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PHYSICS REACH OF D(s) → π(K)`` AND OTHER CHARMING NULL TEST
OPPORTUNITIES
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We discuss possibilities to test physics beyond the Standard Model in |∆c| = |∆u| = 1
semileptonic, hadronic and missing energy decay modes. Clean null test observables such as
angular observables, CP-asymmetries and lepton universality tests are presented and modelindependent correlations as well as details within flavorful, anomaly-free Z 0 models are worked
out.
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Introduction

Flavor Changing Neutral Current (FCNC) charm decays are sensitive probes of physics beyond
the Standard Model (BSM). The underlying c → u`` quark transition is the up-type cousin of
the down-type FCNC transitions b → s`` and s → d``. With down-type quarks in the leading
loop diagrams, the up-type sector suffers from a severe GIM cancellation. Together with the
loop suppression, the GIM mechanism leads to tiny Standard Model (SM) contributions to rare
charm decays and in turn to a high sensitivity to New Physics (NP).
In the SM, semileptonic decays, such as D+ → π + `+ `− , Ds+ → K + `+ `− , are dominated by
long-range dynamics with sizable hadronic uncertainties. Therefore, NP searches in branching
ratios are challenging as the NP nature and long-range QCD parameters need to be disentangled
simultaneously.
As a prime example, the dilepton invariant mass (q 2 ) differential branching ratio of the
+
D → π + µ+ µ− decay is shown in Fig. 1. Clearly, contributions from intermediate ρ, ω, η, φ
and η 0 resonances (indicated in orange) dominate the perturbative SM contributions (in blue)
in the full kinematic range. Therefore, a non-resonant region does not exist in rare charm
decays. Measurements of the resonance tails are still useful, as they provide information on the
underlying QCD dynamics that otherwise produce huge uncertainties, as evident from the width
of the orange bands.
On the other hand, the GIM mechanism also leads to C10 = 0, such that any observable
proportional to C10 constitutes a clean null test of the SM.
Recent experimental and theoretical progress is summarized in Ref. 1 . This includes upper
limits such as B(D+ → π + µ+ µ− ) < 6.7 × 10−8 at 90 % CL 2 and B(Λc → p``) < 7.7 × 10−8 at
90 % CL 3 , first measurements in D0 → P1 P2 `` 4 and the first observation of CP-violation in the
charm sector in ∆ACP 5 . On the theoretical side research interest is increasing and ongoing, see
Refs. 6,7,8,9,10,11,12,13,14,15,16,17,18,19 .
The aim of this letter is to present null test strategies that overcome the issue of large
uncertainties from non-perturbative origin and therefore provide clean tests of the SM.
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Figure 1 – SM differential branching ratio for D+ → π + µ+ µ− . (Non-)resonant contributions are shown in orange
(blue). Uncertainties arise in the resonant contributions from the model of a sum of Breit-Wigner shapes including
unknown strong phases and from scale uncertainties of the SM Wilson coefficients in the non-resonant case. Both
contributions include uncertainties from form factors. Figure taken from Ref. 13 .
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2.1

Null test strategies in rare charm decays
Angular observables

The first class of observables is constructed from the full angular distribution of D → P ``
1 dΓ`
3
1
= (1 − FH )(1 − cos2 θ` ) + FH + AFB cos θ` ,
Γ` d cos θ
4
2

(1)

R q2
where Γ` = q2max dΓ/dq 2 dq 2 and θl denotes the angle of the `− and the D meson in the dilepton
min
rest frame. These two angular observables are the lepton forward backward asymmetry, AFB ,
and the flat term, FH , which are shown in Fig. 2 in the high q 2 region (above the φ resonance)
left and right plot, respectively. AFB vanishes in the SM and only receives contributions from
|CS | = 0.1

|CS (P ) | = 0.1

|CT (T 5) | = 0.5

|C9 (7) | = 0.5, |CS | = 0.1
|C10 | = |CT 5 | = 0.5

1.0

|CT | = 0.5, |CS | = 0.1

0.5
0.0
−0.5

|C9 | = 0.5

6

|CT 5 | = 0.5

1.6

1.8
q 2 [GeV2]

2.0

FH [GeV−2]

AFB [GeV−2]

1.5

|CT (T 5) | = 0.5, |CS | = 0.1

4

2

0

1.6

1.8
q 2 [GeV2]

2.0

Figure 2 – Lepton forward backward asymmetry AFB (left) and flat term FH (right) for various benchmark
contribution to Wilson coefficients. The SM is zero in the left plot and sufficiently below the blue curve in the
right plot and therefore not shown. Figures taken from Ref. 13 .

interference terms between two different Wilson coefficients (WCs). Hence, any signal is a clear
sign of BSM physics. Largest contributions are obtained for combinations involving scalar and
tensor WCs, as they reveive no suppression by the light lepton mass m` . The flat term FH
is not zero in the SM, however only contributing via m` suppressed terms, which are small in
the muon case and negligible for electrons in the final state. Similar to AFB , tensor and scalar
contributions do not suffer from this suppression and produce signal sufficiently above the SM
expectations.
2.2

CP asymmetries

CP asymmetries are sizable at the resonances due to interference of possible CP violating BSM
contributions with the resonance contribution. First pointed out in Ref. 6 , this resonance cat-

alyzed CP asymmetry has been promoted as a null test in the literature many times 7,8,11,13 , as
the SM contribution is negligible due to small CKM phases and, again, the strong GIM suppression. A benchmark scenario around the φ resonance is shown in the left plot of Fig. 3 for
Ds+ → K + µ+ µ− . Recently, the LHCb collaboration has reported the first observation of charm
CP violation in hadronic decays 5 , where the NP nature of the measurement is not settled. In
Ref. 14 the connection between these two CP violating observables is studied in the framework
of flavorful, anomaly-free Z 0 models and a strong correlation is found. As evident from the right
plot in Fig. 3, a large NP contribution to ∆ACP coincides with large CP violating effects in
semileptonic decays. The benchmark in the left plot of Fig. 3 is |Im(C9 )| ∼ 0.1.
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Figure 3 – The left plot shows the CP asymmetry around the φ resonance for Ds+ → K + µ+ µ− and a benchmark
value of C9 = 0.1 exp(i π4 ) and various different fixed strong phases taken from Ref. 13 . The right plot displays
the correlation between large values of ∆ACP and Im(C9, 10 ) within different flavorful, anomaly-free Z 0 models.
The right plot is taken from Ref. 14 .

2.3

Lepton universality tests

Lepton universality (LU) is deeply rooted in the SM, however put to test in b → s transitions
with increasing significance 20 . Similar tests of LU ratios are also possible in rare charm decays,
where sizable effects are possible due to enhancements originating from the interference of NP
with the resonant contributions 8,13,11 .
A new approach to test LU was presented recently in Refs. 16,17 . Here, dineutrino modes,
which in the case of rare charm decays are null tests of the SM themselves and do not suffer
from resonance domination, are constrained utilizing different flavor assumptions in the charged
lepton sector and exploiting the SU(2)L link between charged leptons and neutrinos in the
Standard Model Effective Field Theory (SMEFT). For example upper limits for B(D+ → π + ν̄ν)
are obtained assuming LU, charged lepton flavor conservation (cLFC) and without assumptions
(general):
B(D+ → π + ν̄ν) < 2.5 × 10−6
+

+

−5

B(D → π ν̄ν) < 1.4 × 10

B(D+ → π + ν̄ν) < 5.2 × 10−5

(LU) ,
(cLFC) ,

(2)

(general) .

A measurement above one of the respective bounds implies the breakdown of the assumed flavor
symmetry.
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Conclusion

We have presented null test strategies for the search for NP with rare charm decays. Huge
uncertainties of resonant contributions dominating the decay modes of interest can be overcome
in angular observables, CP-asymmetries, lepton universality ratios and dineutrino modes. Synergies, such as the correlation between CP violating observables in hadronic and semileptonic

decays or the SU(2)L link between charged leptons and neutrinos were presented and provide a
formidable road to observe NP in rare charm decays.
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