± 0.06

RΛc 0.332± 0.007 0.41± 0.02 0.38± 0.03 0.242± 0.026± 0.040± 0.059

TABLE I. Semileptonic decay widths Γτ = Γ (Λb → Λcτ ν̄τ ) and Γe(µ) = Γ
(
Λb → Λc e(µ)ν̄e(µ)

)
[units of(

10× |Vcb|2ps−1
)
] and ratios RΛc = Γ (Λb → Λcτ ν̄τ ) /Γ

(
Λb → Λc e(µ)ν̄e(µ)

)
obtained in the SM, the NP

model Fit 7 (7a) of Ref [42] ([45]), which only includes left- (right-)handed neutrino NP operators. Errors
induced by the uncertainties in the form-factors and Wilson Coefficients are added in quadrature. The recent
LHCb [27] measurement of the RΛc ratio, with the tau being reconstructed using the τ → π−π+π−(π0) ντ
decay, is also shown.

F̂
µν̄µ
1 F̂

µν̄µ
2 F̂π1 F̂π2 F̂ ρ1 F̂ ρ2

SM −0.113± 0.001 −0.0137± 0.0003 0.336± 0.003 0.0306± 0.0007 0.141± 0.002 0.0166± 0.0004

L Fit 7 −0.128± 0.003 −0.0228± 0.0005 0.17± 0.03 0.0507± 0.0013 0.019+0.025
−0.020 0.0275± 0.0007

R S7a −0.087+0.010
−0.017 −0.0108+0.0006

−0.0011 0.25+0.03
−0.02 0.023+0.002

−0.003 0.101+0.017
−0.005 0.0108+0.0027

−0.0008

TABLE II. Predictions for the angular moments F̂ d1, 2 for the Λb → Λcτ(µν̄µντ , πντ , ρντ )ν̄τ decays evaluated
in the SM and the same NP scenarios considered in Table I.

while Emin
d = md for the hadronic case if (M −M ′) ≥ m2

τ/md. This latter situation occurs for
instance in the sequential B̄ → πτ(ρντ )ν̄τ reaction, involving the CC b→ uτ ν̄τ transition.

To perform the ω integration, first we have to obtain the allowed variation of the ω variable for
a given Ed, i.e., to determine ωinf(Ed) and ωsup(Ed) in Eq. (22). This requires to invert the limits
in Eq. (10) and the result depends on the tau-decay channel

1. τ → µν̄µντ and τ → eν̄eντ : In this case, md is either the muon or the electron mass, and

considering (M −M ′) ≤ m2
τ/md, we find ωinf(Ed) = 1, while

ωsup(Ed) = ωmax =
M2 +M ′2 −m2

τ

2MM ′
, Ed ≤

m2
τ +m2

d

2mτ
(26)

ωsup(Ed) =
M2 +M ′2 −

(
Ed +

√
E2
d −m2

d

)2

2MM ′
, Ed ≥

m2
τ +m2

d

2mτ
(27)

2. τ → πντ and τ → ρντ : In this case md is either the pion or rho mass, and considering (M −
M ′) ≤ m2

τ/md, we also find ωinf(Ed) = 1, while

ωsup(Ed) =
M2 +M ′2 −m4

τ

(
Ed −

√
E2
d −m2

d

)2

/m4
d

2MM ′
, Ed ≤

m2
τ +m2

d

2mτ
(28)

ωsup(Ed) =
M2 +M ′2 −

(
Ed +

√
E2
d −m2

d

)2

2MM ′
, Ed ≥

m2
τ +m2

d

2mτ
(29)

From the differential distribution of Eq. (22), we define a new dimensionless observable F̂ d0 (Ed),

such that dΓ/dEd = 2BdΓSLF̂
d
0 (Ed)/mτ , with ΓSL the total Hb → Hcτ ν̄τ semileptonic decay width,
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and

F̂ d0 (Ed) =
1

ΓSL

∫ ωsup(Ed)

1

1

γ

dΓSL

dω

{
Cdn(ω,Ed) + CdPL(ω,Ed) 〈PCM

L 〉(ω)
}
dω, (30)

where the corresponding ωsup(Ed) values can be read out from Eqs. (26)-(29). This energy function
is normalized for all tau-decay channels to

1

mτ

∫ Emin
d

Emin
d

dEdF̂
d
0 (Ed) =

1

mτΓSL

∫ Emin
d

Emin
d

∫ ωsup(Ed)

1

1

γ

dΓSL

dω
Cdn(ω,Ed) dωdEd =

1

2
(31)

Although the CM τ longitudinal polarization 〈PCM
L 〉(ω) does not contribute to the normalization

of F̂ d0 (Ed), it still affects the energy shape of the observable. This is in contrast to what happens if,
instead, one accumulates on the variable ξd in the d2Γd/(dωdξd) distribution of Eq. (8) to obtain
dΓd/dω. As already mentioned, this ξd (or equivalently Ed) integration removes permanently any
information about 〈PCM

L 〉.
The results for F̂ d0 (Ed) in the Λb → Λcτ(µν̄µντ , πντ , ρντ )ν̄τ decays are presented in Fig. 6.

We observe small changes between the predictions obtained from the SM and any of the NP
models considered in this work, pointing out to a little influence of the 〈PCM

L 〉 contribution in this
distribution. Nevertheless, for the hadron modes, we again see that Fit 7 of Ref [42] gives, in some
regions, significantly different results from those obtained in the SM and Fit 7a, while the latter
agrees with the SM within uncertainty bands.

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Using the analytical results derived in [69], we have studied the d2Γd/(dωd cos θd), dΓd/d cos θd
and dΓd/dEd distributions, which are defined in terms of the visible energy and polar angle of
the charged particle from the τ -decay in b → cτ (µν̄µντ , πντ , ρντ )ν̄τ reactions and that one ex-
pects to be measured at some point in the near future. The first two contain information on the
CM transverse tau-spin (〈PCM

T 〉(ω)), tau-angular (AFB,Q(ω)) and tau-angular-spin (ZL,Q,⊥(ω))
asymmetries of the Hb → Hcτ ν̄τ parent decay. Hence, from the dynamical point of view, these
observables are richer than the commonly used one, d2Γd/(dωdEd), since the latter gives access
only to the CM tau longitudinal polarization 〈PCM

L 〉(ω). We have paid attention to the deviations
with respect to the predictions of the SM for these new observables, considering NP operators
constructed using both left- and right-handed neutrino fields, within an effective theory approach.
We have presented results for these distributions in Λb → Λcτ (µν̄µντ , πντ , ρντ )ν̄τ (main text) and
B̄ → D(∗)τ (µν̄µντ , πντ , ρντ )ν̄τ (Appendix B) sequential decays, within different beyond the SM
scenarios, and we have discussed their use to disentangle between different NP models. In this
respect, we have seen that dΓd/d cos θd, if measured with sufficiently good statistics, becomes quite
useful, especially in the τ → πντ decay mode.

The study carried out in this work acquires a special relevance due to the recent LHCb measure-
ment of the LFU ratio RΛc in agreement, within errors, with the SM prediction. The experiment
identified the τ using the three-prong hadronic τ− → π−π+π−(π0) ντ decay, and this result for
RΛc , which is in conflict with the phenomenology from the b-meson sector, needs to be confirmed
employing other reconstruction channels.

We are aware of the difficulties in measuring the accumulated distributions proposed in this
work for the Λb → Λcτ(µν̄µντ , πντ , ρντ )ν̄τ decay at LHC [71]. As mentioned in the Introduction,
the LHCb collaboration is conducting a study on this reaction using the τ → µν̄µντ reconstruction
channel. We expect that this would imply the measurement of some of the muon variables and
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FIG. 6. Predictions for the F̂ d0 (Ed) energy distribution [Eq. (30)] for the Λb → Λcτ(µν̄µντ , πντ , ρντ )ν̄τ
decays, keeping y = md/mτ finite, obtained within the SM and the NP scenarios corresponding to Fit 7 of
Ref [42] and Fit 7a of Ref [45].

thus the determination, in the not too distant future and with a certain accuracy, of some or
all, of the differential decays widths analyzed in this work. If the presence of NP is confirmed,
going beyond the pure measurement of R(Λc) (and other ratios) is essential to disentangle among
different SM extensions. Furthermore, we have also predicted accumulated distributions for the
B̄ → D(∗) semileptonic reactions, for which, within the context of the plan to increase luminosity
at the LHC, the prospects look more favorable [71].
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Appendix A: Coefficients Cπ, ρAFB,Q
(ω), Cπ, ρPT

(ω) and Cπ, ρZL,Q,⊥
(ω) for the πντ and ρντ τ-decay modes

In this appendix, we give the coefficients which define the F̃ π, ρ12 (ω) distributions in terms of
the tau-asymmetries, through Eqs. (13) and (14), for the πντ and ρντ tau-decay modes keeping
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finite y = md/mτ . We use the analytical expressions derived in Ref. [69] for the two dimensional
Cπ, ρAFB,Q

(ω, ξd), C
π, ρ
PT

(ω, ξd) and Cπ, ρZL,Q,⊥
(ω, ξd) functions and integrate over the variable ξd. We first

discuss the coefficient of the forward-backward asymmetry,

Cπ,ρAFB (ω) =





1+y2

1−y2
1
β2

[
β − artanhβ

γ2

]
, y2 ≤ 1−β

1+β = m2
τ
q2

1+y2

1−y2
1
β2

[
1−y2
1+y2

+ log y
γ2

]
, y2 ≥ 1−β

1+β = m2
τ
q2

(A1)

For the reactions studied in this work, we always have y2 ≤ m2
τ/q

2 for all available q2 values and
thus, the first of the above possibilities should be taken. The situation is repeated for the rest of
the coefficients. For brevity, we only give below the expressions for the y2 < m2

τ/q
2 case,

Cπ,ρZL (ω) = −aπ,ρ
[

1 + 4y2 + y4

(1− y2)2

1

γ2β3
(β − artanhβ) +

2y2

(1− y2)2

]
(A2)

Cπ,ρPT (ω) = −aπ,ρ
2

πγβ

[
1 + 4y2 + y4

1− y4
Cπ,ρAFB (ω)− 4y2

(1− y2)2 artanhβ

]
(A3)

Cπ,ρAQ(ω) =
1

2β2

[
3− β2 + 3

1 +
(
2 + 4γ2

)
y2 + y4

2γ3βy (1− y2)
artanh

( 2γβy

1− y2

)]

− 3

γ2β3

1 + y2

1− y2
artanh

(1 + y2

1− y2
β
)

(A4)

Cπ,ρZQ (ω) = −3aπ,ρ

[
1 + y2

β3γ2 (1− y2)

(
1 +

1

4γβy

1 +
(
10 + 4γ2

)
y2 + y4

1− y2
artanh

( 2γβy

1− y2

))

−2γ2
(
1 + 4y2 + y4

)
+
(
1 + y2

)2

2γ4β4 (1− y2)2 artanh
(1 + y2

1− y2
β
)]

(A5)

Cπ,ρZ⊥ (ω) =
3aπ,ρ
2β4γ

1

(1− y2)2

[
(
2β − β3

) (
1− y4

)
− 3

(
1 + y2

)2
+ 4γ2y2

γ2
artanh

(1 + y2

1− y2
β
)

+
1 + y2

2y

(
1 + y2

)2
+ 12γ2y2

γ3
artanh

( 2γβy

1− y2

)]
(A6)

with aπ = 1 and aρ = (m2
τ−2m2

ρ)/(m
2
τ +2m2

ρ). Note that all the arguments of the artanh-functions
are smaller than one, since the above expressions are only valid for y2 < (1− β)/(1 + β).

Appendix B: Results for the B̄ → D(∗)τ(µν̄µντ , πντ , ρντ )ν̄τ sequential decays

In this appendix we collect some results for the B̄ → D(∗)τ(µν̄µντπντ , ρντ )ν̄τ sequential decays.

We start by showing, in Figs. 7 and 8, the F̃ d0,1,2(ω) functions evaluated within the SM and the
NP models corresponding to Fit 7 of Ref [42] and Fit 7a of Ref [45], which only includes left-
(right-)handed neutrino NP operators, respectively. Similarly to the Λb → Λc decay, the results
for Fit 7 are very different from those obtained with Fit 7a and the SM, the latter two agreeing
within uncertainties.

In Figs. 9 and 10, we present now the dΓ/d cos θd distributions predicted within the SM and the
beyond the SM scenarios of Fits 7 and 7a of Refs. [42] and [45], respectively. The best discriminating
power is reached for forward and backward emission in the τ -hadron decay modes for the B̄ → D
decay.
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SM L Fit 7 [42] R S7a [45] HFLAV [10]

Γe(µ) 0.87± 0.03

B̄ → D Γτ 0.262± 0.005 0.34± 0.04 0.292+0.060
−0.014

RD 0.300+0.005
−0.004 0.388+0.044

−0.045 0.334+0.070
−0.015 0.340± 0.027± 0.013

Γe(µ) 2.01+0.07
−0.08

B̄ → D∗ Γτ 0.512+0.013
−0.014 0.61± 0.03 0.59± 0.03

RD∗ 0.255± 0.003 0.306± 0.013 0.292+0.014
−0.015 0.295± 0.011± 0.008

TABLE III. Semileptonic decay widths Γτ = Γ
(
B̄ → D(∗)τ ν̄τ

)
and Γe(µ) = Γ

(
B̄ → D(∗) e(µ)ν̄e(µ)

)
[units

of
(
10× |Vcb|2ps−1

)
] and ratios RD(∗) = Γ

(
B̄ → D(∗)τ ν̄τ

)
/Γ
(
B̄ → D(∗) e(µ)ν̄e(µ)

)
obtained in the SM, the

NP model Fit 7 (7a) of Ref [42] ([45]), which only includes left- (right-)handed neutrino NP operators.
Errors induced by the uncertainties in the form-factors and Wilson Coefficients are added in quadrature.
The RD(∗) experimental averages compiled by the HFLAV [10] collaboration are also given.

F̂
µν̄µ
1 F̂

µν̄µ
2

SM −0.06029+0.00021
−0.00018 −0.03539+0.00015

−0.00012

B̄ → D L Fit 7 −0.0306+0.0015
−0.0012 −0.0777046+0.0000051

−0.0000004

R S7a −0.031+0.021
−0.042 −0.027+0.002

−0.003

SM −0.1267+0.0012
−0.0014 −0.0063± 0.0003

B̄ → D∗ L Fit 7 −0.1695+0.0016
−0.0017 −0.0020± 0.0004

R S7a −0.098+0.004
−0.016 −0.0053+0.0007

−0.0019

TABLE IV. Predictions for the angular moments F̂
µν̄µ
1, 2 for the B̄ → D(∗)τ(µν̄µντ )ν̄τ decay evaluated in the

SM and the same NP scenarios considered in Table III.

Finally, in Table III, we collect the values for the integrated Γτ = Γ
(
B̄ → D(∗)τ ν̄τ

)
and Γe(µ) =

Γ
[
B̄ → D(∗) e(µ)ν̄e(µ)

]
decay widths, as well as theRD(∗) = Γ

(
B̄ → D(∗)τ ν̄τ

)
/Γ
[
B̄ → D(∗) e(µ)ν̄e(µ)

]

ratios, obtained in each of the physics scenarios considered in the figures. The corresponding results
for the F̂ d1, 2 angular moments are given in Tables IV and V, for the lepton and hadron modes,
respectively.
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FIG. 7. Results for the functions n0(ω)F̃ d0,1,2(ω) evaluated for the B̄ → Dτ(µν̄µντ , πντ , ρντ )ν̄τ decays,
keeping y = mµ,π,ρ/mτ finite, and obtained within the SM and the beyond the SM scenarios of Fits 7
and 7a of Refs. [42] and [45], which only includes left- (right-)handed neutrino NP operators, respectively.
Error bands account for uncertainties induced by both form-factors and fitted Wilson coefficients (added in
quadrature).
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FIG. 8. Same as in Fig. 7, but for the B̄ → D∗τ(µν̄µντ , πντ , ρντ )ν̄τ decays.
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FIG. 9. Angular dΓ/d cos θd distribution for the B̄ → Dτ(µν̄µντ , πντ , ρντ )ν̄τ decays, keeping y = md/mτ
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[61] P. Böer, A. Kokulu, J.-N. Toelstede, and D. van Dyk, (2019), arXiv:1907.12554 [hep-ph].
[62] X.-L. Mu, Y. Li, Z.-T. Zou, and B. Zhu, Phys. Rev. D 100, 113004 (2019), arXiv:1909.10769 [hep-ph].
[63] Q.-Y. Hu, X.-Q. Li, Y.-D. Yang, and D.-H. Zheng, JHEP 02, 183 (2021), arXiv:2011.05912 [hep-ph].
[64] N. Penalva, E. Hernández, and J. Nieves, Phys. Rev. D100, 113007 (2019), arXiv:1908.02328 [hep-ph].
[65] N. Penalva, E. Hernández, and J. Nieves, Phys. Rev. D 101, 113004 (2020), arXiv:2004.08253 [hep-ph].
[66] R. Alonso, A. Kobach, and J. Martin Camalich, Phys. Rev. D 94, 094021 (2016), arXiv:1602.07671

[hep-ph].
[67] R. Alonso, J. Martin Camalich, and S. Westhoff, Phys. Rev. D 95, 093006 (2017), arXiv:1702.02773

[hep-ph].
[68] P. Asadi, A. Hallin, J. Martin Camalich, D. Shih, and S. Westhoff, Phys. Rev. D 102, 095028 (2020),

arXiv:2006.16416 [hep-ph].

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP02(2017)068
http://arxiv.org/abs/1611.01635
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1007/JHEP08(2017)131
http://arxiv.org/abs/1702.02243
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.99.015015
http://arxiv.org/abs/1812.08314
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.99.055008
http://arxiv.org/abs/1812.07593
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0217751X18501695
http://arxiv.org/abs/1804.05592
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.100.035035
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.100.035035
http://arxiv.org/abs/1905.08253
http://arxiv.org/abs/1907.12554
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.100.113004
http://arxiv.org/abs/1909.10769
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1007/JHEP02(2021)183
http://arxiv.org/abs/2011.05912
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.100.113007
http://arxiv.org/abs/1908.02328
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.113004
http://arxiv.org/abs/2004.08253
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.94.094021
http://arxiv.org/abs/1602.07671
http://arxiv.org/abs/1602.07671
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.95.093006
http://arxiv.org/abs/1702.02773
http://arxiv.org/abs/1702.02773
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.102.095028
http://arxiv.org/abs/2006.16416


20

−1 −0.5 0 0.5 1
0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1
τ → µν̄µντ

cos θd

[B
d
Γ
S
L
]−

1
d
Γ d
/d

co
s
θ d

L Fit 7
R S7a
SM

−1 −0.5 0 0.5 1
0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1
τ → πντ

cos θd

[B
d
Γ
S
L
]−

1
d
Γ d
/d

co
s
θ d

L Fit 7
R S7a
SM

−1 −0.5 0 0.5 1
0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1
τ → πντ

cos θd

[B
d
Γ
S
L
]−

1
d
Γ d
/d

co
s
θ d

L Fit 7
R S7a
SM

FIG. 10. Same as in Fig. 9, but for the B̄ → D∗τ(µν̄µντ , πντ , ρντ )ν̄τ decays.
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