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Abstract

In this work, we investigate the form factors of the transitions B(s) → D∗
0(2300),D

∗
s0(2317),

Ds1(2460) and Ds1(2536) in the covariant light-front quark model (CLFQM), where these final

states are considered as P-wave excited charmed mesons. In order to obtain the form factors

for the physical transition processes, we need to extend these form factors from the space-like

region to the time-like region. The q2-dependence for each transition form factor is also plotted.

Then, combined with those form factors, the branching ratios of the two-body nonleptonic decays

B(s) → D∗

(s)0(2300, 2317)M,Ds1(2460, 2536)M with M being a light pseudoscalar (vector) meson

or a charmed meson are calculated by considering the QCD radiative corrections to the hadronic

matrix elements with the QCD factorization approach. Most of our predictions are comparable to

the results given by other theoretical approaches and the present available data.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In this work, we would like to study some of excited open-charm states, such as

D∗

0(2300), D
∗

s0(2317), Ds1(2460) andDs1(2536) in B(s) meson decays. As we know, D∗

s0(2317)

and Ds1(2460) were first discovered by BaBar [1] and CLEO [2] in 2003, respectively. The

scalar charm-strange meson D∗

s0(2317) was observed in the invariant mass distribution of

D+
s π

0 and the axial charm-strange meson Ds1(2460) was found in the invariant mass distri-

bution of D∗+
s π0. D∗

0(2300) as the SU(3) partner of D∗

0(2317), called D∗

0(2400) in the past,

was discovered by Belle [3] in the three-body B decay B+ → D−π+π+ in 2004. Another

axial charm-strange meson with JP = 1+ Ds1(2536) was first observed in the D∗

sγ invariant

mass spectrum [4] in 1987.

Previous researches suggest that the masses of the resonants D∗

s0(2317) and Ds1(2460) are

just several tens MeV below the threshold of DK and D∗K, respectively. Furthermore, they

are much lower than those given by the quark model [5]. Some abnormal properties induce

that these two states are difficult to be interpreted as conventional cs̄ mesons. Therefore,

many authors consider them as the D(∗)K molecular states [6–12], the compact tetraquark

states [13–17], the chiral partners of the ground state D
(∗)
s mesons [18, 19] and the states

of cs̄ mixed with four-quark states [20, 21]. However, if considering the coupled channel

effects and the fact that there are no additional states around the quark model predicted

masses, these two states can be interpreted as P-wave charm-strange mesons [22–31]. As

to the D∗

0(2300) state, except the low mass puzzle, where the observed mass of D∗

0(2300)

[3, 32] is bellow the predictions from the quark model about 100 MeV [5, 33], there exists

the SU(3) mass hierarchy puzzle, that is the masses of D∗

0(2300) and D∗

s0(2317) are almost

equal to each other. These puzzles have triggered many studies on their inner structures: In

Refs. [22, 34], the authors pointed out that the four-quark structure can explain the data

measured by Belle [3] and BaBar [32], but not for that measured by FOCUS [35]. Another

group authors solved these puzzles within the framework of unitarized chiral perturbation

theory (UChPT) [36–38] and considered that there exist two states in the D∗

0(2300) energy

region [39], where the lighter one named as D∗

0(2100) is the SU(3) partner of the D∗

s0(2317),

the heavier one is a member of a different multiplet. Certainly, other authors also explained

D∗

0(2300) as a mixture of two and four-quark states [21] or the bound state of Dπ [40]. The

axial charm-strange meson Ds1(2536) has been confirmed and studied in the B(s) meson

decays by BaBar [41], Belle [42] and LHCb [43]. Its measurements of mass and width are

consistent with the theoretical expectations as a charm-strange meson with JP = 1+. As

we know that the QCD Lagrangian is invariant under the heavy flavor and spin rotation in

the heavy quark limit. For the heavy mesons, the heavy quark spin SQ can decouple from

the other degrees of freedom. Then SQ and the total angular momentum of the light quark
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j become good quantum numbers. It is natural to label Ds1(2460) and Ds1(2536) by the

quantum numbers Lj
J with j(L) being the total (orbital) angular momentum of the light

quark, that is P
1/2
1 and P

3/2
1 , denoted as D

1/2
s1 and D

3/2
s1 , respectively. Since the heavy quark

symmetry is not exact, the two 1+ states Ds1(2460) and Ds1(2536) can mix with each other

through the following formula [44]

|Ds1(2460)〉 = |D1/2
s1 〉 cos θs + |D3/2

s1 〉 sin θs,
|Ds1(2536)〉 = −|D1/2

s1 〉 sin θs + |D3/2
s1 〉 cos θs. (1)

While the states D
1/2
s1 and D

3/2
s1 are expected to be a mixture of states 1Ds1 and 3Ds1 with

JPC = 1++ and 1+−, respectively,

|D3/2
s1 〉 =

√
2

3
|1Ds1〉+

√
1

3
|3Ds1〉,

|D1/2
s1 〉 =

√
1

3
|1Ds1〉 −

√
2

3
|3Ds1〉. (2)

Combining Eq. (1) and Eq. (2), one can find that

|Ds1(2460)〉 = |1Ds1〉 sin θ − |3Ds1〉 cos θ,
|Ds1(2536)〉 = |1Ds1〉 cos θ + |3Ds1〉 sin θ, (3)

where θ = θs + 35.3◦ [45].

Using the manifestly covariant of the Bethe-Salpeter (BS) approach [46, 47], Jaus, Choi,

Ji and Cheng et al. [48–50] put forward the CLFQM around 2000. This approach provides

a systematic way to explore the zero-mode effects, which are just canceled by involving

the spurious contributions being proportional to the lightlike four-vector ω = (0, 2, 0⊥), at

the same time the covariance of the matrix elements being restored [48]. Up to now the

CLFQM has been used extensively to study the weak and radiative decays, as well as the

features of some exotic hadrons [51–59]. In this work, we will employ the CLFQM to evalu-

ate the B(s) → D∗

0(2300), D
∗

s0(2317), Ds1(2460), Ds1(2536) transition form factors, then the

branching ratios of the relevant decays are calculated. In our calculations these hadrons are

regarded as ordinary meson states. Compared with the future experimental measurements,

our predictions are helpful to clarify the inner structures of these four hadrons.

The arrangement of this paper is as follows: In Section II, an introduction to

the CLFQM and the expressions for the form factors of the transitions B(s) →
D∗

0(2300), D
∗

s0(2317), Ds1(2460), Ds1(2536) are presented. Then the branching ratios of

the B(s) meson decays with one of these considered P-wave excited charm sates in-

volved are calculated under the QCD factorization approach, where the vertex correc-

tions and the hard spectator-scattering corrections are considered. In Section III, the
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numerical results of the transition form factors and their q2-dependence are presented.

Then, combined with the transition form factors, the branching ratios of the decays

B(s) → D∗

(s)0(2300, 2317)M,Ds1(2460, 2536)M with M being a light pseudoscalar (vector)

meson or a charmed meson are calculated. In addition, detailed numerical analysis and

discussion, including comparisons with the data and other model calculations, are carried

out. The conclusions are presented in the final part.

II. FORMALISM

A. The Covariant Light-Front Quark Model

Under the covariant light-front quark model, the light-front coordinates of a momentum

p are defined as p = (p−, p+, p⊥) with p± = p0 ± pz and p2 = p+p− − p2
⊥
. If the momenta

of the quark and antiquark with mass m
′(′′)
1 and m2 in the incoming (outgoing) meson are

denoted as p
′(′′)
1 and p2, respectively, the momentum of the incoming (outgoing) meson with

mass M ′(M ′′) can be written as P ′ = p′1+p2(P
′′ = p′′1 +p2). Here, we use the same notation

as those in Refs. [48, 51] and M ′ refers to mB for B meson decays. These momenta can be

related each other through the internal variables (xi, p
′
⊥)

p′+1,2 = x1,2P
′+, p′1,2⊥ = x1,2P

′

⊥
± p′

⊥
, (4)

with x1 + x2 = 1. Using these internal variables, we can define some quantities for the

incoming meson which will be used in the following calculations:

M ′2
0 = (e′1 + e2)

2
=

p′2
⊥
+m′2

1

x1
+

p2
⊥
+m2

2

x2
, M̃ ′

0 =

√
M ′2

0 − (m′

1 −m2)
2,

e
(′)
i =

√
m

(′)2
i + p′2

⊥
+ p′2z , p′z =

x2M
′

0

2
− m2

2 + p′2
⊥

2x2M
′

0

, (5)

where the kinetic invariant mass of the incoming meson M ′

0 can be expressed as the energies

of the quark and the antiquark e
(′)
i . It is similar to the case of the outgoing meson.

The form factors of the transitions B → D∗

0
1 and B → iDs1(i = 1, 3) 2 induced by the

1 It is similar for the transition B → D∗
s0. From now on, we will use D∗

0 and D∗
s0 to represent D∗

0(2300)

and D∗

s0(2317), respectively for simplicity.
2 We will use Ds1 and D′

s1 to represent Ds1(2460) and Ds1(2536), respectively. The form factors of the

transitions B → Ds1 and B → D′

s1 can be obtained from those of the transitions B → 1Ds1 and

B → 3Ds1 through Eq. (3).
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P ′

p′
1

−p2

X
P ′ P ′′

−p2

p′
1 p′′

1X

FIG. 1: Feynman diagrams for B decay (left) and transition (right) amplitudes, where P ′(′′) is

the incoming (outgoing) meson momentum, p
′(′′)
1 is the quark momentum, p2 is the antiquark

momentum and X denotes the vector or axial vector transition vertex.

vector and aixal-vector currents are defined as

〈D∗

0 (P
′′) |Aµ|B (P ′)〉 = i

[
u+(q

2)Pµ + u−(q
2)qµ

]
, (6)

〈
iDs1 (P

′′, ε) |Aµ|B (P ′)
〉
= − q(q2)ǫµναβε

∗νP αqβ, (7)
〈

iDs1 (P
′′, ε) |Vµ|B (P ′)

〉
= i

{
l(q2)ε∗µ + ε∗ · P

[
Pµc+(q

2) + qµc−(q
2)
]}

. (8)

In calculations, the Bauer-Stech-Wirbel (BSW) [60] transition form factors are more fre-

quently used and defined by

〈D∗

0 (P
′′) |Aµ|B (P ′)〉 =

(
Pµ −

m2
B −m2

D∗

0

q2
qµ

)
F

BD∗

0
1

(
q2
)
+

m2
B −m2

D∗

0

q2
qµF

BD∗

0
0

(
q2
)
, (9)

〈
iDs1 (P

′′, εµ∗) |Vµ|B (P ′)
〉

= −i

{
(mB −miDs1

) ε∗µV
B iDs1
1

(
q2
)
− ε∗ · P

mB −miDs1

PµV
B iDs1
2

(
q2
)

−2miDs1

ε∗ · P
q2

qµ

[
V B iDs1
3

(
q2
)
− V B iDs1

0

(
q2
)]}

, (10)

〈
iDs1 (P

′′, εµ∗) |Aµ|B (P ′)
〉

= − 1

mB −miDs1

ǫµναβε
∗νPαqβAB iDs1

(
q2
)
, (11)

where P = P ′ + P ′′, q = P ′ − P ′′, and the convention ǫ0123 = 1 is adopted.

To smear the singularity at q2 = 0 in Eq. (10), the relations V B iDs1
3 (0) = V B iDs1

0 (0) are

required, and

V B iDs1
3 (q2) =

mB −miDs1

2miDs1

V B iDs1
1 (q2)− mB +miDs1

2miDs1

V B iDs1
2 (q2). (12)

These two kinds of form factors are related to each other via

F
BD∗

0
1 (q2) = −u+(q

2), F
BD∗

0
0 (q2) = −u+(q

2)− q2

q · P u−(q
2), (13)

AB iDs1(q2) = −(mB −miDs1
)q(q2), V B iDs1

1 (q2) = − l(q2)

mB −miDs1

, (14)

V B iDs1
2 (q2) = (mB −miDs1

)c+(q
2), V B iDs1

3 (q2)− V B iDs1
0 (q2) =

q2

2miDs1

c−(q
2). (15)
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The light-front wave functions (LFWFs) are needed in the form factor calculations. Although

the LFWFs can be derived from solving the relativistic Schrödinger equation theoretically,

it is difficult to obtained their exact solutions in many cases. Consequently, we will use the

phenomenological Gaussian-type wave functions in this work,

ϕ′ = ϕ′ (x2, p
′

⊥
) = 4

(
π

β ′2

) 3
4
√

dp′z
dx2

exp

(
−p′2z + p′2

⊥

2β ′2

)
,

ϕ′

p = ϕ′

p (x2, p
′

⊥
) =

√
2

β ′2
ϕ′,

dp′z
dx2

=
e′1e2

x1x2M
′

0

, (16)

where the parameter β ′ describes the momentum distribution and is approximately of order

ΛQCD. It can be usually determined by the decay constants through the following analytic

expressions [48, 51],

fD∗
0
=

Nc

16π3

∫
dx2d

2p′
⊥

h′

D∗
0

x1x2 (M ′2 −M ′2
0 )

4 (m′

1x2 −m2x1) , (17)

f 3Ds1
= − Nc

4π3M ′

∫
dx2d

2p′
⊥

h′
3Ds1

x1x2 (M ′2 −M ′2
0 )

×
[
x1M

′2
0 −m′

1 (m
′

1 +m2)− p′2
⊥
− m′

1 −m2

w′
3Ds1

p′2
⊥

]
, (18)

f 1Ds1
=

Nc

4π3M ′

∫
dx2d

2p′
⊥

h′
1Ds1

x1x2 (M ′2 −M ′2
0 )

(
m′

1 −m2

w′
1Ds1

p′2
⊥

)
, (19)

where m′

1 and m2 represent the constituent quarks of the states D∗

0,
3Ds1 and 1Ds1. The

decay constants can be obtained through experimental measurements for the purely leptonic

decays or theorical calculations. The explicit forms of h′

M are given by [51]

h′

D∗
0
=

√
2

3
h′

3Ds1
=
(
M ′2 −M ′2

0

)√x1x2

Nc

1√
2M̃ ′

0

M̃ ′2
0

2
√
3M ′

0

ϕ′

p, (20)

h′
1Ds1

=
(
M2′ −M ′2

0

)√x1x2

Nc

1√
2M̃ ′

0

ϕ′

p. (21)

B. Form factors

For the general B → M transitions with M being a scalar or axial-vector meson [51], the

decay amplitude at the lowest order is

MBM = −i3
Nc

(2π)4

∫
d4p′1

H ′

B (H ′′

M)

N ′

1N
′′

1N2
SBM
µ , (22)

where N
′(′′)
1 = p

′(′′)2
1 − m

′(′′)2
1 , N2 = p22 − m2

2 arise from the quark propagators. For our

considered transitions B → D∗

0 and B → 1Ds1,
3Ds1, the traces S

BD∗
0

µ , SB 1Ds1
µν and SB 3Ds1

µν

6



can be directly obtained by using the Lorentz contraction as follows

S
BD∗

0
µ = Tr [(6 p′′1 +m′′

1) γµγ5 (6 p′1 +m′

1) γ5 (− 6 p2 +m2)] , (23)

SB 1Ds1
µν =

(
SB 1Ds1

V − SB 1Ds1

A

)
µν

= Tr

[(
− 1

W ′′
1Ds1

(p′′1 − p2)ν

)
γ5 (6 p′′1 +m′′

1) (γµ − γµγ5) ( 6 p′1 +m′

1) γ5 (− 6 p2 +m2)

]
, (24)

SB 3Ds1
µν =

(
SB 3Ds1

V − SB 3Ds1

A

)
µν

= Tr

[(
γν − 1

W ′′
3Ds1

(p′′1 − p2)ν

)
γ5 (6 p′′1 +m′′

1) (γµ − γµγ5) ( 6 p′1 +m′

1) γ5 (− 6 p2 +m2)

]
. (25)

To calculate the amplitudes for the transition form factors, we need the Feynman rules

for the meson-quark-antiquark vertices (iΓ′

M), which are listed as

iΓ′

D∗
0
= −iH ′

D∗
0
, (26)

iΓ′
3Ds1

= −iH ′
3Ds1

[
γµ +

1

W ′
3Ds1

(p′1 − p2)µ

]
γ5, (27)

iΓ′
1Ds1

= −iH ′
1Ds1

[
1

W ′
1Ds1

(p′1 − p2)µ

]
γ5. (28)

In practice, we employ the light-front decomposition of the Feynman loop momentum and

integrate out the minus component using the contour method. Then additional spurious

contributions being proportional to the light-like four-vector ω̃ = (0, 2, 0⊥) will appear.

While they can be eliminated by including the zero-mode contributions in a proper way. If

the covariant vertex functions are not exhibit singularity during integration, the transition

amplitudes will capture the singularities in the antiquark propagators. The specific rules for

the p− integration have been derived in Refs. [48, 51], and the relevant ones are summarized

in Appendix A. The integration then leads to

N
′(′′)
1 → N̂

′(′′)
1 = x1

(
M ′(′′2 −M

′(′′)2
0

)
,

H ′

B → h′

B, H
′′

M → h′′

M ,

W ′′

M → w′′

M ( for the states 3Ds1 and 1Ds1),∫
d4p′1

N ′

1N
′′

1N2
H ′

BH
′′

MSBM → −iπ

∫
dx2d

2p′
⊥

x2N̂ ′

1N̂
′′

1

h′

Bh
′′

M ŜBM , (29)

where

w′′
3Ds1

=
M̃ ′′2

0

m′′
1 −m2

, w′′
1Ds1

= 2, M ′′2
0 =

p′′2
⊥

+m′′2
1

x1
+

p′′2
⊥

+m2
2

x2
, (30)

with p′′
⊥
= p′

⊥
− x2q⊥ and M̃ ′′

0 =
√
M ′′2

0 − (m′′
1 −m2)

2. The explicit forms of h′′

M have been

given in Eq. (20) and Eq. (21).

7



Using Eq. (20)-Eq. (30) and taking the integration rules given in Refs. [48, 51], the

form factors F
BD∗

0
1 (q2), F

BD∗
0

0 (q2) and ABDs1(q2), V BDs1
0 (q2), V BDs1

1 (q2), V BDs1
2 (q2) can be

obtained directly, which are listed in Appendix C.

C. Vertex Corrections and The Hard Spectator Function

Within the framework of QCD factorization [61], the short-distance nonfactorizable cor-

rections including the vertex corrections and hard spectator interactions are considered. The

modifications of the Wilson coefficients a1,2 from the vertex corrections are given as

ai(µ) → ai(µ) +
αs(µ)

4π
CF

Ci(µ)

Nc
Vi(M2), i = 1, 2, (31)

with M2 being the meson emitted from the weak vertex. The vertex functions V1,2(M2) are

written as [61]

V1,2(M2) = 12 ln
mb

µ
− 18 +

2
√
2Nc

fM2

∫ 1

0

dxΦM2(x) g(x), (32)

where fM2 and ΦM2(x) are the decay constant and the twist-2 meson distribution amplitude

of the meson M2, respectively. The hard kernel g(x) is

g(x) = 3

(
1− 2x

1− x
ln x− i π

)

+

[
2 Li2(x)− ln2 x+

2 lnx

1− x
− (3 + 2i π) lnx− (x ↔ 1− x)

]
. (33)

The modifications of the Wilson coefficients a1,2 from the hard spectator-scattering correc-

tions arising from a hard gluon exchange between the emitted meson and the spectator

quark are written as

a1(µ) → a1(µ) +
CFπαsC2

N2
c

H1(M1M2), a2(µ) → a2(µ) +
CFπαsC1

N2
c

H2(M1M2), (34)

where the hard spectator functions Hi(i = 1, 2) are defined as [62]

Hi (M1M2) = − fBfM1

D(M1M2)

∫ 1

0

dρ

ρ
ΦB(ρ)

∫ 1

0

dξ

ξ̄
ΦM2(ξ)

∫ 1

0

dη

η̄

[
ΦM1(η) + rM1

χ

ξ̄

ξ
ΦP

M1
(η)

]
,(35)

with ξ̄ = 1−ξ and η̄ = 1−η. ΦM1 and ΦP
M1

are the twist-2 and twist-3 LCDAs of the meson

M1. The definations of D(M1M2) and rM1
χ can be found in Ref. [62].
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III. NUMERICAL RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

A. Transition Form Factors

TABLE I: The values of the input parameters Refs. [63–67].

.

Mass(GeV) mb = 4.8 mc = 1.4 ms = 0.37 mu,d = 0.25 mB = 5.279

mπ = 0.140 mK = 0.494 mρ = 0.775 mK∗ = 0.892 mBs = 5.367

mD∗
0
= 2.343 mD∗

s0
= 2.317 mD = 1.86966 mDs = 1.96835

mDs1 = 2.460 m
D

′

s1
= 2.536 mD∗

s
= 2.1122 mD∗ = 2.010

Decay constants(GeV) fπ = 0.13 fρ = 0.209 ± 0.002

fK = 0.16 fK∗ = 0.217 ± 0.005

fB = 0.19 ± 0.02 fBs = 0.231 ± 0.015

fD = 0.2046 ± 0.005 fDs = 0.2575 ± 0.0046

fD∗ = 0.245 ± 0.02+0.003
−0.002 fD∗

s
= 0.272 ± 0.016+0.003

−0.020

fDs1 = 0.145 ± 0.011 fD′
s1

= 0.032 ± 0.006

f
D

3/2
s1

= 0.05 f
D

1/2
s1

= 0.145

f3Ds1
= −0.121 f1Ds1

= 0.038

fD∗
0
= 0.103 ± 0.021 fD∗

s0
= 0.067 ± 0.013

The input parameters, such as the masses of the initial and final mesons, the decay

constants, are listed in Table I. The decay constants of the axial mesons Ds1 and D′

s1 can

be obtained from f
D

1/2
s1

and f
D

3/2
s1

through the mixing between D
1/2
s1 and D

3/2
s1

fDs1 = f
D

1/2
s1

cos θs + f
D

3/2
s1

sin θs,

fD′
s1

= −f
D

1/2
s1

sin θs + f
D

3/2
s1

cos θs. (36)

Using these decay constants and the masses of the constituent quarks and mesons given in

Table I, we can obtain the values of the shape parameters β ′ for our considered mesons,

which are listed in Table II.
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TABLE II: The shape parameters β′ (in units of GeV) in the Gaussian-type light-front wave

functions defined in Eq. (16), and the uncertainties are from the decay constants.

β
′

π β
′

K β
′

ρ β
′

K∗ β
′

D

0.317 0.37 0.261+0.001
−0.002 0.279 ± 0.004 0.464+0.011

−0.014

β
′

B β
′

Bs
β

′

Ds
β

′

D∗ β
′

D∗
s

0.555+0.048
−0.048 0.628+0.035

−0.034 0.497+0.032
−0.028 0.409+0.021

−0.022 0.438+0.016
−0.027

β
′

D∗
0

β
′

D∗
s0

β
′

3Ds1
β

′

1D
′

s1

0.373+0.063
−0.059 0.325+0.043

−0.043 0.342+0.030
−0.034 0.342+0.039

−0.039

It is noticed that all the computations are conducted within the q+ = 0 reference frame,

where the form factors can only be obtained at spacelike momentum transfers q2 = −q2
⊥
≤ 0.

It is necessary to know the form factors in the timelike region for the physical decay processes.

Here, we utilize the following double-pole approximation to parameterize the form factors

in the spacelike region and then extend to the timelike region,

F
(
q2
)
=

F (0)

1− aq2/m2 + bq4/m4
, (37)

where m represents the initial meson mass and F (q2) denotes the different form factors. The

values of a and b can be obtained by performing a 3-parameter fit to the form factors in the

range −15GeV2 ≤ q2 ≤ 0, which are collected in Tables III and V. The uncertainties arise

from the decay constants of the initial B(s) meson and the final state mesons.

In Table III, we list the form factors of the transitions B(s) → D∗

0, D
∗

s0, D(s), D
∗

(s). One

can find that the form factors of the transitions B(s) → D∗

0, D
∗

s0 are much smaller. This

conclusion is also supported by other works, for example, the form factor of the transtion

B → D∗

0 was obtained as 0.24 and 0.18 within the CLFQM [51] and the 2nd version of the

Isgur-Scora-Grinstein-Wise approach (ISGW2) [66]. Furthermore, our result for the form

factor of the transtion Bs → D∗

s0 is consistent with 0.20 gvien in the ISGW2 model [66],

while smaller than 0.40 given by the QCD sum rules (QCDSR) approach [68]. As to the

form factors of the transitions B(s) → D(s), D
∗

(s), π(ρ), K(K∗), they have been searched by

many appoaches, such as the Melikhov-Stech (MS) model [69], the relaticistic quark model

(RQM) [70], the BSW model [60, 71], the Bethe-Salpeter (BS) equation [72], the QCDSR

[73] and the light cone sum rules (LSCR) approach [74]. Cosidering the need for the latter

branching ratio calcuations, we also give them in Table IV with other theoretical results for

comparison. Obviously, our predictions are consistent well with these theoretical results.
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TABLE III: Form factors of the transitions B(s) → D∗
0,D

∗
s0,D(s),D

∗

(s) in the CLFQM. The uncer-

tainties are from the decay constants of B(s) and final state mesons.

Fi(q
2 = 0) Fi(q

2
max) a b

F
BD∗

0
1 0.25+0.03+0.05

−0.02−0.05 0.30+0.03+0.06
−0.03−0.07 0.70+0.04+0.03

−0.05−0.11 0.65+0.08+0.03
−0.07−0.07

F
BD∗

0
0 0.25+0.03+0.05

−0.02−0.05 0.22+0.02+0.04
−0.01−0.04 −0.38+0.04+0.05

−0.04−0.02 0.21+0.07+0.08
−0.07−0.08

F
BsD∗

s0
1 0.21+0.02+0.04

−0.01−0.04 0.24+0.02+0.05
−0.01−0.05 0.63+0.05+0.07

−0.06−0.12 0.78+0.08+0.01
−0.09−0.04

F
BsD∗

s0
0 0.21+0.02+0.04

−0.01−0.04 0.18+0.02+0.03
−0.01−0.03 −0.43+0.01+0.01

−0.00−0.02 0.28+0.03+0.01
−0.06−0.04

FBD
1 0.66+0.00+0.00

−0.01−0.01 0.81+0.00+0.00
−0.01−0.02 0.80+0.01+0.00

−0.01−0.01 0.86+0.03+0.01
−0.03−0.01

FBD
0 0.66+0.00+0.00

−0.01−0.01 0.70+0.02+0.00
−0.02−0.01 0.46+0.01+0.01

−0.00−0.00 0.78+0.10+0.03
−0.10−0.02

FBsDs
1 0.65+0.00+0.01

−0.00−0.02 0.79+0.00+0.01
−0.00−0.03 0.84+0.01+0.01

−0.01−0.02 1.02+0.03+0.04
−0.04−0.05

FBsDs
0 0.65+0.00+0.01

−0.00−0.02 0.68+0.01+0.01
−0.01−0.03 0.50+0.01+0.01

−0.01−0.02 0.99+0.07+0.09
−0.07−0.10

V BD∗

0.73+0.01+0.01
−0.01−0.02 0.89+0.01+0.01

−0.02−0.03 0.82+0.01+0.00
−0.01−0.01 0.91+0.05+0.02

−0.05−0.02

ABD∗

0 0.67+0.00+0.02
−0.01−0.02 0.70+0.00+0.02

−0.02−0.03 0.16+0.02+0.00
−0.03−0.01 0.15+0.00+0.00

−0.01−0.01

ABD∗

1 0.63+0.00+0.01
−0.00−0.01 0.72+0.01+0.01

−0.00−0.01 0.42+0.02+0.01
−0.02−0.01 0.22+0.03+0.02

−0.01−0.00

ABD∗

2 0.59+0.00+0.00
−0.01−0.01 0.71+0.00+0.00

−0.01−0.01 0.75+0.01+0.01
−0.02−0.02 0.78+0.04+0.03

−0.04−0.03

V BsD∗
s 0.72+0.01+0.02

−0.00−0.02 0.86+0.02+0.03
−0.00−0.02 0.86+0.02+0.01

−0.02−0.00 1.10+0.05+0.04
−0.05−0.02

A
BsD∗

s
0 0.65+0.01+0.02

−0.00−0.03 0.69+0.01+0.02
−0.01−0.04 0.23+0.02+0.00

−0.03−0.01 0.21+0.01+0.02
−0.01−0.01

A
BsD∗

s
1 0.62+0.00+0.01

−0.01−0.02 0.72+0.00+0.00
−0.02−0.03 0.48+0.01+0.00

−0.03−0.02 0.32+0.03+0.03
−0.02−0.01

A
BsD∗

s
2 0.57+0.00+0.00

−0.00−0.00 0.68+0.00+0.00
−0.00−0.00 0.80+0.01+0.01

−0.02−0.02 0.95+0.04+0.06
−0.04−0.03
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TABLE IV: Form factors of the transitions B(s) → D(s),D
∗

(s), π(ρ),K(K∗) at q2 = 0 together with

other theoretical results.

Transitions References F0(0) V (0) A0(0) A1(0) A2(0)

B → D,D∗ This work 0.66 0.73 0.67 0.63 0.59

[51] 0.67 0.75 0.64 0.63 0.62

[69] 0.67 0.76 0.69 0.66 0.62

[60] 0.69 0.71 0.62 0.65 0.69

Bs → Ds,D
∗
s This work 0.65 0.57 0.72 0.65 0.62

[70] 0.74 0.95 0.67 0.70 0.75

[71] 0.61 0.64 − 0.56 0.59

[72] 0.57 0.70 0.70 0.65 0.67

[73] 0.70 0.63 − 0.62 0.75

B → π, ρ This work 0.25 0.25 0.28 0.22 0.19

[51] 0.25 0.27 0.28 0.22 0.20

[74] 0.26 0.34 0.37 0.26 0.22

[69] 0.29 0.31 0.29 0.26 0.24

[60] 0.33 0.33 0.28 0.28 0.28

B → K,K∗ This work 0.35 0.30 0.33 0.26 0.24

[51] 0.35 0.31 0.31 0.26 0.24

[74] 0.34 0.46 0.47 0.34 0.28

[69] 0.36 0.44 0.45 0.36 0.32

[60] 0.38 0.37 0.32 0.33 0.33

In order to determine the physical form factors of the transitions Bs → Ds1, D
′

s1, we need

to know the mixing angle θ = θs + 35.3◦ between 1Ds1 and 3Ds1 shown in Eq. (3). Here

we take θs = 7◦, which was determined from the quark potential model [66]. The results

are listed in Table V, where the uncertainties are from the decay constants of Bs and the

final states (3Ds1,
1Ds1). In Figure 2, we check the dependence of the form factors of the

transitions Bs → Ds1, D
′

s1 on the mixing angle θs. We find that the form factor V0 of the

transition Bs → Ds1 (Bs → D′

s1) is (not) sensitive to the mixing angle. It can be used to

explain why the branching ratios of the decays associated with the transition Bs → Ds1

(Bs → D′

s1) are (not) sensitive to the mixing angle, which will be discussed in the latter.
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TABLE V: The form factors of the transitions Bs → Ds1 and Bs → D
′

s1 in the CLFQM. The

uncertainties are from the decay constants of B(s) and final states.

Fi(q
2 = 0) Fi(q

2
max) a b

ABsDs1 −0.08+0.01+0.02+0.00
−0.01−0.02−0.01 −0.09+0.05+0.05+0.01

−0.06−0.07−0.03 2.05+0.13+0.24+0.26
−0.10−0.26−0.24 5.57+0.25+0.34+0.36

−0.20−0.26−0.32

V BsDs1
0 0.08+0.01+0.01+0.04

−0.01−0.00−0.04 0.11+0.02+0.02+0.06
−0.01−0.00−0.07 1.24+0.05+0.14+0.18

−0.06−0.17−0.18 0.74+0.02+0.16+0.14
−0.02−0.10−0.14

V BsDs1
1 −0.17+0.02+0.03+0.02

−0.03−0.02−0.02 −0.14+0.01+0.02+0.01
−0.03−0.02−0.02 −0.52+0.06+0.02+0.05

−0.05−0.02−0.05 0.36+0.01+0.02+0.02
−0.00−0.03−0.07

V BsDs1
2 −0.11+0.01+0.00+0.01

−0.02−0.01−0.02 −0.12+0.01+0.00+0.01
−0.02−0.01−0.02 0.25+0.06+0.00+0.06

−0.07−0.00−0.07 −0.07+0.03+0.00+0.01
−0.04−0.01−0.03

ABsD
′

s1 0.20+0.01+0.02+0.01
−0.01−0.02−0.00 0.18+0.02+0.02+0.02

−0.01−0.02−0.00 −0.27+0.06+0.03+0.07
−0.07−0.05−0.08 0.11+0.02+0.01+0.02

−0.02−0.01−0.03

V
BsD

′

s1
0 0.40+0.02+0.01+0.04

−0.02−0.00−0.04 0.42+0.02+0.01+0.05
−0.02−0.00−0.05 −0.17+0.02+0.02+0.03

−0.04−0.04−0.04 −0.02+0.01+0.00+0.00
−0.00−0.00−0.01

V
BsD

′

s1
1 0.58+0.01+0.02+0.02

−0.02−0.03−0.03 0.57+0.01+0.02+0.02
−0.02−0.03−0.03 −0.05+0.01+0.01+0.00

−0.01−0.01−0.00 0.02+0.00+0.01+0.01
−0.00−0.00−0.00

V
BsD

′

s1
2 −0.05+0.01+0.01+0.02

−0.00−0.00−0.01 −0.05+0.01+0.01+0.03
−0.00−0.01−0.02 0.56+0.06+0.12+0.18

−0.06−0.15−0.20 2.50+0.25+1.11+1.25
−0.20−0.85−0.98
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FIG. 2: The dependence of the form factors of the transitions Bs → Ds1 and Bs → D′
s1 on the

mixing angle θs.

In Figure 3, we plot the q2-dependence of the form factors of the transitions B(s) →
D∗

0, D
∗

s0, Ds1, D
′

s1. There exists the similar q2-dependence of the form factors F0,1(q
2) between

the transitions B → D∗

0 and Bs → D∗

s0. It is consistent with our expectation. While it is very

different in magnitude between the corresponding form factors for the transitions Bs → Ds1

and Bs → D′

s1 .
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FIG. 3: The q2-dependence of the form factors of the transitions B(s) → D∗
0,D

∗
s0,Ds1,D

′
s1.

B. Branching ratios

In addition to the parameters listed in Table I, other inputs, such as the B(s) meson

lifetime τB(s)
, the Wilson coefficients a1, a2 and the CabibboKobayashi-Maskawa (CKM)

matrix elements, are listed as [64, 75]

τB± = (1.519± 0.004)× 10−12s, τBs = (1.520± 0.005)× 10−12s (38)

τB0 = (1.638± 0.004)× 10−12s, a1 = 1.018, a2 = 0.17, (39)

Vcd = 0.221± 0.004, Vcb = (40.8± 1.4)× 10−3, Vcs = 0.975± 0.006 (40)

Vus = 0.2243± 0.0008, Vud = 0.97373± 0.00031. (41)

Firstly, we consider the branching ratios of the decays B(s) → D∗

(s)0M with M being a light

pseudoscalar (vector) meson P (V ) or a charmed meson (D(∗), D
(∗)
s ) , which can be calculated

through the formula

Br(B(s) → D∗

(s)0M) =
τB(s)

~
Γ(B(s) → D∗

(s)0M), (42)
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where the decay width Γ(B(s) → D∗

0(D
∗

s0)M) for each channel is given as following

Γ
(
B0 → D∗−

0 P (V )
)
=

∣∣∣GFVcbV
∗

uqa1fP (V )m
2
BF

BD∗
0

0 (m2
P (V ))

∣∣∣
2

32πmB

(
1− r2D∗

0

)
, (43)

Γ
(
B0 → D∗−

0 D(∗)+
)
=

∣∣∣GFVcbV
∗

cda1fD(∗)m2
BF

BD∗
0

0 (m2
D(∗))

∣∣∣
2

32πmB

(
1− r2D∗

0
− r2D(∗)

)
, (44)

where P (V ) refers to π,K (ρ,K∗) and the subscript q = d(s). Γ
(
B0 → D∗−

0 D
(∗)+
s

)
can be

obtained by replacing Vcd, D
(∗) with Vcs, D

(∗)
s in Eq. (44). There exists similar expressions

for the cases with B0, D∗−

0 replaced by B0
s , D

∗−

s0 in the upper decays. While for the charged B

decays B+ → D̄∗0
0 P (V ) with P (V ) being π+, K+(ρ+, K∗+), the corresponding decay widths

should be written as

Γ
(
B+ → D̄∗0

0 π+(K+)
)
=

(GFV
∗

cbVuqm
2
B)

2
(
1− r2D∗

0

)

32πmB

×|a1fπ(K)F
BD∗

0
0 (m2

π(K)) + a2fD∗
0
F

Bπ(K)
0 (m2

D∗
0
)|2, (45)

Γ
(
B+ → D̄∗0

0 ρ+(K∗+)
)
=

(GFV
∗

cbVuqm
2
B)

2
(
1− r2D∗

0

)

32πmB

×|a1fρ(K∗)F
BD∗

0
0 (m2

ρ(K∗)) + a2fD∗
0
A

Bρ(K∗)
0 (m2

D∗
0
)|2. (46)

Secondly, the decay widths of the decays Bs → D
(′)
s1M are defined as

Γ
(
Bs → D

(′)
s1π(K)

)
=

∣∣∣∣GFVcbV
∗

uqa1fπ(K)m
2
Bs
V

BsD
(′)
s1

0 (m2
π(K))

∣∣∣∣
2

32πmBs

(
1− r2

D
(′)
s1

)
, (47)

Γ
(
Bs → D

(′)
s1D(s)

)
=

∣∣∣∣GFVcbV
∗

cqa1fD(s)
m2

Bs
V

BsD
(′)
s1

0 (m2
D(s)

)

∣∣∣∣
2

32πmBs

(
1− r2

D
(′)
s1

− r2D(s)

)
, (48)

Γ
(
Bs → D

(′)
s1V

)
=

|~p|
8πm2

Bs

(
|AL(Bs → D

(′)
s1V )|2 + 2

∣∣∣AN

(
Bs → D

(′)
s1V

)∣∣∣
2

+2
∣∣∣AT

(
Bs → D

(′)
s1V

)∣∣∣
2
)
, (49)

where V represents a vector meson, such as ρ,K∗, D∗

(s), and the summation of the three

polarizations for the decays Bs → D
(′)
s1V are performed. The three-momentum ~p is defined

as

|~p| =

√(
m2

Bs
−
(
m

D
(′)
s1
+mV

)2)(
m2

Bs
−
(
m

D
(′)
s1
−mV

)2)

2mBs

, (50)
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and the three polarization amplitudes AL,AN , and AT are given as

iAL(Bs → D
(′)
s1V ) =

(−i)3GF√
2

VcbV
∗

q1q2
a1fV m

2
Bs

1

2r
D

(′)
s1

×


(1− r2V − r2

D
(′)
s1

)(1 − r
D

(′)
s1
)V

BsD
(′)
s1

1 (m2
V )−

λ(1, r2V , r
2

D
(′)
s1

)

1− r
D

(′)
s1

V
BsD

(′)
s1

2 (m2
V )


 ,

iAN (Bs → D
(′)
s1V ) =

(−i)3GF√
2

VcbV
∗

q1q2
a1fV m

2
Bs

rV (1− r
D

(′)
s1
)V

BsD
(′)
s1

1 (m2
V ),

iAT (Bs → D
(′)
s1V ) =

−iGF√
2

VcbV
∗

q1q2
a1fV m

2
Bs

rV

√
λ(1, r2V , r

2

D
(′)
s1

)

1− r
D

(′)
s1

ABsD
(′)
s1 (m2

V ), (51)

with q1 = u, c and q2 = d, s, λ
(
1, r2V , r

2
Ds1

)
=
(
1 + r2V − r2Ds1

)2 − 4r2V . As to the decay

widths of the decays B → D
(′)
s1D and B → D

(′)
s1D

∗, they can be obtained from Eqs. (48) and

(49) with some simple replacements, respectively. Using the upper listed input parameters

and the formulas given in Eq. (42)-Eq. (51), one can calculate the branching ratios for the

considered decays shown in Tables VI-XIII.

TABLE VI: The CLFQM predictions for the branching ratios of the decays B → D∗
0π(K). The

label LO, VC and HSSC mean the inclusions of the leading order, the vertex corrections and the

hard spectator-scattering corrections, respectively. NLO means the inclusions of these two kinds of

corrections at the same time. The upper (lower) line is corresponding to fD∗
0
= 0.078(0.103) GeV

for each decay. The first and second uncertainties are from the decay constants of B and D∗
0.

LO VC HSSC NLO Other predictions Refs.

10−4 × Br(B+ → D̄∗0
0 π+) 2.98+1.07+1.72

−0.83−1.44 4.68+1.48+2.15
−1.09−1.90 2.60+1.00+1.61

−0.77−1.33 4.18+1.27+2.03
−1.02−1.77 8.93 PQCD [76]

7.3 CLFQM [51]

5.45+1.24+2.53
−1.09−2.36 8.49+1.57+3.16

−1.42−3.08 4.71+1.15+2.35
−1.10−2.16 7.59+1.48+2.98

−1.32−2.88 7.7 ISGW2 [66]

4.2 ISGW [77]

10−4 × Br(B0 → D∗−

0 π+) 3.68+1.03+1.82
−0.91−1.58 3.83+0.95+1.89

−1.18−1.65 3.59+1.11+1.77
−0.89−1.55 3.75+1.16+1.85

−0.93−1.61 4.28 PQCD [76]

6.69+1.32+2.66
−1.18−2.56 6.97+1.37+2.78

−1.23−2.67 6.54+1.29+2.60
−1.15−2.51 6.81+1.34+2.71

−1.20−2.61 2.6 ISGW2 [66]

4.1 ISGW [77]

10−5 × Br(B+ → D̄∗0
0 K+) 2.25+0.90+1.32

−0.68−1.11 3.74+1.07+1.70
−0.86−1.51 1.94+0.76+1.23

−0.58−1.01 3.20+0.98+1.57
−0.78−1.37 6.96 PQCD [76]

4.12+0.95+1.95
−0.83−1.81 6.78+1.24+2.50

−1.12−2.43 3.57+0.88+1.81
−0.76−1.66 6.08+1.17+2.35

−1.05−2.27

10−5 × Br(B0 → D∗−

0 K+) 2.91+0.90+1.44
−0.72−1.25 3.03+0.75+1.50

−0.94−1.30 2.82+0.87+1.39
−0.70−1.21 2.94+0.91+1.45

−0.73−1.26 3.57 PQCD [76]

5.29+1.04+2.11
−0.93−2.03 5.52+1.09+2.20

−0.97−2.11 5.13+1.01+2.04
−1.00−1.97 5.35+1.05+2.13

−0.94−2.05

From Table VI, one can find that the branching ratios of the decays B+ → D̄∗0
0 π+ and

B+ → D̄∗0
0 K+ are sensitive to the vertex corrections. These two channels are contributed by

two kinds of Feynman diagrams, one is associated with the B → D∗

0 transition accompanied

by the emission of a light pseudoscalar meson (π,K), the other is associated with the B →
π(K) transition accompanied by the scalar meson D∗

0 emission. We can find that the former
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gives the dominant contribution. The other two decay channels B0 → D∗−

0 π+ and B0 →
D∗−

0 K+ only receive one kind of Feynman diagram contribution to the their branching

ratios, which is associated with the B → D∗

0 transition accompanied by a light pseudoscalar

meson (π,K) emission. In any case, the contributions from the vertex corrections and the

hard spectator-scatterings are destructive with each other. In view of the large uncertainty

from the decay constant fD∗
0
as mentioned before, two decay constant values are used in

our calculations, which are shown in Table VI. For each decay, the upper line is the result

corresponding to fD∗
0
= 0.078 GeV, and the lower is the result corresponding to fD∗

0
= 0.103

GeV. We can find that the branching ratios are sensitive to the decay constant fD∗
0
. Our

predictions are consistent with other theoretical calculations, such as the PQCD approach

[76], the ISGW quark model [66, 77]. Certainly, the branching ratio of the decay B+ →
D̄∗0

0 π+ was also calculated using the CLFQM in previous [51], which is agreement with our

result.

TABLE VII: The CLFQM predictions for the branching ratios of the decays B → D∗
0π(K) →

Dππ(K), where the upper (lower) line is corresponding to fD∗
0
= 0.078(0.103) GeV for each decay.

The first and second uncertainties are from the decay constants of B and D∗
0.

This work PQCD [76] Data

2.79+0.85+1.35
−0.68−1.18 6.1 ± 0.6± 0.9± 1.6 Belle [3]

10−4 × Br(B+ → D̄∗0
0 π+ → D−π+π+) 5.95+3.14

−2.32 6.8± 0.3± 0.4 ± 2.0 BaBar [32]

5.06+0.99+1.99
−0.88−1.92 5.78 ± 0.08 ± 0.06 ± 0.09 LHCb [78]

2.50+0.77+1.23
−0.82−1.07 0.60 ± 0.13 ± 0.15 ± 0.22 Belle [79]

10−4 × Br(B0 → D∗−

0 π+ → D̄0π−π+) 2.85+1.65
−1.18 0.77 ± 0.05 ± 0.03 ± 0.03 LHCb [80]

4.54+0.89+1.81
−0.80−1.74 0.80 ± 0.05 ± 0.08 ± 0.04 LHCb [80]

10−5 × Br(B+ → D̄∗0
0 K+ → D−π+K+) 2.13+0.65+1.05

−0.52−0.91 4.65+2.46
−1.85 0.61± 0.19 ± 0.05 ± 0.14 ± 0.04 LHCb [81]

4.05+0.78+1.57
−0.70−1.51

10−5 × Br(B0 → D∗−

0 K+ → D̄0π−K+) 1.96+0.61+0.97
−0.49−0.84 2.38+1.31

−0.98 1.77± 0.26 ± 0.19 ± 0.67 ± 0.20 LHCb [82]

3.57+0.70+1.42
−0.63−1.37

The branching ratio of the quasi-two-body decay B → D∗

0P → DπP can be obtained

from the corresponding two body decay B → D∗

0P under the narrow width approxima-

tion Br(B → D∗

0P → DπP ) = Br(B → D∗

0P )Br(D∗

0 → Dπ), where P refers to a light

pseudoscalar meson (π,K). Assuming the D∗

0 state decays essentially into Dπ, we have

Br(D̄∗0
0 → D−π+) = Br(D∗−

0 → D̄0π−) = 2
3
from the Clebsch-Gordan coefficients. The

branching ratios of these quasi-two-body decays are collected in Table VII, where the PQCD

results and the data are also listed for comparison. One can find that if taken the bigger decay

constant fD∗
0
= 0.103 GeV, the branching fraction for the decay B+ → D̄∗0

0 π+ → D−π+π+
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can agree with the data from Belle [3], BaBar [32] and LHCb [78] within errors. While for

the decay B0 → D∗−

0 K+ → D̄0π−K+, if taken the smaller decay constant fD∗
0
= 0.078 GeV,

our prediction can explain the LHCb measurement [82]. For the other two quasi-two-body

decays, the predictions for their branching ratios are much larger than the present data.

Similar situation exists for the comparison between the PQCD results and the measure-

ments. Another divergence is that our results for the charged (neutral) channels by using

the bigger (smaller) decay constant fD∗
0
= 0.103 (0.078) GeV can be consistent well with the

PQCD results. Further experimental and theoretical researches are needed to clarify these

divergences and puzzles.

TABLE VIII: The CLFQM predictions for the branching ratios (10−3) of the decays B →
D∗

0D(s),D
∗
0D

∗

(s),D
∗
0ρ,D

∗
0K

∗. The labels LO, VC, HSSC, NLO and the error sources are the same

with those given in Table VI. Other theoretical predictions are also listed for comparison.

LO VC HSSC NLO ISGW2 [66] ISGW [77]

Br(B+ → D̄∗0
0 D+

s ) 1.54+0.47+0.76
−0.38−0.66 1.52+0.47+0.75

−0.38−0.65 1.52+0.47+0.75
−0.38−0.65 1.51+0.46+0.74

−0.37−0.65 0.80 2.7

2.79+0.55+1.11
−0.49−1.07 2.76+0.54+1.10

−0.49−1.06 2.76+0.55+1.10
−0.49−1.06 2.74+0.54+1.09

−0.48−1.05

Br(B0 → D∗−

0 D+
s ) 1.42+0.44+0.70

−0.35−0.61 1.41+0.43+0.70
−0.35−0.61 1.41+0.44+0.70

−0.35−0.61 1.40+0.43+0.69
−0.34−0.60 0.73 2.6

2.59+0.51+1.03
−0.46−0.99 2.56+0.51+1.02

−0.45−0.98 2.53+0.50+1.01
−0.45−0.97 2.51+0.49+1.00

−0.44−0.96

Br(B+ → D̄∗0
0 D∗+

s ) 1.71+0.53+0.85
−0.42−0.74 1.70+0.52+0.84

−0.42−0.73 1.73+0.53+0.85
−0.43−0.74 1.71+0.53+0.84

−0.42−0.73 0.35 −
3.11+0.61+1.24

−0.55−1.19 3.08+0.61+1.23
−0.54−1.18 3.14+0.62+1.25

−0.55−1.20 3.11+0.61+1.24
−0.55−1.19

Br(B0 → D∗−

0 D∗+
s ) 1.59+0.49+0.78

−0.39−0.68 1.57+0.49+0.78
−0.39−0.68 1.60+0.49+0.80

−0.39−0.69 1.58+0.49+0.78
−0.39−0.68 0.32 −

2.89+0.57+1.15
−0.51−1.11 2.86+0.56+1.14

−0.50−1.10 2.86+0.56+1.14
−0.50−1.10 2.83+0.56+1.13

−0.50−1.09

Br(B+ → D̄∗0
0 ρ+) 0.81+0.28+0.44

−0.22−0.38 0.85+0.29+0.47
−0.22−0.40 0.89+0.29+0.46

−0.23−0.40 0.94+0.30+0.48
−0.24−0.42 1.30 −

1.47+0.32+0.65
−0.29−0.61 2.03+0.38+0.77

−0.34−0.75 1.63+0.34+0.68
−0.30−0.65 2.21+0.39+0.80

−0.36−0.78

Br(B0 → D∗−

0 ρ+) 0.94+0.29+0.46
−0.23−0.40 0.97+0.30+0.48

−0.24−0.42 0.95+0.29+0.47
−0.23−0.41 0.99+0.30+0.49

−0.24−0.42 0.64 −
1.70+0.34+0.68

−0.30−0.65 1.77+0.35+0.71
−0.31−0.68 1.66+0.33+0.66

−0.29−0.64 1.73+0.34+0.69
−0.31−0.66

Br(B+ → D̄∗0
0 K∗+) 0.045+0.016+0.025

−0.012−0.021 0.047+0.016+0.026
−0.013−0.022 0.049+0.016+0.026

−0.013−0.022 0.052+0.017+0.027
−0.013−0.023 − −

0.082+0.018+0.037
−0.016−0.034 0.116+0.022+0.044

−0.020−0.043 0.090+0.019+0.038
−0.017−0.036 0.126+0.022+0.045

+0.020+0.044

Br(B0 → D∗−

0 K∗+) 0.054+0.017+0.026
−0.013−0.023 0.056+0.017+0.028

−0.014−0.024 0.054+0.017+0.027
−0.013−0.023 0.056+0.017+0.028

−0.014−0.024 − −
0.097+0.019+0.039

−0.017−0.037 0.101+0.020+0.040
−0.018−0.039 0.095+0.019+0.038

−0.017−0.036 0.099+0.020+0.040
−0.018−0.038

Br(B+ → D̄∗0
0 D+) 0.052+0.016+0.026

−0.013−0.022 0.051+0.016+0.025
−0.013−0.022 0.052+0.016+0.026

−0.013−00.22 0.051+0.016+0.025
−0.013−0.022 − 0.114

0.094+0.019+0.038
−0.017−0.036 0.093+0.018+0.037

−0.016−0.036 0.094+0.019+0.037
−0.017−0.036 0.092+0.018+0.037

−0.016−0.035

Br(B0 → D∗−

0 D+) 0.048+0.015+0.024
−0.012−0.021 0.047+0.015+0.023

−0.012−0.020 0.048+0.015+0.024
−0.012−0.021 0.047+0.015+0.023

−0.012−0.020 − 0.111

0.087+0.017+0.035
−0.015−0.033 0.086+0.017+0.034

−0.015−0.033 0.086+0.017+0.034
−0.015−0.033 0.085+0.017+0.034

−0.015−0.032

Br(B+ → D̄∗0
0 D∗+) 0.074+0.023+0.037

−0.018−0.032 0.073+0.023+0.036
−0.018−0.031 0.075+0.023+0.037

−0.019−0.032 0.074+0.023+0.037
−0.018−0.032 − −

0.135+0.027+0.054
−0.024−0.052 0.133+0.026+0.053

−0.023−0.051 0.137+0.027+0.054
−0.024−0.052 1.340+0.027+0.054

−0.024−0.052

Br(B0 → D∗−

0 D∗+) 0.069+0.021+0.034
−0.017−0.030 0.068+0.021+0.033

−0.017−0.029 0.070+0.022+0.034
−0.017−0.030 0.069+0.021+0.034

−0.017−0.029 − −
0.125+0.024+0.050

−0.022−0.048 0.123+0.024+0.049
−0.022−0.047 0.124+0.025+0.050

−0.022−0.048 0.122+0.024+0.049
−0.022−0.047

If replaced the light pseudoscalar mesons π,K in the final states with the vector meson

ρ,K∗ and the charmed meson D(∗), D
(∗)
s , the branching ratios for the conrresponding decay
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channels are listed in Table VIII. One can find that our predictions by using the bigger

decay constant fD∗
0
= 0.103 GeV are consistent with those given in the ISGW model, it is

because that the form factor of the transition B → D∗

0 at maximum momentum transfer

obtained in the CLFQM with fD∗
0
= 0.103 GeV is about 0.30, which is almost equal to

the value calculated in the ISGW model [77], while much larger than 0.18 given in the

ISGW2 model [66]. The differences between the ISGW and ISGW2 models are mainly from

the q2-dependence of the form factor. About twteen years ago, Chua [83] studied the decay

B+ → D̄∗0
0 ρ+ in the CLFQM approach and obtained its branching fraction about 1.7×10−3,

which is consistent with our result by taking fD∗
0
= 0.103 GeV.

TABLE IX: The CLFQM predictions for the branching ratios (10−4) of the decays Bs →
D∗

s0π(K),D∗
s0ρ(K

∗). The labels LO, VC, HSSC, NLO and the error sources are the same with

those given in Table VI. Other theoretical predictions are also listed for comparison.

Br(Bs → D∗−

s0 π
+) Br(Bs → D∗−

s0 K
+) Br(Bs → D∗−

s0 ρ
+) Br(Bs → D∗−

s0 K
∗+)

LO 5.06+0.83+2.09
−0.75−1.83 0.40+0.07+0.17

−0.06−0.15 12.87+2.11+5.31
−1.91−4.66 0.74+0.12+0.30

−0.11−0.27

VC 5.27+0.86+2.17
−0.78−1.91 0.42+0.07+0.17

−0.06−0.15 13.40+2.20+5.53
−1.99−4.86 0.77+0.13+0.32

−0.11−0.28

HSSC 4.96+0.81+2.05
−0.74−1.80 0.38+0.06+0.16

−0.06−0.14 12.59+2.06+5.20
−1.87−4.56 0.72+0.12+0.30

−0.11−0.26

NLO 5.17+0.85+2.13
−0.77−1.87 0.40+0.07+0.16

−0.06−0.14 13.12+2.15+5.42
−1.95−4.76 0.75+0.12+0.31

−0.11−0.28

PQCD [84] 5.49+2.64+0.41+0.35
−1.68−0.27−0.35 0.51+0.06+0.01+0.01

−0.04−0.01−0.01 17.7+8.5+1.3+1.2
−5.3−0.8−1.1 1.01+0.44+0.06+0.05

−0.31−0.06−0.07

LSCR [67] 5.2+2.5
−2.1 0.4+0.2

−0.2 13+6
−5 0.8+0.4

−0.3

RQM [70] 9 0.7 22 1.2

NRQM [85] 10 0.9 27 16

ISGW2 [66] 3.3 − 8.3 −

Taking D∗

s0 as a cs̄ meson, we calclate the branching ratios of the decays B(s) → D∗

s0M

with M being a pseudoscalar meson (π,K,D,Ds) or a vector meson (ρ,K∗, D∗, D∗

s) in the

CLFQM, which are listed in Tables IX, X and XI. From Table IX, one can find that our

predictions for the decays Bs → D∗

s0π(K), D∗

s0ρ(K
∗) are consistent well with those calculated

in the LCSR [67] and the PQCD approach [84] within errors, while (much) smaller than

those given by the RQM [70] and the nonrelativistic quark model (NRQM) [85]. Especially,

for the pure annihilation decay Bs → D∗−

s0 K
∗+, its branching fraction reaches up to 10−3

predicted by the NRQM [85], which seems too large compared to other theoretical results.

These divergences can be clarified by the future LHCb and Super KEKB experiments. The

branching ratios of the decays Bs → D∗−

s0 π
+(ρ+) were also calculated in the ISGW2 model

[66], which are smaller than our results. It is because of the difference from the form factor of

the transitionBs → D∗

s0 and its q2-dependence. It is similar for the decays B0 → D∗−

0 π+(ρ+).
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TABLE X: The CLFQM predictions for the branching ratios (10−4) of the decays B+ → D∗+
s0 D̄

(∗)0

and B0 → D∗+
s0 D

(∗)−. The labels LO, VC, HSSC, NLO and the error sources are the same with

those given in Table VI. Other theoretical predictions and data are also listed for comparison.

Br(B+ → D∗+
s0 D̄

0) Br(B+ → D∗+
s0 D̄

∗0) Br(B0 → D∗−

s0 D
+) Br(B0 → D∗−

s0 D
∗+)

LO 13.81+0.04+0.19
−0.21−0.26 13.99+0.12+0.87

−0.30−0.95 12.80+0.04+0.17
−0.19−0.24 12.97+0.11+0.80

−0.28−0.88

VC 13.66+0.04+0.18
−0.21−0.26 13.83+0.12+0.86

−0.30−0.94 12.66+0.04+0.17
−0.19−0.24 12.83+0.11+0.80

−0.28−0.87

HSSC 13.62+0.04+0.18
−0.21−0.25 13.95+0.12+0.87

−0.30−0.95 12.62+0.04+0.17
−0.19−0.24 12.96+0.11+0.80

−0.28−0.88

NLO 13.47+0.04+0.18
−0.20−0.25 13.80+0.12+0.86

−0.30−0.94 12.48+0.04+0.17
−0.19−0.23 12.81+0.11+0.80

−0.28−0.87

PQCD [86] 11.2+4.0+0.3+0.4
−2.8−0.2−0.4 18.3+7.1+2.7+0.7

−5.4−1.7−0.5 10.5+4.5+0.4+0.4
−3.0−0.2−0.4 15.9+7.0+2.4+0.6

−4.9−1.4−0.5

FH [87] 10.3 ± 1.4 5.0± 0.7 9.6 ± 1.3 4.7 ± 0.6

TM [88] 6.77 ± 1.9 12.10 ± 3.39 6.37 ± 1.78 8.89 ± 2.49

Data [64] 8.0+1.6
−1.3 9.0+7.0

−7.0 10.6+1.6
−1.6 15.0+6.0

−6.0

In Table X, all the predictions from the different theories, including the PQCD approach

[86], the factorization hypothesis (FH) [87] and the triangle mechanism (TM) [88], show

that the branching ratios of the charged decay B+ → D∗+
s0 D̄

(∗)0 are slightly larger than

those of the corresponding neutral decays B0 → D∗+
s0 D

(∗)−. It is just contrary to the

case of the data [64]. Certainly, there still exist large errors in the experimental results,

especially for the branching ratios of the decays with the vector meson D∗ involved. We

expect more accurate measurements in the future LHCb and Super KEKB experiments.

Theoretically, the decays B+ → D∗+
s0 D̄

(∗)0 and B0 → D∗+
s0 D

(∗)− have the same CKM matrix

elements and Wilson coefficients for the factorizable emission amplitudes, which provide the

dominant contributions to their branching ratios. Furthermore, there exist similar transition

form factors for isospin symmetry among these channels. So these four decays should have

similar branching ratios. From Table XI, one can find that the branching ratios for the

decays Bs → D∗

s0D
(∗)
s , D∗

s0D
(∗) are consistent with those given in the PQCD approach [84]

and the RQM [70], while much smaller than those obtained within the LCSR [67]. Further

experimental and theoretical researches are needed to clarify these divergences. For the

decays Bs → D∗−

s0 D
(∗)+, their branching ratios are much smaller than those of other four

channels mainly because of the smaller CKM matrix element Vcd compared with Vcs, that

is to say there exists a suppressed factor |Vcd/Vcs|2 ≈ 0.05 for the decays Bs → D∗−

s0 D
(∗)+

compared to other four channels.
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TABLE XI: The branching ratios (10−3) of the decays Bs → D∗
s0D

(∗)
s ,D∗

s0D
(∗). The labels LO,

VC, HSSC, NLO and the error sources are the same with those given in Table VI. Other theoretical

predictions are also listed for comparison.

LO VC HSSC NLO PQCD [86] RQM [70] LSCR [67]

Br(Bs → D∗−

s0 D
+
s ) 1.96+0.32+0.81

−0.29−0.71 1.94+0.32+0.80
−0.29−0.70 1.94+0.32+0.80

−0.29−0.70 1.92+0.31+0.79
−0.28−0.69 2.1+0.9+0.3+0.1

−0.6−0.1−0.1 1.1 13+7
−5

Br(Bs → D∗−

s0 D
∗+
s ) 2.18+0.36+0.90

−0.32−0.79 2.16+0.35+0.89
−0.32−0.78 2.16+0.35+0.89

−0.32−0.78 2.14+0.35+0.88
−0.32−0.78 1.8+0.9+0.1+0.1

−0.6−0.1−0.1 2.3 6.0+2.9
−2.4

Br(Bs → D∗−

s0 D
+) 0.066+0.011+0.027

−0.010−0.024 0.065+0.010+0.027
−0.011−0.024 0.065+0.010+0.027

−0.011−0.024 0.064+0.011+0.027
−0.010−0.023 0.065+0.034+0.006+0.002

−0.021−0.004−0.002 − 0.5+0.2
−0.2

Br(Bs → D∗−

s0 D
∗+) 0.095+0.016+0.039

−0.014−0.034 0.093+0.015+0.038
−0.014−0.034 0.094+0.015+0.039

−0.014−0.034 0.092+0.015+0.038
−0.014−0.033 0.050+0.026+0.004+0.002

−0.017−0.002−0.001 − 0.2+0.1
−0.1

Br(Bs → D∗+
s0 D

−
s ) 1.29+0.00+0.06

−0.01−0.06 1.28+0.00+0.06
−0.01−0.06 1.24+0.00+0.06

−0.01−0.06 1.22+0.00+0.06
−0.01−0.06 1.11+0.56+0.02+0.04

−0.37−0.04−0.04 − −
Br(Bs → D∗+

s0 D
∗−
s ) 1.28+0.01+0.06

−0.02−0.11 1.27+0.01+0.06
−0.01−0.06 1.26+0.01+0.06

−0.02−0.11 1.24+0.01+0.06
−0.02−0.11 1.48+0.69+0.05+0.06

−0.46−0.07−0.05 − −

In the quark model the axial-vector mesons exist in two types of spectroscopic states,
3P1(J

PC = 1++) and 1P1(J
PC = 1+−). In some cases the physical particles are the mixture

of these two types of states. For example, K1(1270) and K1(1400) are considered as the

mixture of K1A and K1B for the mass difference of the strange and light quarks. Similarly,

the charm-strange mesons Ds1 and D′

s1 are usually written as the mixture of the states
1Ds1 and 3Ds1, which are given in Eq. (3). The quark potential model determined the

mixing angle θs ≈ 7◦ [66]. So we use θs = 7◦ to calculate the branching ratios of the decays

Bs → D
(′)
s1P (V ) with P and V being the pseudoscalar mesons (π,K,D,Ds) and the vector

mesons (ρ,K∗, D∗, D∗

s), respectivley, which are listed in Table XII with the results given in

ISGW2 model [66, 89] for comparison. The following points can be found

• It is interesting that our predictions for the decays Bs → D′

s1π
+(ρ+) are consistent well

with the results obtained in the ISGW2 model [66], while those for the channels Bs →
Ds1π

+(ρ+) are about 5 ∼ 6 times smaller than the ISGW2 calculations. Recently, the

branching ratios for the decays Bs → D′

s1P were updated by using the ISGW2 model in

Ref. [89], which strengthen the tension between these two approach predictions. Since

many of these decays have large branching ratios, which lie in the range O(10−5) ∼
O(10−3), we expect that the LHCb and Super KEKB experiments can clarify the

differences between these two models in the future.

• The branching ratios of the CKM-favored decays Bs → D
(′)
s1D

(∗)
s and Bs → D

(′)
s1π(ρ),

which are associated with the CKM matrix elements Vcs and Vud(∼ 1), respectively,

are much larger than those of the CKM-suppressed channels Bs → D
(′)
s1D

(∗) and Bs →
D

(′)
s1K

(∗), which are associated with the CKM matrix elements Vcd and Vus(≈ 0.22),

respectively. It shows a clear hierarchical relationship for the branching raitos of these
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color-favored decay modes,

Br(Bs → D
(′)
s1D

(∗)
s ) ≫ Br(Bs → D

(′)
s1D

(∗)), Br(Bs → D
(′)
s1 π(ρ)) ≫ Br(Bs → D

(′)
s1K

(∗)). (52)

TABLE XII: The branching ratios (10−3) of the decays Bs → D
(′)
s1P (V ). The labels LO, VC,

HSSC, NLO and the error sources are the same with those given in Table VI. The results given in

ISGW2 model are also listed for comparison.

LO VC HSSC NLO ISGW2 [66] ISGW2 [89]

Br(Bs → D−

s1D
+
s ) 0.27+0.10+0.04+0.29

−0.08−0.03−0.19 0.26+0.10+0.04+0.29
−0.08−0.03−0.19 0.32+0.11+0.04+0.31

−0.09−0.03−0.21 0.31+0.11+0.04+0.31
−0.09−0.03−0.21 − 1.2 ± 0.6

Br(Bs → D−

s1D
∗+
s ) 0.42+0.15+0.01+0.30

−0.12−0.00−0.18 0.43+0.16+0.02+0.30
−0.13−0.00−0.18 0.46+0.16+0.01+0.33

−0.13−0.01−0.21 0.46+0.16+0.01+0.32
−0.13−0.01−0.21 − −

Br(Bs → D−

s1ρ
+) 0.20+0.07+0.02+0.18

−0.06−0.00−0.12 0.21+0.08+0.06+0.19
−0.06−0.01−0.13 0.23+0.08+0.06+0.21

−0.06−0.04−0.14 0.24+0.08+0.02+0.21
−0.07−0.01−0.14 1.30 −

Br(Bs → D−

s1π
+) 0.068+0.025+0.010+0.074

−0.020−0.007−0.049 0.071+0.026+0.011+0.077
−0.021−0.007−0.051 0.081+0.028+0.011+0.080

−0.022−0.007−0.055 0.084+0.029+0.011+0.083
−0.023−0.007−0.057 0.52 1.40± 0.6

Br(Bs → D−

s1K
+) 0.006+0.002+0.008+0.006

−0.002−0.005−0.004 0.006+0.002+0.009+0.006
−0.002−0.006−0.004 0.007+0.002+0.009+0.007

−0.002−0.006−0.004 0.007+0.002+0.009+0.007
−0.002−0.006−0.005 − 0.11 ± 0.04

Br(Bs → D−

s1K
∗+) 0.012+0.004+0.009+0.011

−0.004−0.004−0.007 0.012+0.005+0.009+0.011
−0.004−0.004−0.007 0.014+0.005+0.001+0.012

−0.004−0.005−0.008 0.014+0.005+0.001+0.012
−0.004−0.005−0.008 − −

Br(Bs → D−

s1D
+) 0.009+0.003+0.001+0.010

−0.003−0.009−0.006 0.009+0.003+0.001+0.009
−0.003−0.009−0.006 0.011+0.004+0.002+0.011

−0.003−0.001−0.008 0.011+0.004+0.001+0.011
−0.003−0.009−0.007 − 0.055 ± 0.025

Br(Bs → D−

s1D
∗+) 0.018+0.007+0.001+0.013

−0.005−0.000−0.008 0.019+0.007+0.001+0.013
−0.005−0.000−0.008 0.021+0.007+0.001+0.015

−0.006−0.000−0.010 0.023+0.007+0.001+0.015
−0.006−0.000−0.010 − −

Br(Bs → D
′−

s1D
+
s ) 6.55+0.56+0.12+1.36

−0.55−0.18−1.29 6.48+0.56+0.12+1.34
−0.55−0.17−1.28 6.44+0.56+0.12+1.36

−0.55−0.17−1.28 6.38+0.56+0.12+1.34
−0.54−0.17−1.27 − 10.0 ± 4

Br(Bs → D
′
−

s1D
∗+
s ) 8.45+0.72+0.24+1.59

−0.70−0.32−1.53 8.48+0.72+0.25+1.58
−0.70−0.33−1.52 8.29+0.71+0.23+1.59

−0.69−0.31−1.52 8.32+0.71+0.24+1.58
−0.70−0.32−1.52 − −

Br(Bs → D
′−

s1 ρ
+) 4.49+0.39+0.10+0.90

−0.38−0.14−0.86 4.68+0.40+0.11+0.94
−0.39−0.15−0.90 4.40+0.38+0.10+0.90

−0.38−0.13−0.86 4.59+0.40+0.10+0.94
+0.39+0.14+0.89 3.8 −

Br(Bs → D
′
−

s1 π
+) 1.67+0.14+0.03+0.35

−0.14−0.04−0.33 1.74+0.15+0.03+0.36
−0.15−0.05−0.34 1.64+0.14+0.03+0.34

−0.14−0.04−0.33 1.70+0.15+0.03+0.36
−0.15−0.01−0.34 1.5 7.2 ± 2.7

Br(Bs → D
′−

s1K
+) 0.13+0.01+0.00+0.03

−0.01−0.00−0.03 0.14+0.01+0.00+0.03
−0.01−0.00−0.03 0.13+0.01+0.00+0.03

−0.01−0.00−0.03 0.14+0.01+0.00+0.03
−0.01−0.00−0.03 − 0.52± 0.2

Br(Bs → D
′
−

s1K
∗+) 0.26+0.02+0.01+0.05

−0.02−0.01−0.05 0.27+0.02+0.01+0.05
−0.02−0.01−0.05 0.26+0.02+0.01+0.05

−0.02−0.01−0.05 0.27+0.02+0.01+0.05
−0.02−0.01−0.05 − −

Br(Bs → D
′−

s1D
+) 0.22+0.02+0.00+0.05

−0.02−0.01−0.04 0.22+0.02+0.00+0.05
−0.02−0.01−0.04 0.22+0.02+0.00+0.05

−0.02−0.01−0.04 0.21+0.02+0.00+0.05
−0.02−0.01−0.04 − 0.44 ± 0.16

Br(Bs → D
′
−

s1D
∗+) 0.37+0.03+0.01+0.07

−0.03−0.01−0.07 0.37+0.03+0.01+0.07
−0.03−0.01−0.07 0.36+0.03+0.01+0.07

−0.03−0.01−0.07 0.36+0.03+0.01+0.07
−0.03−0.01−0.07 − −

• Our predictions for the branching ratios of the decays Bs → D′

s1P (V ) are at least one

order larger than those of the corresponding decays Bs → Ds1P (V ). This is because

that the related form factor V
BsD′

s1
0 is much larger than that of V BsDs1

0 . While it is

just contrary for the decays B → D(∗)D
(′)
s1 , where D

(′)
s1 is at the emission position in

the Feynman diagrams.

• In view of the mixing angle θs uncertainty, we check the dependence of the branching

ratios of the decays Bs → D
(′)
s1π(K) on the mixing angle θs, which are shown in

Figure 4. One can find that the branching ratios of the decays Bs → Ds1π(K) are

very sensitive to the mixing angle, while those of the decays Bs → D′

s1π(K) show

an insensitive dependence on θs. Furthermore, the changing trends for the branching

ratios of these two kinds of decays are just opposite.
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FIG. 4: The dependence of the branching ratios of the decays Bs → D
(′)
s1π(K) on the mixing angle

θs.

TABLE XIII: The branching ratios (10−3) of the decays B → D(∗)D
(′)
s1 . The labels LO, VC, HSSC,

NLO and the error sources are the same with those given in Table VI. Other theoretical predictions

and data are also listed for comparison.

LO VC HSSC NLO ISGW2 [66] ISGW [91] FH [87] TM [88] Data [64, 90]

Br(B0 → D−D+
s1) 6.41+0.02+0.09

−0.10−0.12 7.08+0.02+0.09
−0.11−0.13 6.33+0.02+0.08

−0.10−0.12 6.99+0.02+0.09
−0.11−0.13 3.9 3.4 2.36 ± 0.36 1.158 ± 0.324 3.5 ± 1.1

Br(B0 → D∗−D+
s1) 9.78+0.08+0.52

−0.20−0.58 10.52+0.09+0.57
−0.22−0.63 9.70+0.08+0.52

−0.20−0.58 10.44+0.08+0.56
−0.22−0.63 15 − 6.85 ± 1.05 2.709 ± 0.759 9.3 ± 2.2

Br(B+ → D̄0D+
s1) 6.92+0.02+0.09

−0.10−0.13 7.64+0.02+0.10
−0.12−0.14 6.83+0.02+0.09

−0.10−0.13 7.54+0.02+0.10
−0.11−0.14 4.3 3.5 2.54 ± 0.39 1.255 ± 0.351 3.1+1.0

−0.9

Br(B+ → D̄∗0D+
s1) 10.55+0.09+0.56

−0.22−0.63 11.35+0.09+0.61
−0.24−0.68 10.46+0.08+0.56

−0.22−0.62 11.26+0.09+0.61
−0.23−0.67 16 − 7.33 ± 1.12 3.065 ± 0.858 12.0 ± 3.0

Br(B0 → D−D
′+
s1 ) 0.29+0.00+0.00

−0.00−0.01 0.32+0.00+0.00
−0.00−0.01 0.29+0.00+0.00

−0.00−0.01 0.32+0.00+0.00
−0.00−0.01 0.28 3.3 − − 0.39 ± 0.18a

Br(B0 → D∗−D
′+
s1 ) 0.45+0.01+0.02

−0.00−0.03 0.48+0.01+0.03
−0.00−0.03 0.44+0.00+0.02

−0.01−0.03 0.48+0.00+0.03
−0.01−0.03 1.1 − − − 0.71± 0.28b

Br(B+ → D̄0D
′+
s1 ) 0.32+0.00+0.00

−0.00−0.01 0.35+0.01+0.00
−0.00−0.01 0.31+0.00+0.00

−0.00−0.01 0.34+0.00+0.00
−0.00−0.01 0.31 3.4 − − 0.35 ± 0.16a

Br(B+ → D̄∗0D
′+
s1 ) 0.48+0.00+0.03

−0.01−0.03 0.52+0.00+0.03
−0.01−0.03 0.48+0.00+0.03

−0.01−0.03 0.51+0.00+0.03
−0.01−0.03 1.2 − − − 0.91± 0.36b

a It is obtained from the ratios
Br(B→DDs1)
Br(B→DD∗

s
)

= 0.44 ± 0.11 and
Br(B→DD

′
s1)

Br(B→DD∗
s
)

= 0.049 ± 0.010 [90].

b It is obtained from the ratios
Br(B→D

∗
Ds1)

Br(B→D∗D∗
s
)

= 0.58 ± 0.12 and
Br(B→D

∗
D

′
s1)

Br(B→D∗D∗
s
)

= 0.044 ± 0.010 [90].
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In Table XIII, we present our predictions for the branching ratios of the decays B →
D(∗)D

(′)
s1 , which are associated with the B → D(∗) transition, accompanied by the D

(′)
s1

emission. When the emission meson is Ds1, our results for the decays B0 → D−D+
s1 and

B+ → D̄0D+
s1 are larger than those given by the ISGW(2) [66, 91] and the FH [87] by a factor

of 2 to 3. While for other two decays B0 → D∗−D+
s1 and B+ → D̄∗0D+

s1, our predictions are

consistent well with the theoretical and experimental results within errors except for those

given in Ref. [88], where the triangle mechanism was used by considering Ds1 as a molecular

state. When the emission meson is D′

s1, the branching ratios of the decays B0 → D(∗)−D′+
s1

and B+ → D̄(∗)0D′+
s1 are at least one order smaller than those of the decays B0 → D(∗)−D+

s1

and B+ → D̄(∗)0D+
s1. It is because of the much smaller decay constant fD′

s1
compared to

fDs1 . Such character has been verified by the data shown in Table XIII.

C. SUMMARY

Firstly, we studied the form factors of the transitions B(s) → D∗

0, D
∗

s0, Ds1 and D′

s1

in the covariant light-front quark model (CLFQM). One can find that these form factors

are (much) smaller than those of the transitions B(s) → D(s), D
∗

(s). Certainly, because of

the mixing between Ds1 and D′

s1, the determination of the form factors for the transitions

Bs → Ds1, D
′

s1 are more difficult. Secondly, using the amplitudes combined via the form

factors, we calculated the branching ratios of the B(s) nonleptonic decays with these four

charmed mesons involved. Furthermore, the QCD radiative corrections to the hadronic ma-

trix elements within the framework of QCD factorization were included. From the numerical

results, we found the following points

1. The small form factors of the transitions B(s) → D∗

0, D
∗

s0 are related to the small

decay constants fD∗
0
, fD∗

s0
. Unfortunately, there exits large uncertainties in these two

decay constants. Combined with the data, our predictions for the branching ratios

of the B(s) decays with D∗

0, D
∗

s0 involved are helpful to probe the inner structures of

these two states. Most of the decays B(s) → D∗

0P (V ), D∗

s0P (V ) with P(V) being a light

pseudoscalar (vector) meson or a charmed meson are not sensitive to the QCD radiative

corrections including the vertex corrections and the hard spectator-scattering, except

for the decays B+ → D̄∗0
0 π+(K+), where two kinds of Feynman diagrams contribute

to the branching ratios. Our predictions for the branching ratios of the quasi-two-

body decays B+ → D̄∗0
0 π+ → D−π+π+ and B0 → D∗−

0 K+ → D̄0π−K+ can explain

the data by taking appropriate decay constant value for D∗

0, while for the decays

B+ → D̄∗0
0 K+ → D−π+K+ and B0 → D∗−

0 π+ → D̄0π−π+, their branching ratios

are much larger than the LHCb measurements. There exist the similar cases for the
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PQCD calculations compared with the data.

2. We checked the dependence of the branching ratios of the decays Bs →
Ds1P (V ), D′

s1P (V ) on the mixing angle θs and found that the branching ratios of

the decays Bs → Ds1P (V ) are very sensitive to the mixing angle, while those of the

decays Bs → D′

s1P (V ) show an insensitive dependence on θs. The changing trends of

the branching ratios between these two kinds of decays are just opposite. Furthermore,

the branching ratios of the decays Bs → Ds1P (V ) are are at least one order smaller

than those of the decays Bs → D′

s1P (V ). It is because of the smaller form factor

V BsDs1
0 compared to V

BsD′
s1

0 . While it is just constrary for the decays B → D(∗)D
(′)
s1 ,

where the D
(′)
s1 is at the emission position in the Feynman diagrams, that is to say the

branching ratios of the decays B → D(∗)Ds1 are at least one order larger than those of

the decays B → D(∗)D′

s1. It is because of the the larger decay constant fDs1 compared

to fD′
s1
. This character has been verified by the experimental measurements.

3. Our predictions are helpful to clarify the different assumptions about the inner struc-

tures of these four charmed hadrons by comparing with the future data.

Acknowledgment

This work is partly supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China

under Grant No. 11347030, by the Program of Science and Technology Innovation Talents

in Universities of Henan Province 14HASTIT037.

Appendix A: Some specific rules under the p− intergration

When preforming the integraion, we need to include the zero-mode contributions. It

amounts to performing the integration in a proper way in the CLFQM. Specificlly we use

the following rules given in Refs. [48, 51]

p̂′1µ
.
= PµA

(1)
1 + qµA

(1)
2 , (A1)

p̂′1µp̂
′

1ν
.
= gµνA

(2)
1 + PµPνA

(2)
2 + (Pµqν + qµPν)A

(2)
3 + qµqνA

(2)
4 , (A2)

Z2 = N̂ ′

1 +m′2
1 −m2

2 + (1− 2x1)M
′2 +

(
q2 + q · P

) p′
⊥
· q⊥
q2

, (A3)

A
(1)
1 =

x1

2
, A

(1)
2 = A

(1)
1 − p′

⊥
· q⊥
q2

, A
(2)
3 = A

(1)
1 A

(1)
2 , (A4)

A
(2)
4 =

(
A

(1)
2

)2
− 1

q2
A

(2)
1 , A

(2)
1 = −p′2

⊥
− (p′

⊥
· q⊥)2
q2

, A
(2)
2 =

(
A

(1)
1

)2
. (A5)
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Appendix B: EXPRESSIONS OF B → D∗
0,

iDs1 FORM FACTORS

F
BD∗

0
1

(
q2
)

=
Nc

16π3

∫
dx2d

2p′
⊥

h′

Bh
′′

D∗

0

x2N̂
′

1N̂
′′

1

[
x1

(
M ′2

0 +M ′′2
0

)
+ x2q

2

−x2 (m
′

1 +m′′

1)
2 − x1 (m

′

1 −m2)
2 − x1 (m

′′

1 +m2)
2
]
, (B1)

F
BD∗

0
0

(
q2
)

= F
BD∗

0
1

(
q2
)
+

q2

q · P
Nc

16π3

∫
dx2d

2p′⊥
2h′

Bh
′′

D∗

0

x2N̂
′
1N̂

′′
1

{
−x1x2M

′2 − p′2⊥ −m′

1m2

− (m′′

1 +m2) (x2m
′

1 + x1m2) + 2
q · P
q2

(
p′2⊥ + 2

(p′
⊥
· q⊥)2
q2

)
+ 2

(p′
⊥
· q⊥)2
q2

−p′
⊥
· q⊥
q2

[
M ′′2 − x2

(
q2 + q · P

)
− (x2 − x1)M

′2 + 2x1M
′2
0

−2 (m′

1 −m2) (m
′

1 −m′′

1)]} , (B2)

AB iDs1(q2) = (M
′ −M

′′

)
Nc

16π3

∫
dx2d

2p′
⊥

2h′

Bh
′′
iDs1

x2N̂
′

1N̂
′′

1

{
x2m

′

1 + x1m2 + (m′

1 +m′′

1)
p′
⊥
· q⊥
q2

+
2

w′′
iDs1

[
p′2
⊥
+

(p′
⊥
· q⊥)2
q2

]}
, (B3)

V B iDs1
1 (q2) = − 1

M
′ −M

′′

Nc

16π3

∫
dx2d

2p′⊥
h′

Bh
′′
iDs1

x2N̂
′
1N̂

′′
1

{2x1 (m2 −m′

1)
(
M ′2

0 +M ′′2
0

)
+ 4x1m

′′

1M
′2
0

+2x2m
′

1q · P +2m2q
2 − 2x1m2

(
M ′2 +M ′′2

)
+ 2 (m′

1 −m2) (m
′

1 −m′′

1)
2
+ 8 (m′

1 −m2)

×
[
p′2⊥ +

(p′
⊥
· q⊥)2
q2

]
+ 2 (m′

1 −m′′

1)
(
q2 + q · P

) p′
⊥
· q⊥
q2

− 4
q2p′2

⊥
+ (p′

⊥
· q⊥)2

q2w′′
iDs1

×
[
2x1

(
M ′2 +M ′2

0

)
− q2 − q · P − 2

(
q2 + q · P

) p′
⊥
· q⊥
q2

− 2 (m′

1 +m′′

1 ) (m
′

1 −m2)

]}
, (B4)

V B iDs1
2 (q2) = (M

′ −M
′′

)
Nc

16π3

∫
dx2d

2p′⊥
2h′

Bh
′′
iDs1

x2N̂
′
1N̂

′′
1

{(x1 − x2) (x2m
′

1 + x1m2)− [2x1m2 −m′′

1

+(x2 − x1)m
′

1]×
p′
⊥
· q⊥
q2

− 2
x2q

2 + p′
⊥
· q⊥

x2q2w
′′
iDs1

[p′
⊥
· p′′

⊥
+ (x1m2 + x2m

′

1)

× (x1m2 + x2m
′′

1 )]}, (B5)

V B iDs1
0 (q2) =

M
′ −M

′′

2M ′′
V B iDs1
1 (q2)− M

′

+M
′′

2M ′′
V B iDs1
2 (q2)− q2

2M ′′

Nc

16π3

∫
dx2d

2p′⊥
h′

Bh
′′
iDs1

x2N̂
′

1N̂
′′

1

×{2 (2x1 − 3) (x2m
′

1 + x1m2)− 8 (m′

1 −m2)

[
p′2
⊥

q2
+ 2

(p′
⊥
· q⊥)2
q4

]
− [(14− 12x1)m

′

1

+2m′′

1 − (8− 12x1)m2]
p′
⊥
· q⊥
q2

+
4

w′′
iDs1

(
[
M ′2 +M ′′2 − q2 + 2 (m′

1 −m2) (−m′′

1 +m2)
]

×
(
A

(2)
3 +A

(2)
4 −A

(1)
2

)
+ Z2

(
3A

(1)
2 − 2A

(2)
4 − 1

)
+

1

2
[x1

(
q2 + q · P

)
− 2M ′2 − 2p′⊥ · q⊥

−2m′

1 (−m′′

1 +m2) −2m2 (m
′

1 −m2)]
(
A

(1)
1 +A

(1)
2 − 1

)

×q · P
[
p′2
⊥

q2
+

(p′
⊥
· q⊥)2
q4

](
4A

(1)
2 − 3

))}
, (B6)
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with i = 1, 3.
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