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1 Introduction

The study of B-meson decays is one of the most important sources of knowledge we have on
the flavour structure of the Standard Model (SM) and its possible extensions [1]. One type of
such decays are those with only hadrons in the final state, the “nonleptonic” B-decays, which
have been essential in the study of the CKM matrix and CP violation [2, 3]. A great amount of
experimental results have been produced in the last few decades, boosted during the B-factory
era [4], and pushed even further by the hadronic machines at Tevatron and the LHC [5, 6].

– 1 –



J
H
E
P
0
6
(
2
0
2
5
)
0
1
9

However, rigorous and precise theoretical predictions for such B-decay observables are
rather difficult to make. This is due to non-perturbative QCD effects at the level of the
amplitudes, in the calculation of matrix elements of dipole and four-quark operators in the
Weak Effective Theory (WET) [7], between the B-meson initial state and the all-hadronic final
state. In this regard, a significant step forward was achieved when the concept of factorization
in the heavy-quark limit was made formal [8, 9], already a quarter of a century ago. This
approach, often called QCD Factorization (QCDF) has been applied to two-body B-decays
into two light mesons [8, 10–13] (such as B → ππ) or a heavy and a light meson [10, 14]
(such as B → Dπ), and to three-body decays such as B → πππ [15] or B → Dππ [16].

Within QCDF, the simplest of the nonleptonic decays are those two-body B decays
to a heavy-light final state, such as B0 → D−K+ or Bs → D∗−

s π+, which do not receive
contributions from annihilation topologies, and where the spectator degrees of freedom in
the B-meson end up in the heavy meson in the final state. These will be the decays of
interest in our analysis. They are a subset of what in the older traditional nomenclature are
known as “class-I decays” [17]. We will abbreviate the decays of interest as B̄0

(s) → D
(∗)+
(s) P−

from this point forward. In this case QCDF establishes the following important result [10],
often referred to as a “factorization formula”:

⟨Qi⟩ ≡ ⟨D(∗)P |Qi|B⟩ =
∑

j

F B→D(∗)
j (m2

P )
∫ 1

0
du Tij(u, µ)ΦP (u, µ) +O(ΛQCD/mb) . (1.1)

Here Qi is a four-quark operator in the WET (see below), F B→D
j are local B → D form

factors, ΦP is the light-cone distribution amplitude of the light pseudoscalar meson and
Tij(u, µ) are perturbative “hard-scattering kernels”. This factorization formula is simpler
than the corresponding one for heavy-to-light decays, where in general one encounters two
such form factor terms and a hard-spectator scattering term dependent on the light-cone
distribution of the B-meson [8, 18]. Therefore, theoretical predictions for class-I decays are
numerically more precise and reliable than those for heavy-to-light decays.

Within the SM, only two effective operators contribute to their amplitudes: the two
‘VLL’ operators with different colour structure

Q1 = [c̄γµPLT Ab][q̄γµPLT Au] , Q2 = [c̄γµPLb][q̄γµPLu] . (1.2)

The corresponding matrix elements (i.e. the hard-scattering kernels T1j and T2j) are known to
two-loop order, that is, at NNLO in QCD [19], and a first exploration of a QED factorization
formula for the decays of interest has been investigated in ref. [20]. Beyond the SM, the
general set of effective operators up to mass dimension six with the same flavour structure
contains 20 operators in total. Thus, a general analysis of class-I decays beyond the SM
requires to calculate the corresponding matrix elements for all 20 operators. Such a general
analysis needs little motivation in the current moment, but it is further called upon in view
of recent findings that branching ratio measurements seem to be in tension with theoretical
predictions [19, 21]. Our approach is complementary to others in the literature, which include
SMEFT-based [22, 23], model-based [24], and symmetry-based [25, 26] BSM studies. Other
approaches to resolve the puzzle include the computation of the decay amplitude beyond
the framework of QCDF [27].

– 2 –



J
H
E
P
0
6
(
2
0
2
5
)
0
1
9

A recent analysis [28] has considered class-I decays within this general set of effective
operators, finding that BSM effects in the SM-like operators or in scalar operators can
explain the observed tensions. However, due to the lack of complementary constraints,
ref. [28] investigates exclusively scenarios with BSM contributions to only one or two Wilson
coefficients at a time. In this work, we determine to what extent the Wilson coefficients of the
“qbcu” sectors of the Weak Effective Theory can be simultaneously constrained from data. As
we show below, this is a much more ambitious and complicated type of analysis. To remain
within the most predictive set of observables, we limit our investigation to decays which
receive no contributions from annihilation topologies: B̄0 → D(∗)+K− and B̄s → D

(∗)+
s π−.

Because of the absence of annihilation topologies, these modes are expected to be more
reliably predicted within QCDF. Moreover, we calculate for the first time the three-particle
hard-scattering kernels to the QCD factorization formulas of the decays at hand at LO in
αs and for the full basis of WET operators. Incidental to that calculation, we check the
analytic expressions for the QCDF formulas for the two-particle contributions to the hard
scattering kernels up to NLO in αs for the full WET basis.

The sole use of the exclusive nonleptonic decay modes is, however, not sufficient to
bound the WET parameter space. To achieve that, we additionally consider the inclusive
nonleptonic decay width of the B meson, which we calculate at the leading order for the full
set of “qbcu” WET operators. We thus obtain a qualitative picture of the WET parameter
space and the type of solutions to the extant puzzle in the decays of interest.

The structure of the article is as follows. We begin defining the relevant sectors of the
Weak Effective Theory in section 2 and discuss the two different operator bases used in
our analysis. We continue in section 3 with a detailed discussion of the decays of interest
within the QCDF approach, and a presentation of our new results at the three-particle level.
Section 4 is dedicated to our calculation of the inclusive nonleptonic B-meson decay width
for the full set of “qbcu” WET operators at leading power in 1/mb and at LO in αs. The
setup, methods, and results of our phenomenological analysis are presented in section 5. We
conclude in section 6. A series of appendices provides complementary information on: the
WET operator bases used and the changes of basis, the two- and three-particle LCDAs for
the light mesons, parity transformations of the various matrix elements, a collection of the
leading-order two-particle contributions to the hard scattering kernels in QCDF, and the
approach used to separate the various modes in the posterior distributions.

2 Weak Effective Theory for b → cūq processes

The analysis presented here uses the Weak Effective Theory (WET) to predict a variety of
exclusive and inclusive B decays both in the Standard Model (SM) and beyond. Following
refs. [7, 29], the WET can be partitioned into independent “sectors” of operators which
do not mix with each other under renormalization up to order GF ∼ g2/M2

W . The sectors
relevant to this work are the dbcu and sbcu sectors, each comprised of 20 four-quark operators.
The effective Lagrangian reads

Lqbcu = −4GF√
2

VcbV
∗

uq

20∑
i=1

Ci(µ)Qi(µ) + h.c. , q ∈ {d, s} , (2.1)
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where V represents the Cabibbo-Kobyashi-Maskawa quark mixing matrix, {Qi} represents a
basis of local field operators of dimension six, and {Ci} are their Wilson coefficients defined
at the renormalization scale µ. Throughout this paper, we will describe each sector by
using two different sets of bases.

The first basis is a Fierz transformed version of the “BMU basis” [30]. Its operators
are labelled QX

i , with i enumerating the operators for a given label X, and X labelling
the Dirac structures and chiralities of the quark fields. Our choice of basis is comprised
of the following ten operators

QV LL
1 = [c̄αγµPLbβ ] [q̄βγµPLuα] , QV LL

2 = [c̄αγµPLbα] [q̄βγµPLuβ ] ,

QSLR
1 = [c̄αPLbβ ] [q̄βPRuα] , QSLR

2 = [c̄αPLbα] [q̄βPRuβ ] ,

QV RL
1 = [c̄αγµPRbβ ] [q̄βγµPLuα] , QV RL

2 = [c̄αγµPRbα] [q̄βγµPLuβ ] , (2.2)
QSRR

1 = [c̄αPRbβ ] [q̄βPRuα] , QSRR
2 = [c̄αPRbα] [q̄βPRuβ ] ,

QSRR
3 = [c̄ασµνPRbβ ] [q̄βσµνPRuα] , QSRR

4 = [c̄ασµνPRbα] [q̄βσµνPRuβ ] ,

as well as their chirality-flipped counterparts, with PL ↔ PR. Here α, β are colour indices
and we use σµν = i

2 [γµ, γν ]. Our ordering of the operators does not reflect the ordering in
ref. [30].1 This basis is used in the analytic calculations of the exclusive decays of interest
B̄0

(s) → D
(∗)+
(s) P−. Our rationale for using this basis is that previous computations of these

processes are available in the literature, which serve as a reference point and comparison
for our own calculations; see section 3.

The second basis used in this work is the “Bern basis” [7]. Its operators are labelled Oi,
where i enumerates all operators. It is comprised of the ten operators

Oqbcu
1 = [q̄PRγµb] [c̄γµu] , Oqbcu

2 =
[
q̄PRγµT Ab

] [
c̄γµT Au

]
,

Oqbcu
3 = [q̄PRγµνρb] [c̄γµνρu] , Oqbcu

4 =
[
q̄PRγµνρT Ab

] [
c̄γµνρT Au

]
,

Oqbcu
5 = [q̄PRb] [c̄u] , Oqbcu

6 =
[
q̄PRT Ab

] [
c̄T Au

]
, (2.3)

Oqbcu
7 = [q̄PRσµνb] [c̄σµνu] , Oqbcu

8 =
[
q̄PRσµνT Ab

] [
c̄σµνT Au

]
,

Oqbcu
9 = [q̄PRγµνρσb] [c̄γµνρσu] , Oqbcu

10 =
[
q̄PRγµνρσT Ab

] [
c̄γµνρσT Au

]
,

together with the ten parity-flipped operators Oqbcu
i′ = Oqbcu

i |PR→PL
. The notation used for

the products of gamma matrices is γµ1µ2...µn ≡ γµ1γµ2 . . . γµn . We use the Bern basis for
the calculation of the B-meson lifetime in section 4 as well as for the phenomenological
analysis presented in section 5. In contrast to the BMU basis, where only two operators
have non-vanishing SM matching conditions, the Bern basis features four such operators:
Oqbcu

1...4 . This tells us that only two independent linear combinations of these four operators
appear in the SM, corresponding to the more traditional operators QV LL

1 and QV LL
2 of

the BMU basis. The remaining 16 operators Oqbcu
5...10 and Oqbcu

1′...10′ are purely BSM operators.
Furthermore, the Anomalous Dimension Matrix (ADM) splits up into four blocks of operators
that mix with each other [7]. The first block mixes Oqbcu

1 through Oqbcu
4 , while the second

1We choose this particular ordering to ensure that a basis transformation at tree-level from the JMS
basis [31] to ours can be achieved in a convenient form.
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block mixes Oqbcu
5 through Oqbcu

10 . The same holds true for the primed operators. This block
structure holds at least up to NLL.

For both bases, we regularize the one-loop integrals using naive dimensional regularization
(NDR) with anti-commuting γ5 in d = 4 − 2ϵ dimensions. For the renormalization of the
physical operators we employ the MS-scheme. (We also use the MS-scheme for all quark
masses that occur in our calculations.) For the renormalization of the evanescent operators we
follow the Buras-Weisz prescription [32–34], which ensures that matrix elements of evanescent
operators vanish to all orders. Furthermore, we use the method of Greek projections [30, 35]

— in the form presented in ref. [36] — to find the evanescent operators necessary for our
calculations. A full list of the evanescent operators relevant for this article can be found in
appendix A.1. This fully specifies the renormalization scheme.

The SM matching conditions in the BMU basis are known up to two loops. In our
notation, the one-loop matching conditions read [37–39]:

CV LL
1 (µ) = 3αs

4π

(
log µ2

m2
W

+ 11
6

)
, CV LL

2 (µ) = 1− 3
Nc

αs

4π

(
log µ2

m2
W

+ 11
6

)
, (2.4)

where Nc is the number of colours. We have verified the matching conditions by explicit
calculation. Performing the change of basis to the Bern basis as described in appendix A.2,
we obtain the four non-vanishing matching conditions

Cqbcu
1 (µ) = −1

9 − αs

4π

(
8
9 log µ2

m2
W

− 52
27

)
, Cqbcu

2 (µ) = −2
3 + αs

4π

(
2
3 log µ2

m2
W

− 85
9

)
,

Cqbcu
3 (µ) = + 1

36 + αs

4π

(
2
9 log µ2

m2
W

− 1
27

)
, Cqbcu

4 (µ) = +1
6 − αs

4π

(
1
6 log µ2

m2
W

− 19
36

)
.

(2.5)

Note that in the conventions of ref. [7] the CKM factors are put into the Wilson coefficients.
We use a different convention, as in eq. (2.1), and factor them out. Since the characteristic
energy of the processes that we study is of the order of mb, one needs to evaluate the Wilson
coefficients at a scale µb ≃ mb. In order to avoid large logarithms, one has to resum them
using the renormalization group equation

µ
d

dµ
Ci = γji Cj , (2.6)

where γ̂ is the Anomalous Dimension Matrix (ADM), with the perturbative expansion

γ̂ = αs

4π
γ̂(0) +

(
αs

4π

)2
γ̂(1) +O(α3

s) . (2.7)

Here γ̂(0) arises at one-loop, and γ̂(1) at two-loops. In the BMU basis γ̂(0) and γ̂(1) are
known [30]. The one-loop ADM γ̂(0) in the Bern basis is given in ref. [7], while the two-loop
ADM γ̂(1) has not been explicitly presented. We derive the two-loop ADM in the Bern basis
for Nc = 3 and nf = 5 by performing a change of basis, as described in appendix A.2. The
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Figure 1. Vertex corrections that contribute to the hard-scattering kernels at the one-loop level.
These are commonly labelled “non-factorizable” in the BBNS nomenclature [10].

full 20× 20 ADM is comprised of two identical 10× 10 diagonal blocks, each given by

γ̂(1) =



44
9 −899

3 −32
9

245
12 0 0 0 0 0 0

−646
27 −2072

9 −115
54

739
72 0 0 0 0 0 0

−6848
9 −1344 524

9 178 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 −8468

9 −172
9

367
18 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0 0 0 −1832
9 −64

3 −104
9 − 296

9 − 7
18

11
48

0 0 0 0 −128
27

608
9 −52

81 − 1783
108

11
216

59
144

0 0 0 0 −9488
27

7108
9

3052
9 −31

9
521
27 −217

36

0 0 0 0 −25528
81

896
3 −6974

81 −4727
27

863
162

38
9

0 0 0 0 −26368
27 −249088

9 −91456
9

68192
9 −8912

27
8143
9

0 0 0 0 510976
81 −14080

9
1600
81

46960
27 −11794

81 −41
6



. (2.8)

Note that the one-loop matching coefficients as well as the two-loop ADM depend on the
evanescent operators used, and thus are scheme dependent. Our choice of scheme is described
in appendix A.1.

3 Class-I decays in the Weak Effective Theory

The factorization formula for class-I decays,

⟨Qi⟩ ≡ ⟨D(∗)P |Qi|B⟩ =
∑

j

F B→D(∗)
j (m2

P )
∫ 1

0
du Tij(u, µ)ΦP (u, µ) +O(ΛQCD/mb) , (3.1)

establishes the notion of the hard(-collinear) scattering kernels Tij(u, µ) and the soft matrix
elements (i.e., the hadronic form factors Fj and the light-meson light-cone distribution
amplitudes). The purpose of this section is to provide results for the kernels Tij at the
two- and three-particle level for the full basis of WET operators. Although the calculation
of the decay amplitudes for class-I decays at the level of two-particle Fock states for the
full basis of WET operators is well documented in the literature [10, 28], the calculation of
three-particle Fock states is incomplete. We begin by reiterating the calculation of two-particle
contributions in section 3.1 and setting the notation before discussing the calculation of
three-particle contributions in section 3.2.

– 6 –
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3.1 Two-particle contributions to the hard-scattering kernels at one loop

We find it convenient to work with the Fierz-transformed BMU basis given in eq. (2.2). The
usual procedure to calculate the two-particle contributions to the hard-scattering kernels at
one loop is as follows. For each WET operator Qi ∼ [c̄Γ1b][q̄Γ2u] we take the following steps:

1. The partonic b(pb) → c(pc)q(l1)ū(l2) amplitudes are calculated to the desired order in
αs. The relevant one-loop diagrams are shown in figure 1. They yield the following
amplitude

A2-part = −ig2sF 2-part
c

∫
d4k

(2π)4 ū(pc)A1ν(k)u(pb)
1
k2 ū(l1)Aν

2(l1, l2, k)v(l2) , (3.2)

with

Aν
1(k) = γν /pc

− /k + mc

2pc · k − k2 Γ1 − Γ1
/pb

+ /k + mb

2pb · k + k2 γν , (3.3)

Aν
2(l1, l2, k) = Γ2

/l2 + /k

2l2 · k + k2 γν − γν /l1 + /k

2l1 · k + k2Γ2 . (3.4)

The colour structures are accounted for by the factor F 2-part
c . Upon projecting onto

meson states, it turns out to be F 2-part
c = 0 for the singlet operator [c̄αΓ1bα][q̄βΓ2uβ],

and F 2-part
c = CF /Nc for the operator with crossed colour indices [c̄αΓ1bβ ][q̄βΓ2uα].

The loop integration is carried out and the result is simplified using equations of motion,
neglecting explicitly all light quark masses. The Dirac structures multiplying 1/ϵ terms
in the amplitude are decomposed into physical and evanescent structures, according to
the definition of the renormalization scheme (see appendix A.1). Then the one-loop
counterterms are added in order to renormalize the amplitude. At this point all IR
divergences should cancel, which is a manifestation of factorization at the one-loop
level.

2. In order to perform the collinear expansion, one needs to specify the kinematics. The
two light quarks carry light-like, collinear momenta

l1 = uq + l⊥ + l⃗2⊥
4uE

n− , l2 = ūq − l⊥ + l⃗2⊥
4ūE

n− , (3.5)

where q = En+ is the light-like light meson momentum with energy E = (m2
b −

m2
c)/(2mb). The light-like directions are defined as n± = (1, 0, 0,±1). The perpendicular

component l⊥ is orthogonal to the two light-like directions (n± · l⊥ = 0). Here we
can safely neglect the light meson mass mP since it scales (at most) as ΛQCD. We
use the notation ū ≡ (1− u). In the following we will use a general decomposition of
four-vectors into their n± and perpendicular components:

v = v+√
2

n+ + v−√
2

n− + v⊥ . (3.6)

We are interested in contributions up to twist-3. Investigating the structure of the
momentum-space representation of the light-meson projection eq. (B.5), it is clear that

– 7 –
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only terms up to l⊥ can contribute. Hence, for this calculation, we suppress the n−
components of the light quark momenta:

l1 = uq + l⊥ +O(l2⊥) , l2 = ūq − l⊥ +O(l2⊥) . (3.7)

The collinear expansion now requires to separate the amplitude into O(l0⊥) and O(l⊥)
terms,

A2-part = A(0) + lµ⊥A(1)
µ +O(l2⊥) , (3.8)

where A(0) are the terms that do not explicitly multiply a factor l⊥ and A
(1)
µ are the

terms that do multiply a factor l⊥. This separation is ambiguous because by the use
of equations of motion it is possible to move terms from A(0) to A(1) and vice-versa.
However the final result will not depend on this freedom, and it is by itself unambiguous.

3. It is now straightforward to apply a projection onto the hadronic external states by
means of the following substitution

ū(pc)Γu(pb) ū(l1)Γ′v(l2) →
∫ 1

0
du ⟨D(∗)+

(s) | c̄Γb |B̄(s)⟩ Tr
[
MPΓ′] ∣∣∣∣

l⊥=0
, (3.9)

with [18]

MP = ifP

4

{
/qγ5ϕP (u)− µP γ5

(
ϕp

P (u)− iσµνnµ
+nν

−
(1− 2u)

2 ϕp
P (u) + iσµνqµuū ϕp

P (u)
∂

∂l⊥ν

)}
.

(3.10)
These traces can be evaluated in four dimensions. The functions ϕP and ϕp

P are two-
particle Light-Cone Distribution Amplitudes (LCDAs), as defined in appendix B.1. We
also projected onto the heavy meson states, which in our case can be done easily by
exchanging partonic external states with mesonic states. Note that setting l⊥ = 0 after
acting with the projector on the amplitude ensures that only terms up to O(l⊥) in the
partonic amplitude can contribute, since higher powers of l⊥ would be set to zero in
this collinear limit.

This procedure allows us to compute the hard-scattering kernels at one-loop order for
a pseudoscalar light meson in the final state. The corresponding kernels for a light vector
meson in the final state can be obtained easily from the ones computed here.

3.2 Three-particle contributions to the hard-scattering kernels

The three-particle contributions to the hard-scattering kernels are obtained by calculating
the partonic amplitude to a four-body final state b(pb) → c(pc)q(l1)ū(l2)g(pg), where the
partons qūg will become part of the final-state light meson in the hadronic process. The
kinematics here are different than in the two-parton case since the light meson momentum
now has to be split between the three partons. All three partons carry collinear and light-like
momenta with the dominant component in the direction of the dominant component of the
light meson momentum q. Note that for the insertion of vector operators we work in the
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cb

d̄ d̄

ū s g

B̄0 D+

K−

cb

d̄ d̄

ū sg

B̄0 D+

K−

Figure 2. The qq̄g contribution to the amplitude for the decay B̄0 → D+K−. The contribution for
the decay B̄0

s → D+
s π− can be obtained by changing the spectator quark to a strange quark and the

strange quark of the final state kaon to a down quark.

limit q2 = 0. For the insertion of tensor operators however, the matrix elements vanish in
the q2 = 0 limit and thus we set q2 = m2

P and keep the leading O(m2
P ) term.

The tree-level contributions to the partonic amplitude are shown in figure 2, which give2

A3-part = gsF 3-part
c ū(pc)Aν

1(−pg)u(pb) ū(l1)Γ2v(l2) ϵ∗ν(pg) , (3.11)

and Aν
1 is defined in eq. (3.3). Again Γ1,2 refer to the Dirac structure of the operator

under consideration, and the colour factor will turn out to be F 3-part
c = 0 for the colour

singlet operator [c̄αΓ1bα][q̄βΓ2uβ], and F 3-part
c = 1/Nc for the operator with crossed colour

indices [c̄αΓ1bβ][q̄βΓ2uα].
Following ref. [40], the aim is to write this amplitude as a convolution of a hard-scattering

kernel that only depends on hard scales, and a “partonic” LCDA. We rewrite the amplitude as

A3-part = F 3-part
c

∫
d4kd4z

(2π)4 e−ik·z ū(pc)Aν
1(−k)u(pb) ⟨ū(l2)q(l1)g(pg)| q̄(0) Γ2 gsAν(z)u(0) |0⟩ .

(3.12)
Now it is convenient to use Fock-Schwinger gauge in order to express the gluon field in
terms of the gluon field-strength tensor

Aν(z) =
∫ 1

0
dv v zµGµν(vz) , (3.13)

and to rewrite z as a derivative with respect to k and use integration by parts to let it
act on Aν

1 ,

A3-part =−iF 3-part
c

∫
d4k d4z

(2π)4 Ãµν
1 (k)

∫ 1

0
dv v e−ik·z ⟨ū(l2)q(l1)g(pg)| q̄(0)Γ2 gsGµν(vz)u(0) |0⟩ ,

(3.14)
where we have defined

Ãµν
1 (k) ≡ ū(pc)

∂

∂kµ
Aν

1(−k)u(pb) . (3.15)

2We use Dµ = ∂µ − igsAµ, fixing the sign of the quark-quark-gluon vertex. The same convention should be
used in the definition of the light-meson three-particle LCDAs.
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The key step now is to expand the amplitude in k⊥,

Ãµν
1 (k) = Ã

(0)µν
1 (k+) + k⊥ρ Ã

(1)µνρ
1 (k+) + · · · , (3.16)

and define a partonic distribution amplitude

ϕµν(vz) ≡ ⟨ū(l2)q(l1)g(pg)| q̄(0) Γ2 gs Gµν(vz)u(0) |0⟩ . (3.17)

Putting eqs. (3.16) and (3.17) into eq. (3.14), one gets

A3-part = −iF 3-part
c

∫
dk+
2π

Ã
(0)µν
1 (k+)

∫
dz− e−ik+z−

∫ 1

0
dv v ϕµν(vz)

∣∣
z+,z⊥=0 (3.18)

− F 3-part
c

∫
dk+
2π

Ã
(1)µνρ
1 (k+)

∫
dz− e−ik+z−

∫ 1

0
dv v

(
∂

∂zρ
⊥

ϕµν(vz)
) ∣∣∣∣

z+,z⊥=0
.

The functions Ã
(0)µν
1 (k+) and Ã

(1)µνρ
1 (k+) do not depend on the light-meson degrees of freedom,

the information of which is contained in the distribution amplitudes ϕµν(vz), evaluated on the
light cone (for z+ = 0 and z⊥ = 0). Thus this establishes the desired factorization formula. At
this point one can exchange the partonic external states with the hadronic states that we are
actually interested in. The functions Ã

(0)
1 and Ã

(1)
1 contain now the B → D(∗) hadronic form

factors, as defined in ref. [41] except for a factor of “i” in the definition of the B → D∗ form
factors. Our phase convention matches the one of BBNS [10]. The vacuum to light meson
matrix element ϕ is expressed in terms of hadronic three-particle LCDAs as in appendix B.2.

Note that the expansion of Ã1 in eq. (3.16) seems to be arbitrary since one integrates
over all k. However, higher orders in k⊥ correspond to higher z⊥ derivatives acting on ϕ.
Considering the definition of the twist-3 and twist-4 three-particle LCDAs in appendix B.2,
one can see that higher z⊥-derivatives vanish up to twist-4.

3.3 Analytic results

In this subsection we present the explicit expressions for the hard-scattering kernels up to one
loop for the two-particle contributions as well as the tree-level kernels for the three-particle
contributions.

3.3.1 Two-particle contributions at one loop

Here we present the full set of one-loop hard-scattering kernels. Although in the rest of the
paper we only consider pseudoscalar light mesons in the final state, we present also the results
for light vector mesons in the final state since they are easily obtained from the former.

Vector sector. We start by presenting our result for the SM operator QV LL
1 :

⟨D(∗)+
(s) L−| QV LL

1 |B̄0
(s)⟩

1-loop = ± ifL

4

∫ 1

0
du ϕL(u)

[
JV T V LL(u, zc)− JA T V LL(u,−zc)

]
,

(3.19)
where zc = mc/mb is the scale invariant ratio of the heavy quark masses. The hard-scattering
kernel is given as

T V LL(u, zc) =
αs

4π

CF

Nc

[
−6 log µ2

m2
b

− 18 + F V LL(u, zc)
]

, (3.20)

– 10 –



J
H
E
P
0
6
(
2
0
2
5
)
0
1
9

where

F V LL(u, zc) =
(
3 + 2 log u

ū

)
log z2c + fV LL(u, zc) + fV LL(ū, 1/zc) , (3.21)

and

fV LL(u, zc) = −u(1− z2c )[3(1− u(1− z2c )) + zc]
[1− u(1− z2c )]

2 log [u(1− z2c )]−
zc

1− u(1− z2c )
(3.22)

+ 2
{
log

[
u(1− z2c )

]
1− u(1− z2c )

− Li2
[
1− u(1− z2c )

]
− log2

[
u(1− z2c )

]
− {u → ū}

}
.

The dilogarithm is defined as

Li2(x) = −
∫ x

0

log (1− t)
t

dt . (3.23)

The upper (lower) sign corresponds to a light pseudoscalar (vector) meson in the final state.
The non-perturbative quantities fL and ϕL are the decay constant of the light meson and the
twist-2 LCDA of the light-meson. For L pseudoscalar, it is ϕL = ϕP as defined in eq. (B.3),
while for L = ρ, K∗, the LCDA ϕL = ϕV is defined in ref. [28]. We use the following notation
for the matrix elements of the heavy (axial-)vector current:

JV (A) := ⟨D(∗)+
(s) | c̄/q(γ5)b |B̄0

(s)⟩ , (3.24)

which can be further parametrized in terms of invariant form factors (with the conventions
of ref. [41] up to a factor of “i” in the definition of A0). The perturbative kernel that we
obtain coincides with the results given in refs. [10, 28].3

Furthermore, in the limit zc → 0, we get the loop function

lim
zc→0

F V LL(u, zc) = 3
(1− 2u

1− u
log u − iπ

)
+
[
Li2(u)− log2 u + 2 log u

1− u
− (3 + 2iπ) log u − {u → ū}

]
, (3.25)

which is the result for the vertex-corrections for charmless B-decays as presented in refs. [11,
12].

For the (V − A) ⊗ (V + A) structure, we get

⟨D(∗)+
(s) L−| QV LR

1 |B̄0
(s)⟩

1-loop = − ifL

4

∫ 1

0
du ϕL(u)

[
JV T V LR(u, zc)− JA T V LR(u,−zc)

]
,

(3.26)
with

T V LR(u, zc) =
αs

4π

CF

Nc

[
6 log µ2

m2
b

+ 6 + F V LR(u, zc)
]

, (3.27)

and

F V LR(u, zc) = −
(
3 + 2 log ū

u

)
log z2c − fV LL(ū, zc)− fV LL(u, 1/zc) . (3.28)

3Note that for the comparison with ref. [10], one has to divide our result by two since they used a different
colour structure.
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This aligns with the results presented in ref. [28]. Note that F V LR(u, zc) = −F V LL(ū, zc).
Hence, the limit zc → 0 is

lim
zc→0

F V LR(u, zc) = − lim
zc→0

F V LL(ū, zc) , (3.29)

which again correctly reproduces the case of charmless B-decays in refs. [11, 12].

Scalar and tensor sector. For the (1− γ5)⊗ (1− γ5) structure, the result reads

⟨D(∗)+
(s) L−| QSLL

1 |B̄0
(s)⟩

1-loop = ifL

4 µL

∫ 1

0
du ϕ3;L(u)

[
JS T SLL(u, zc)− JP T SLL(u,−zc)

]
.

(3.30)
The hard-scattering kernel T SLL is defined as

T SLL(u, zc) =
αs

4π

CF

Nc

[
−4(u − ū)(1− zc)

1 + zc
log µ2

m2
b

+ F SLL(u, zc)
]

, (3.31)

with

F SLL(u, zc) = 2
[(u − ū)(1− zc)

1 + zc
+ log u

ū

]
log z2c + fSLL(u, zc) + fSLL(ū, 1/zc) , (3.32)

and

fSLL(u, zc) = −2
{

u(1− zc) [u(1− zc) + 2zc]− 1
1− u(1− z2c )

log
[
u(1− z2c )

]
+ 5u

1 + zc
+ log2

[
u(1− z2c )

]
+ Li2

[
1− u(1− z2c )

]}
− {u → ū} . (3.33)

Here, we introduced the following notation for the heavy (pseudo-) scalar current:

JS(P ) := ⟨D(∗)+
(s) | c̄(γ5)b |B̄0

(s)⟩ . (3.34)

The parameter µL differs between pseudoscalar and vector light mesons. For pseudoscalar
L, we have µL(µ) = µp(µ) = m2

P /(mu(µ) + mq(µ)), with the MS quark masses mi where
i = u, q. For L = ρ, K∗, we have µL(µ) = µv(µ) = mV f⊥

V (µ)/fV with the scale dependent
transverse decay constant f⊥

V (µ). The twist-3 LCDA ϕ3;L in the pseudoscalar case reduces
to ϕp

P (u) = 1 in the Wandzura-Wilczek limit as explained in appendix B.1. In the vector
case, it is given by ϕ3;L = ϕv as defined in ref. [28].

For the other scalar structure (1 − γ5) ⊗ (1 + γ5), the matrix element reads

⟨D(∗)+
(s) L−| QSLR

1 |B̄0
(s)⟩

1-loop = ∓ ifL

4 µL

∫ 1

0
du ϕ3;L(u)

[
JS T SLR(u, zc)− JP T SLR(u,−zc)

]
.

(3.35)
The hard-scattering kernel T SLR is given by

T SLR(u, zc) =
αs

4π

CF

Nc
F SLR(u, zc) , (3.36)

with the loop function

F SLR(u, zc) = 2 log u

ū
log z2c − 6 + fSLR(u, zc) + fSLR(ū, 1/zc) , (3.37)

– 12 –



J
H
E
P
0
6
(
2
0
2
5
)
0
1
9

and

fSLR(u,zc) =
{

u2(zc−1)2(3z2c +4zc+2)−2
[1−u(1−z2c )]

2 log
[
u(1−z2c )

]
+ z2c
(1+zc)2 [1−u(1−z2c )]

(3.38)

+2
[
2 log

[
u(1−z2c )

]
1−u(1−z2c )

− log2
[
u(1−z2c )

]
−Li2

[
1−u(1−z2c )

]]}
−{u→ ū} .

We again investigate the zc → 0 limit, which yields

lim
zc→0

F SLR(u, zc) = −6 + 2Li2(u)− log2 u − (1 + 2πi) log u − {u → ū} . (3.39)

This agrees with the result for charmless B-decays presented in ref. [12].
Finally, for the σµν(1 − γ5) ⊗ σµν(1 − γ5) structure, we get

⟨D(∗)+
(s) L−| QSLL

3 |B̄0
(s)⟩

1-loop = − ifL

4 µL

∫ 1

0
du ϕ3;L(u)

[
JS T T LL(u, zc)− JP T T LL(u,−zc)

]
.

(3.40)
The hard-scattering kernel T T LL can be written as

T T LL(u, zc) =
αs

4π

CF

Nc

[
−48 log µ2

m2
b

+ F T LL(u, zc)
]

, (3.41)

with the loop function

F T LL(u, zc) = 8
[
3 + (u − ū)(1− zc)

zc + 1 log u

ū

]
log z2c + fT LL(u, zc) + fT LL(ū, 1/zc) , (3.42)

and

fT LL(u, zc) = −8(4u + 3)
1 + zc

+ 8(1− zc)
1 + zc

{
u[(u − 2)z2c − 2zc + 2− u]− 1

1− u(1− z2c )
log

[
u(1− z2c )

]
+ (1− 2u)

[
log2

[
u(1− z2c )

]
+ Li2[1− u(1− z2c )]

]
+ {u → ū}

}
. (3.43)

Note the extra minus sign in comparison to ref. [28]. This is because of the additional i

in our definition of σµν . The hard-scattering kernels of the parity flipped operators can be
easily obtained from the ones given above as explained in appendix C. Our results for the
hard-scattering kernels are in full agreement with the ones given in ref. [28]. Additionally, we
calculated the hard-scattering kernels in the case mc = 0 independently and found agreement
with the full hard-scattering kernels in the zc → 0 limit. Note that in order to get the sign of
the imaginary parts of the hard-scattering kernels right, one has to set z2c → z2c −iϵ, with ϵ > 0
infinitesimal. Furthermore, the constant finite terms in the hard-scattering kernels depend on
the choice of evanescent operators. Our choice is described in appendix A.1 and coincides with
the ones used in ref. [28]. The corresponding LO QCDF results are collected in appendix D.

3.3.2 Three-particle contributions at tree level

Here we present the contributions from additional collinear gluons in the final state of the light
meson as shown in figure 2. We will again give the results for the full basis of BSM operators.

– 13 –



J
H
E
P
0
6
(
2
0
2
5
)
0
1
9

We start with the results for the vector operators:

⟨D(∗)+
(s) P−| QV LL

1 |B̄0
(s)⟩qq̄g

= +i
fP

m2
b

∫
Du [JV − JA]T V LL

qq̄g (u3) Φ4;P (u) , (3.44)

⟨D(∗)+
(s) P−| QV LR

1 |B̄0
(s)⟩qq̄g

= −i
fP

m2
b

∫
Du [JV − JA]T V LL

qq̄g (u3) Φ4;P (u) , (3.45)

⟨D(∗)+
(s) P−| QV RL

1 |B̄0
(s)⟩qq̄g

= +i
fP

m2
b

∫
Du [JV + JA]T V LL

qq̄g (u3) Φ4;P (u) , (3.46)

⟨D(∗)+
(s) P−| QV RR

1 |B̄0
(s)⟩qq̄g

= −i
fP

m2
b

∫
Du [JV + JA]T V LL

qq̄g (u3) Φ4;P (u) , (3.47)

where
∫
Du ≡

∫ 1
0 du1du2du3 δ(1−u1−u2−u3). Here, u = {u1, u2, u3} denote the momentum

fractions of the quark, antiquark, and the gluon of the light meson momentum q. The twist-4
LCDA Φ4;P is defined in eq. (B.14). The hard-scattering kernel is given by

T V LL
qq̄g (u3, zc) =

1
Nc

1
u3 (1− z2c )

. (3.48)

Our result for the SM operator QV LL
1 in the limit mc → 0 differs from the result in eq. (68)

of ref. [10]. Accounting for different choices of operator basis, we find that eq. (68) of ref. [10]
should be multiplied by a factor of 1/Nc.

For the scalar operators there is no non-vanishing three-particle contribution since the
scalar operators cannot generate any non-vanishing vacuum-to-light meson transition for
three-particle light meson states. For the tensor operators, however, we obtain the following

⟨D(∗)+
(s) P−| QSLL

3 |B̄0
(s)⟩qq̄g

= +if3P
m2

P

m2
b

∫
Du

[
JS T T LL

qq̄g (u3, zc)− JP T T LL
qq̄g (u3,−zc)

]
Φ3;P (u)

+O(q4) , (3.49)

⟨D(∗)+
(s) P−| QSRR

3 |B̄0
(s)⟩qq̄g

= −if3P
m2

P

m2
b

∫
Du

[
JS T T LL

qq̄g (u3, zc) + JP T T LL
qq̄g (u3,−zc)

]
Φ3;P (u)

+O(q4) , (3.50)

with the hard-scattering kernel

T T LL
qq̄g (u3, zc) =

2
Nc

1
u3 (1 + zc)2

, (3.51)

and the twist-3 LCDA Φ3;P defined in eq. (B.10). These contributions are zero for q2 = 0,
so we keep the leading term with q2 = m2

P .

3.4 Branching ratios

We write decay amplitudes for our decays of interest in the standard way as4

A(B̄(s)→D+
(s)P

−)= i
GF√
2

VcbV ∗
uq a1(D(s)P )fP f

B(s)→D(s)
0 (m2

P )(m2
B(s)

−m2
D(s)

), (3.52)

A(B̄(s)→D∗+
(s)P

−)= i
GF√
2

VcbV ∗
uq a1(D∗

(s)P )fP A
B(s)→D∗

(s)
0 (m2

P )
√

λ(m2
B(s)

,m2
D∗

(s)
,m2

P ), (3.53)

4For the B̄(s) → D∗+
(s)P− amplitude we differ from the expression in ref. [10] by a factor of minus one. This

is because we insert this minus sign into the definition of a1 such that a1(D∗P ) ∼ −1 in the SM.
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with the Källén function λ(a, b, c) = a2+ b2+ c2− 2ab− 2ac− 2bc. Note that in our definition
of a1 we include BSM effects as well as three-particle contributions. It is convenient to
split up a1 as

a1(D(∗)P ) = a
(0)
1 (D(∗)P ) + αs

4π
a
(1)
1 (D(∗)P ) + aqq̄g

1 (D(∗)P ) . (3.54)

Here, a
(n)
1 (D(∗)P ) is the two-particle n-loop contribution, while aqq̄g

1 (D(∗)P ) is the tree-level
three-particle contribution. The explicit expressions for a1 are given by

a
(0)
1 (DP ) =

∑
i,j

vi M
(0)
ij (DP ) (Cqbcu

j − Cqbcu
j′ ) , (3.55)

with the coefficient matrix

M̂ (0)(DP ) =

1
3

4
9

16
3

64
9 −1

6 −2
9 0 0 −8

3 −32
9

2
3

8
9

8
3

32
9

1
6

2
9 2 8

3 −64
3 −256

9

 , (3.56)

and the prefactor vector v⃗ = (1, µp/(mb − mc)) .
The NLO contribution can be cast in an analogous form

a
(1)
1 (DP ) =

∑
i,j

vi M
(1)
ij (DP ) (Cqbcu

j − Cqbcu
j′ ) , (3.57)

with

(
M̂ (1)(DP )

)T
=



HV LL
P − 16

9 2HSLR
P (zc) + 32

9

−1
6HV LL

P (zc)− 28
27

56
27 − 1

3HSLR
P (zc)

16HV LL
P (zc) + 320

9 8HSLR
P (zc)− 256

9

−8
3HV LL

P (zc)− 304
27

1280
27 − 4

3HSLR
P (zc)

−1
2HV LR

P (zc)− 4
3

1
2HSLL

P (zc)− 1
8HT LL

P (zc) + 40
9

1
12HV LR

P (zc)− 7
9 − 1

12HSLL
P (zc) + 1

48HT LL
P (zc) + 43

27

−32
9 6HSLL

P (zc) + 1
2HT LL

P (zc)− 224
9

−56
27 −HSLL

P (zc)− 1
12HT LL

P (zc)− 140
27

1280
9 − 8HV LR

P (zc) −64HSLL
P (zc)− 16HT LL

P (zc) + 1024
3

4
3HV LR

P (zc)− 1216
27

32
3 HSLL

P (zc) + 8
3HT LL

P (zc) + 2176
9



. (3.58)

Here HX
P is the convolution integral of the hard-scattering kernel for the Dirac structure

X with the corresponding LCDA:

HX
P (zc) =

4π

αs

∫ 1

0
du T X(u, zc)ϕX

P (u) , (3.59)

where ϕX
P is given by

ϕX
P (u) =

ϕP (u), if X ∈ {V LL, V LR}
ϕp

P (u), if X ∈ {SLL, SLR, TLL}
. (3.60)

We normalized the HX
P by αs

4π such that a
(1)
1 is O(α0

s).
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We also write the three-particle contributions in a similar form,

aqq̄g
1 (DP ) =

∑
i,j

ṽi M qq̄g
ij (DP ) (Cqbcu

j − Cqbcu
j′ ) , (3.61)

with
ṽ =

(
1

m2
b

,
f3L

fL

m2
L

m2
b

1
(mb − mc)

)
, (3.62)

and

(M̂ qq̄g(DP ))T =



4HV LL
P,qq̄g(zc) 0

−2
3HV LL

P,qq̄g(zc) 0
64HV LL

P,qq̄g(zc) 0
−32

3 HV LL
P,qq̄g(zc) 0

−2HV LL
P,qq̄g(zc) 1

2HT LL
P,qq̄g(zc)

1
3HV LL

P,qq̄g(zc) − 1
12HT LL

P,qq̄g(zc)
0 −2HT LL

P,qq̄g(zc)
0 1

3HT LL
P,qq̄g(zc)

−32HV LL
P,qq̄g(zc) 64HT LL

P,qq̄g(zc)
16
3 HV LL

P,qq̄g(zc) −32
3 HT LL

P,qq̄g(zc)



. (3.63)

The three-particle convolutions HX
P,qq̄g are given by:

HX
P,qq̄g(zc) =

∫
Du

T V LL
qq̄g (u3, zc) Φ4;P (u), if X = V LL

T T T L
qq̄g (u3, zc) Φ3;P (u), if X = TLL

. (3.64)

The corresponding expressions for a1(D∗P ) can be written in a similar form. The vectors
v and ṽ have to be modified by exchanging mb − mc with mb + mc and the primed Wilson
coefficients get an extra minus sign. The matrices read

M̂ (0)(D∗P )=

−1
3 −4

9 −16
3 −64

9 −1
6 −2

9 0 0 −8
3 −32

9
2
3

8
9

8
3

32
9 −1

6 −2
9 −2 −8

3
64
3

256
9

 , (3.65)

(
M̂ (1)(D∗P )

)T
=



−HV LL
P (−zc)+ 16

9 2HSLR
P (−zc)+ 32

9
1
6HV LL

P (−zc)+ 28
27 −1

3HSLR
P (−zc)+ 56

27

−16HV LL
P (−zc)− 320

9 8HSLR
P (−zc)− 256

9
8
3HV LL

P (−zc)+ 304
27 −4

3HSLR
P (−zc)+ 1280

27

−1
2HV LR

P (−zc)− 4
3 −1

2HSLL
P (−zc)+ 1

8HT LL
P (−zc)− 40

9
1
12HV LR

P (−zc)− 7
9

1
12HSLL

P (−zc)− 1
48HT LL

P (−zc)− 43
27

−32
9 −6HSLL

P (−zc)− 1
2HT LL

P (−zc)+ 224
9

−56
27 HSLL

P (−zc)+ 1
12HT LL

P (−zc)+ 140
27

1280
9 −8HV LR

P (−zc) 64HSLL
P (−zc)+16HT LL

P (−zc)− 1024
3

4
3HV LR

P (−zc)− 1216
27 −32

3 HSLL
P (−zc)− 8

3HT LL
P (−zc)− 2176

9



, (3.66)
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(M̂ qq̄g(D∗P ))T =



−4HV LL
P,qq̄g(−zc) 0

2
3HV LL

P,qq̄g(−zc) 0
−64HV LL

P,qq̄g(−zc) 0
32
3 HV LL

P,qq̄g(−zc) 0
−2HV LL

P,qq̄g(−zc) −1
2HT LL

P,qq̄g(−zc)
1
3HV LL

P,qq̄g(−zc) 1
12HT LL

P,qq̄g(−zc)
0 2HT LL

P,qq̄g(−zc)
0 −1

3HT LL
P,qq̄g(−zc)

−32HV LL
P,qq̄g(−zc) −64HT LL

P,qq̄g(−zc)
16
3 HV LL

P,qq̄g(−zc) 32
3 HT LL

P,qq̄g(−zc)



. (3.67)

Finally, the decay rates are obtained by performing the phase space integration,

Γ
(
B̄0

(s) → D+
(s)P

−) = G2
F (m2

B(s)
− m2

D(s)
)2 λ1/2(m2

B(s)
, m2

D(s)
, m2

P )
32π m3

B(s)

×
∣∣∣VcbV

∗
uq

∣∣∣2 ∣∣∣a1
(
D(s)P

)∣∣∣2 f2
P

(
f

B(s)→D(s)
0

(
m2

P

))2
, (3.68)

Γ
(
B̄0

(s) → D∗+
(s)P

−) = G2
F λ3/2(m2

B(s)
, m2

D∗
(s)

, m2
P )

32π m3
B(s)

×
∣∣∣VcbV

∗
uq

∣∣∣2 ∣∣∣a1
(
D∗

(s)P
)∣∣∣2 f2

P

(
A

B(s)→D∗
(s)

0

(
m2

P

))2
. (3.69)

4 The B-meson lifetime in the Weak Effective Theory

Apart from the constraints coming from exclusive branching ratios, we also constrain the
WET coefficients using the total lifetime of the B-meson. The lifetime constraint serves the
purpose of providing an absolute bound on the WET parameters, i.e., to ensure a finite
volume of the parameter space. Hence, for our purposes, it is sufficient to compute the
leading-order expression for the lifetime, without taking into account either corrections beyond
the heavy-quark limit or perturbative QCD or QED corrections. In the heavy quark limit,
the inclusive decay rate Γ(B → Xcūq) is equal to the partonic decay rate,

Γ(B → Xcūq) = Γ(b → Xpart
cūq ) +O(1/mb) = Γ(b → cūq)︸ ︷︷ ︸

Γq

+O(1/mb, αs, α) . (4.1)

The leading three-particle inclusive partonic rate is given by

Γq = 1
2Nc

1
2mb

∫ ∑
|M|2dPS3 , (4.2)

where the sum over colour and spin of the squared matrix element at tree level is obtained
directly by evaluating the cut diagram shown in figure 3. We write the result of this
computation in the form

Γq = Γ0 |V ∗
uq|2

∑
i,j

(
Cqbcu∗

i Cqbcu
j + Cqbcu∗

i′ Cqbcu
j′

)
Gij , (4.3)
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b b
Oi

O†
j

c

q

ū

Figure 3. Tree-level contribution to the (i, j) interference to the partonic rate Γ(b → cūq).

with

Γ0 ≡
G2

F m5
b |Vcb|2

192π3 . (4.4)

The coefficients Gij fulfil a number of symmetry relations. It is easy to see that only insertions
of either two singlet or two octet operators yield non-zero contributions due to the colour
structure of the diagram and hence we have Gij = 0 if one of the indices is even and the other
one is odd. Furthermore, the contributions from two singlet operator insertions are equal to
the two octet operator insertions up to an overall colour factor, such that Gi+1 j+1 = 2

9 Gij

for i, j odd. Additionally, it is clear that due to the structure of the Dirac traces coming
from the cut diagram figure 3, the chirality-flipped operators yield the same contributions as
their non-flipped counterparts. Finally, Gij = Gji. Taking into account these considerations,
the whole matrix can be constructed from the entries with i, j odd and i ≤ j:

G11 =
1
10G13 =

1
136G33 = 4G55 =

1
10G59 =

1
6G77 = − 1

96G79 =
1

2080G99 = 6 f(zc) ,

G15 =
1
6G17 = − 1

56G19 =
1
10G35 =

1
24G37 = − 1

128G39 = 6 g(zc) , (4.5)

G57 = 0 ,

where the two functions f and g are given as

f(zc) = 1− 8z2c + 8z6c − z8c − 24z4c log(zc) , (4.6)

g(zc) = zc

(
1 + 9z2c − 9z4c − z6c + 12(z2c + z4c ) log(zc)

)
. (4.7)

The SM part of our results reproduces the LO result in ref. [39].

5 Phenomenological analysis

We now investigate the implications of the experimental data on the non-leptonic decays, and
the corresponding b → cūq puzzle, by carrying out a phenomenological analysis within the
WET. The analysis makes use of the available data on B̄0

(s) → D+
(s)P

− and B̄0
(s) → D∗+

(s)P
−

decays as well as measurements of the B-meson lifetime. As mentioned in section 2, we
perform the analysis within the Bern basis of WET operators.
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5.1 Setup

5.1.1 Statistical framework

We perform a Bayesian analysis of the available data on B̄0
(s) → D

(∗)+
(s) P− decays. Central to

any Bayesian analysis is the so-called posterior probability density function (PDF):

P (x⃗ |D, M) ∝ P (D | x⃗, M)P0(x⃗ |M) . (5.1)

As part of the analysis, we maximize this posterior PDF with respect to x⃗, or we draw
random samples x⃗ ∼ P (x⃗ |D, M) to determine the allowed parameter space and produce
posterior predictions. The parameters x⃗ = (ϑ⃗, ν⃗) split into the parameters of interest ϑ⃗ (here:
the WET Wilson coefficients) and nuisance parameters ν⃗ (here: hadronic parameters). The
posterior PDF factorizes into the likelihood function P (D | x⃗, M), which accounts for the
experimental and theoretical constraints following from the labelled data set D, and the prior
PDF P0(x⃗ |M), which accounts for our a-priori knowledge of the parameters. The fit model
M governs what parameters are varied and how their priors are chosen. We discuss the data
set and the fit models entering our analysis in section 5.1.2 and section 5.1.3, respectively.

To compare a pair of fit models M1 and M2, we compute the normalization of the
posterior for both models given a common dataset D:

P (D |Mi) ≡
∫

dx⃗ P (D | x⃗, Mi)P0(x⃗ |Mi) . (5.2)

This quantity is known as the marginal posterior of Mi or the evidence of Mi. Ratios of evi-
dences K(M1, M2) ≡ P (D |M1)/P (D |M2) are called Bayes factors and provide information
about the efficiency of the two models in describing their common dataset D.

Following Jeffreys’ interpretation [42], M1 is preferred over the model M2 if K(M1, M2) >

1. The levels of preference range from “barely worth mentioning” (1 < K(M1, M2) ≤ 3),
substantial (3 < K(M1, M2) ≤ 10), strong (10 < K(M1, M2) ≤ 100), and decisive (100 <

K(M1, M2)). For K(M1, M2) < 1, the above interpretation favours M2 over M1, and the
level is determined from 1/K instead.

In the course of our analysis we are confronted with posterior densities that feature
well-separated local modes for the parameters of interest. To determine the relevance of these
local modes, we proceed as follows. First, we distinguish between any pair of local modes
in an unambiguous way. In our analysis, this can be achieved either through rotating the
parameter space or by creating a characteristic scalar function f . We use the latter approach,
by defining a hyperplane in the vector space of ϑ⃗ and further defining f = n⃗ · x⃗ + const. This
hyperplane (and its normal vector n⃗) is chosen such that one of the modes yields f < 0, while
the other mode yields f > 0. The procedure is iterated if more than one hyperplane is needed
to cleanly separate the modes. Second, we determine the local evidence of a mode:

P (D |Mi)m ≡
∫

dx⃗ P (D | x⃗, Mi)P0(x⃗ |Mi)
∏

i

1fm
i
(ϑ⃗) , (5.3)

where m indicates the mode of interest, 1 represents a suitable indicator function, and
i iterates over all characteristic functions as collected in appendix E. The local evidence
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Measurement Central value & Uncertainty Reference Notes
B factory analyses

B(B0
s → D−

s π+) (3.6± 0.5± 0.5) · 10−3 [43]
B(B0 → D−K+)
B(B0 → D−π+) (6.8± 1.7) · 10−2 [44]

f00B(B0 → D−π+)B(D− → K+π−π−) (1.21± 0.05) · 10−4 [45, 46]
B(B0 → D−π+)B(D− → K+π−π−) (2.88± 0.29) · 10−4 [47] †

B(B0
s → D∗−

s π+)
B(B0

s → D−
s π+)

0.66± 0.16 [48]

f00B(B0 → D∗−π+) (1.40± 0.07) · 10−3 [45, 49]
B(B0 → D∗−π+)
B(B0 → D−π+) (0.99± 0.14) [47]

Tevatron analyses
fs

fd

∣∣
Tevatron

B(B0
s → D−

s π+)
B(B0 → D−π+)

B(D−
s → ϕπ−)

B(D− → K+π−π−) (6.7± 0.5) · 10−2 [50]

LHC analyses
fs

fd

∣∣
LHCb(7 TeV)

B(B0
s → D−

s π+)
B(B0 → D−π+)

B(D−
s → K+K−π−)

B(D− → K+π−π−) (17.4± 0.7) · 10−2 [51]
fs

fd

∣∣
LHCb(7 TeV)

B(B0
s → D−

s π+)
B(B0 → D−K+)

B(D−
s → K+K−π−)

B(D− → K+π−π+) 2.08± 0.08 [52] ∗

B(B0→D−K+)
B(B0→D−π+) (8.22± 0.28) · 10−2 [52] ∗

PDG averages
B(D−

s → ϕπ−)B(ϕ → K+K−) (2.27± 0.08) · 10−2 [53]
B(D−

s → K+K−π−) (5.45± 0.17) · 10−2 [53]
B(D− → K+π−π−) (9.38± 0.16) · 10−2 [53]

Other
B(B0 → D∗−K+)
B(B0 → D∗−π+) (7.75± 0.30) · 10−2 [44, 54, 55]

f00 0.488± 0.010 [56–58]

Table 1. Summary of the definition of the auxiliary observables entering the likelihood and their
respective statistical constraints. The measurements marked with ∗ are correlated with each other
with a correlation coefficient of −0.56. In the reference marked with †, both the D− → K+π−π− and
D− → Ksπ− channels are considered, but the D− → K+π−π− channel dominates.

is therefore obtained by constraining the integration volume to contain only the mode m.
Naturally, we recover the global evidence by adding up all local evidences, i.e.,

P (D |Mi) =
∑
m

P (D |Mi)m . (5.4)

To streamline our discussion of the phenomenological results, we dismiss all modes with
local evidence below 2% of the global evidence.

5.1.2 Experimental data

As discussed in ref. [21], an accurate description of the experimental constraints on the
branching ratios for the B̄0

(s) → D+
(s)P

− and B̄0
(s) → D∗+

(s)P
− decays of interest is difficult,
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0.001

0.002

0.003

0.004

0.005

B(
B̄

s
→

D
∗− s
π
+
)

0.002 0.004 0.006
B(B̄s → D−

s π
+)

0.2

0.4

0.6

f s
/f

d

∣ ∣ L
H
C
b
,7
T
eV

EOS v1.0.13

full

approx.

0.002 0.004
B(B̄s → D∗−

s π+)
0.2 0.4 0.6
fs/fd

∣∣
LHCb,7TeV

1Figure 4. Selection of one-dimensional and two-dimensional marginal likelihoods arising from the
global likelihood as described in table 1. We choose to display the branching ratios B(B̄s → D

(∗)
s π)

and the hadronisation fraction fs/fd for the LHCb phase at 7TeV centre-of-mass energy. Our choice
highlights the non-Gaussian nature of the full likelihood and illustrates the effects of our Gaussian
approximation.

and an indiscriminate use of the PDG world averages for the various branching ratios [59]
would lead to inconsistent results. This is due to the fact that previous experimental analyses
have relied on

• contemporary absolute measurements of the branching ratios for the subsequent D(s)
decay, e.g., Ds → ϕπ;

• contemporary absolute measurements of the branching ratios of a normalisation channel,
e.g., B̄0 → D+π−.

• contemporary determinations of the Bs-meson fragmentation fraction fs, typically
normalised to the Bd-meson fragmentation fraction fd;

• an ad-hoc assumption on the pT dependence of fs.
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Following ref. [21], we construct our experimental likelihood for the branching ratios of
B̄0

(s) → D+
(s)P

− and B̄0
(s) → D∗+

(s)P
− decays from the measurements of auxiliary observables.

Absolute branching ratios of the subsequent D(s) decay, the normalisation channels, and
the hadronisation fraction are included as nuisance parameters. All auxiliary observables
and nuisance parameters as well as their statistical constraints are listed in table 1. A
machine-readable description of the likelihood for use with the EOS software is available as
the file likelihood.yaml within the supplementary material [60].

For the purpose of our proof-of-concept analysis, we approximate this likelihood with a
multivariate Gaussian likelihood, which is available in EOS under the qualified name

B_(s)->D_(s)^(*)::BR@MvDV:2024A .

The effect of the Gaussian approximation is illustrated in figure 4. Approximating the
full likelihood avoids using a total of eight experimental nuisance parameters. This step
considerably simplifies and speeds up our analysis, in particular the sampling processes.
The approximative likelihood of the branching ratios for the decays of interest contributes
a total of four observations to the analysis.

In addition to the exclusive decay modes discussed above, we further impose a penalty
function on the theory prediction for the total decay width Γ(x⃗) of the B− meson, assuming
that this decay width minus the contributions from the semileptonic B− → Xℓ−ν channels is
completely saturated by decays mediated by the qbcu sector. As discussed in section 4, our
theory prediction only accounts for tree-level contributions at leading order in αs and leading
power in 1/mb. Our choice of the penalty function contributes to the overall likelihood
function as

−2 logP (B− lifetime | x⃗, M) =


(
Γ(x⃗)−µ

σ

)2
if Γ(x⃗) > µ

0 otherwise
(5.5)

where we use

µ = Γ(B−)PDG − Γ(B− → Xℓ−ν)PDG = 0.4763 ps−1 ,

σ = σ(Γ(B−))PDG = 0.0015 ps−1 .
(5.6)

This penalty function provides a very weak constraint on the size of the qbcu-sector coefficients,
and its dominant effect is to limit the volume of the WET parameter space. The constraint
could be strengthened by dedicated inclusive measurements; see section 5.3 for further
discussion. We do not count this penalty function as an observation for the purpose of
determining the total degrees of freedom or a p value.

5.1.3 Parameters of interest and their priors

We analyse the available data using five fit models, which we label SM and WET-1 through
WET-4. These models differ only in terms of the parameters of interest ϑ⃗ but share a common
set of (hadronic) nuisance parameters ν⃗. All of our fit models assume the Wilson coefficients
to be real and flavour universal between the dbcu and sbcu sectors. This reduces the maximum
number of independent parameters of interest to 20. The five fit models are the following:
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SM This model lacks any parameters of interest whatsoever. The WET Wilson coefficients
are fixed to their SM values. Hence, it serves as the null hypothesis for the purpose of
model comparisons.

SM+PC This model has two parameters of interest, which account for power corrections to
the QCDF results in the SM via

a1(D(s)P ) → a1(D(s)P )× (1 + δP ) , a1(D∗
(s)P ) → a1(D∗

(s)P )× (1 + δV ) . (5.7)

As for the SM model, the WET Wilson coefficients are fixed to their SM values. The
newly introduced parameters δP and δV are used universally for both quark flavours
q = d, s. Their priors are chosen to be uniform distributions

δP ∈ [−0.5%, 0] , δV ∈ [−0.3%, 0] . (5.8)

These intervals correspond to the larger of the estimates provided in ref. [21] for the
as-of-yet unknown soft-gluon contributions. Note that the estimate in ref. [21] includes
the sign of this contribution, and that allowing the parameters to take the opposite
sign would only increase the tension with the data.

SM+PC’ This model corresponds to SM+PC, albeit with much larger prior intervals for
the power correction parameters:

δP ∈ [−30%, 0] , δV ∈ [−30%, 0] . (5.9)

These intervals correspond to the size of power corrections needed to explain the
anomalies through power corrections alone, as discussed in the literature [21].

WET-1 This model has four parameters of interest, corresponding to the WET Wilson
coefficients Cqbcu

1 through Cqbcu
4 . We do not just vary the BSM part of the Wilson

coefficients but the whole Wilson coefficients. Hence, there is no fixed SM contribution
in this scenario and thus the likelihood is symmetric under Cqbcu

i → −Cqbcu
i . The priors

are chosen as independent uniform distribution on the support

Cqbcu
1 ∈ [−3.0, 3.0] , Cqbcu

2 ∈ [−4.0, 4.0] ,
Cqbcu
3 ∈ [−0.3, 0.3] , Cqbcu

4 ∈ [−0.4, 0.4] .
(5.10)

All other WET Wilson coefficient are set to zero. Hence, this fit model corresponds to
floating only the SM-like WET Wilson coefficients.

WET-2 This model has six parameters of interest, corresponding to the WET Wilson coeffi-
cients Cqbcu

5 through Cqbcu
10 . Their priors are chosen as independent uniform distribution

on the support
Cqbcu
5 ∈ [−3.5, 4.0] , Cqbcu

6 ∈ [−6.5, 6.5] ,
Cqbcu
7 ∈ [−1.5, 1.5] , Cqbcu

8 ∈ [−3.0, 2.0] ,
Cqbcu
9 ∈ [−0.1, 0.1] , Cqbcu

10 ∈ [−0.2, 0.2] .

(5.11)
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The Wilson coefficients Cqbcu
1 though Cqbcu

4 are set to their SM values. Hence, this fit
model corresponds to floating only the six non-SM Wilson coefficients of the unprimed
operators while setting the SM-like Wilson coefficients to their SM values. The SM
contribution breaks the Cqbcu

i → −Cqbcu
i symmetry that was present in the WET-1

scenario.

WET-3 This model has four parameters of interest, corresponding to the WET Wilson coef-
ficients Cqbcu

1′ through Cqbcu
4′ . Their priors are chosen as independent uniform distribution

on the support
Cqbcu
1′ ∈ [−2.5, 2.5] , Cqbcu

2′ ∈ [−2.5, 5.0] ,
Cqbcu
3′ ∈ [−0.25, 0.25] , Cqbcu

4′ ∈ [−0.25, 0.25] .
(5.12)

All other BSM WET Wilson coefficients are set to zero while the four SM WET Wilson
coefficients Cqbcu

1...4 are set to their SM value.

WET-4 This model has six parameters of interest, corresponding to the WET Wilson coeffi-
cients Cqbcu

5′ through Cqbcu
10′ . Their priors are chosen as independent uniform distribution

on the support
Cqbcu
5′ ∈ [−4.0, 3.5] , Cqbcu

6′ ∈ [−10.0, 4.5] ,
Cqbcu
7′ ∈ [−1.5, 1.5] , Cqbcu

8′ ∈ [−2.0, 3.0] ,
Cqbcu
9′ ∈ [−0.1, 0.1] , Cqbcu

10′ ∈ [−0.2, 0.2] .

(5.13)

The Wilson coefficients Cqbcu
1 through Cqbcu

4 are set to their SM values while all the
other BSM Wilson coefficients are set to zero.

Our choice of fit models is motivated by the structure of the SM contribution and the
anomalous mass dimension matrix in the Bern basis of operators.

Within the SM, the coefficients Cqbcu
1 through Cqbcu

4 take non-zero values, while all other
coefficients vanish; see eq. (2.5). Under change of the renormalization scale, these four
SM-like coefficients mix with each other but do not induce contributions in the remaining
coefficients. BSM physics inducing effects amongst the SM-like coefficients only is therefore
captured by model WET-1. If, on the other hand, BSM physics does not produce SM-like
effects, we would not see interference with the SM-like operators. This scenario motivates
fit model WET-2. The remaining models WET-3 and WET-4 arise from BSM physics that
induces effects with the opposite chirality.

5.1.4 Hadronic nuisance parameters and their priors

For this proof-of-concept of a Bayesian analysis of the available data on B̄0
(s) → D

(∗)+
(s) P−

decays, we aim to include only the major sources of theoretical uncertainties. In our case,
these are the hadronic Bq → D

(∗)
q form factors with q = d, s. Their central values and

uncertainties are collected in table 2. Further theoretical uncertainties that emerge from
the hadronic matrix elements of the light meson (decay constants and LCDA parameters)
are not accounted for. We find that these uncertainties are small compared to those of
the hadronic form factors and compared to the effects incurred by the approximation to
the experimental likelihood as discussed in section 5.1.2. We also fix all the other input
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Parameter Value ± uncertainty Comments
fBs→Ds
0 (m2

π) 0.669± 0.011 Gaussian
fB→D
0 (m2

K) 0.675± 0.011 Gaussian
A

Bs→D∗
s

0 (m2
π) 0.688± 0.056 Gaussian

AB→D∗
0 (m2

K) 0.704± 0.035 Gaussian

Table 2. Summary of the 1D marginal priors for the hadronic nuisance parameters that are varied in
our analysis. For the full covariance matrix we refer to the ancillary material [60].

parameters such as masses, couplings, CKM elements and B-meson lifetimes to their central
values, which are collected in table 3.

Ref. [72] provides correlated parameters for the full set of ten hadronic form factors
in B̄(q) → D

(∗)
(q) transitions in the heavy-quark expansion to order 1/m2

c . This information
enables us to evaluate the form factors at arbitrary momentum transfer q2. However, for
our analysis we only require four of these ten form factors. Moreover, we only need to
evaluate them at two distinct values of the momentum transfer; the required quantities are
fBs→Ds
0 (q2 = m2

π), A
Bs→D∗

s
0 (q2 = m2

π), fB→D
0 (q2 = m2

K) and AB→D∗
0 (q2 = m2

K). Hence, we
produce posterior predictions for these four quantities. Their distribution is a multivariate
Gaussian distribution, which is available in EOS under the qualified name

B_(s)->D_(s)^(*)::FormFactors[f_0(Mpi2),f_0(MK2),A_0(Mpi2),A_0(MK2)]@BGJvD:2019A\,.

We use this multivariate distribution as a multivariate prior PDF in our analysis.

5.2 Methods and results

We pursue three objectives with our analysis, which can be summarized by the following
questions:

(a) Can the available data on exclusive B̄0
(s) → D

(∗)+
(s) P− processes be described jointly in

the SM?

(b) Is a BSM/WET interpretation of the data favoured or disfavoured with respect to the
SM hypothesis?

(c) How strongly does the available data restrict the parameter space of the dbcu and sbcu

sectors of the WET?

To achieve objective (a), we maximize the posterior PDFs P (x⃗ |D, SM). We observe that,
for the models WET-1 through WET-4, the same exercise yields at least two well-separated
modes of the posterior PDF. By mode, we refer to a distinct local maximum of the PDF. By
well-separated, we refer to the fact that any two modes are separated by a region of parameter
space that is so significantly disfavoured that the parameter space effectively splits into two
disconnected regions. We compile our results for the global χ2 values for the various modes
of the posterior distribution in table 4. The χ2 values are obtained in the best-fit points x⃗∗.
To achieve objective (b), we sample from the five posterior PDFs and calculate the (local)
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Parameter Value Units Source
Strong coupling and quark masses

αs(Mz) 0.1180 – [61]
MZ 91.1880 GeV [61]
MW 80.3692 GeV [61]
mb(mb) 4.18 GeV [61]
mc(mc) 1.273 GeV [61]
ms(2GeV) 0.0935 GeV [61]
md(2GeV) 0.0047 GeV [61]
mu(2GeV) 0.00216 GeV [61]

Hadronic parameters of the π and K mesons
mπ 0.13957039 GeV [61]
fπ 0.1302 GeV [62–65]
απ
2 (1GeV) 0.157 – [66]†

απ
4 (1GeV) 0.06 – [67]†

f3π(1GeV) 0.0045 GeV2 [68]
ω3π(1GeV) −1.5 – [68]
mK 0.493677 GeV [61]
fK 0.1557 GeV [62, 69–71]
αK−
1 (1GeV) −0.06336 – [66]†

αK−
2 (1GeV) 0.142191 – [66]†

αK−
3 (1GeV) −0.06219 – [67]†

αK−
4 (1GeV) 0.11196 – [67]†

f3K(1GeV) 0.0045 GeV2 [68]
ω3K(1GeV) −1.2 – [68]

Masses and lifetimes of the B(s) and D
(∗)
(s) mesons

mB 5.27972 GeV [61]
mBs 5.36693 GeV [61]
mD 1.86966 GeV [61]
mD∗ 2.01026 GeV [61]
mDs 1.96835 GeV [61]
mD∗

s
2.1122 GeV [61]

τB 1.517 ps [61]
τBs 1.520 ps [61]

CKM matrix elements
|Vcb| 0.0411 – [61]
|Vud| 0.97367 – [61]
|Vus| 0.22431 – [61]

Table 3. Numerical values for the parameters that are kept fixed in the analysis. †The value has
been evolved down from 2 GeV to 1 GeV using leading-log running.
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Fit model M Labelled mode χ2 logP (D, M)
SM — 26.69 9.04± 0.03

SM+PC — 25.18 9.71± 0.10
SM+PC’ — 1.58 29.12± 0.04
WET-1 A 1.61 21.75± 0.03
WET-1 B 1.67 21.77± 0.03
WET-2 A 1.57 18.40± 0.03
WET-2 B 1.34 16.35± 0.03
WET-3 A 1.62 21.60± 0.03
WET-3 B 1.32 21.50± 0.03
WET-4 A 1.54 18.48± 0.03
WET-4 B 1.69 16.62± 0.03

Table 4. Goodness-of-fit values for the fits conducted as part of this analysis. We provide χ2 =
−2 logP (experimental data | x⃗∗) at the posterior’s labelled modes x⃗∗ and the natural logarithm of
the localized evidence logP (D, M), i.e., the evidence obtained by integrating the posterior only in
the vicinity of the local mode. Providing a p-value is not useful in our analyses, since most of the
fit models have at least as many parameters as they have observations. We remark that neither
the SM fit model nor the SM+PC fit model provide a good fit, since both χ2/d.o.f. = 26.69/4 and
χ2/d.o.f. = 25.18/2 correspond to p-values well below our a-priori threshold of 3%. The SM+PC’ fit
model yields a p-value of 45%, albeit with power corrections that exceed the theory expectations (see
the definition of SM+PC) by two orders of magnitude.

evidences P (D |Mi)m. Here local evidence refers to integrating the posterior PDF by
restricting the integration support to a region that is only connected to a single mode. We
compile the local evidences in table 4. Calculating the marginal posteriors enables us to carry
out a Bayesian model comparison as discussed in section 5.1.
To achieve objective (c), we investigate the marginal posteriors for the WET parameters.
The marginal posteriors are discussed in detail in section 5.2.2.

Our analysis uses the EOS software [73] in version 1.0.13 [74], which includes all of the
analytical results presented in sections 3 and 4.

5.2.1 Null hypothesis

As anticipated earlier and in line with the results in the literature [20, 21, 28, 75–77], we find
that the SM fit model does not describe the data well: we obtain χ2 = 26.69 when evaluating
the experimental likelihood. Given four degrees of freedom, this corresponds to a p-value of
2 · 10−5. The fit prefers to lower the values of the form factors compared to the prior’s central
value. This deviation from the (joint) prior distribution reaches a significance of 3.4σ.

Fitting the hadronic nuisance parameters to the experimental data lessens the tensions
with the branching ratios somewhat as can be observed in figure 5: all SM postdictions are
closer to the measurement than the original theory prediction (marked as TH). The lifetime
bound is fulfilled by this fit scenario by construction.
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0.75 1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00
B/Bmeasured

B(B̄ → D∗+K−)

B(B̄s → D∗+
s π−)

B(B̄ → D+K−)

B(B̄s → D+
s π

−)

measurement

TH

SM

SM+PC

SM+PC'

WET-1A

WET-1B

WET-2A

WET-2B

WET-3A

WET-3B

WET-4A

WET-4B

1Figure 5. Comparison of the branching ratios of the nonleptonic decays in units of the experimentally
measured branching ratios. We show the theory-based prior prediction (TH) and the various posterior
postdictions for the fit models SM, SM+PC(′) and WET-1 to WET-4. In the BSM-like models, the
two modes A and B are shown separately. The tension between the prior predictions and the SM
postdiction on the one hand and the measurements on the other is clearly visible. All intervals shown
correspond to the central intervals at 68% probability.

Fitting additionally for potential power corrections as discussed in the definition of the
SM+PC fit model does not alleviate the tension with the experimental data. Accounting for
the power corrections using two flavour-universal parameters (within the estimates produced
in ref. [21]) reduces the χ2 by less than 2, yielding a p-value of 3 ·10−6. As expected, loosening
the prior for the size of the power corrections beyond the aforementioned estimate yields
an excellent fit with a p-value of 45% and a Bayes factor decisively in favour of the SM fit
model. The preferred size of the power corrections is in the negative 20% range universally
for δP and δV , exceeding the estimates by roughly two orders of magnitude.

5.2.2 BSM effects

The posterior samples for two of the four BSM scenarios are summarized in the corner plots
in figures 6 and 7. Similar corner plots for models WET-3 and WET-4 can be found in the
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3

−0.2 0.0 0.2
Re C q̄bc̄u
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1Figure 6. One-dimensional and two-dimensional marginal posterior PDFs for the four parameters of
interest of the WET-1 model. The “+” and the solid black lines show the SM point eq. (2.5). The
coloured areas are the central 68%, 95%, and 99% integrated probability contours of the posterior
distribution obtained from a kernel density estimation. Blue areas belong to mode A, while orange
areas belong to mode B. The boundaries due to the lifetime constraint are illustrated as green ellipses.

ancillary material [60]. The likelihood for the WET-1 model exhibits a discrete symmetry
Cqbcu

i → −Cqbcu
i . This symmetry is broken in models WET-2, WET-3 and WET-4 due to

the non-zero SM contributions to the Wilson coefficients Cqbcu
1...4 . Although we confirm this

symmetry numerically in our code, our sampling results are only approximately symmetric.
Hence, we symmetrize our results for the WET-1 scenario a posteriori.

For each of the BSM fit models, we find two modes with local evidence of at least 2% of
the total evidence. Details on how we separate the modes in each fit model are discussed in
appendix E. In the case of WET-1, these two modes are of course present in duplicate due to
the aforementioned symmetry. We consistently label these modes as “mode A” and “mode B”,
based on their relative distance to the SM point: mode A is always chosen as that mode that
is closer to the SM parameter point. While it might look as if mode A includes the SM point
in the various projections shown in figures 6 and 7 and the ancillary figures, we emphasize
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Figure 7. One-dimensional and two-dimensional marginal posterior PDFs for the 6 parameters
of interest of the WET-2 model. For an explanation of the individual elements, see the caption of
figure 6.

that this is not the case. Instead, we find that the samples form a hollow shell around the
SM point, which is excluded at high significance. In contrast to the SM fit, the BSM fits do
not pull the form factors away from the a-priori central value. For all eight modes, we find
that they are in perfect agreement with the prior expectation. From the evidences given in
table 4, we conclude that all BSM models are decisively favoured over the null hypothesis;
their Bayes factors range from K(WET-2B, SM) = 1.5 · 103 to K(WET-1B, SM) = 3.4 · 105.

Both of the four-operator models WET-1 and WET-3 feature modes with almost
identical evidences (logP (D, WET-1)A ≈ logP (D, WET-1)B ≈ logP (D, WET-3)A ≈
logP (D, WET-3)B ≈ 22). Hence, we can neither distinguish between the modes, nor do we
see a preference for either of the four-operator models. The WET-1A and WET-3A modes
are close to the SM point and thus would correspond to a relatively small change in the
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Wilson coefficients. The WET-1B and WET-3B modes on the other hand give room for
large modifications of the Wilson coefficients.

The six-operator models WET-2 and WET-4 each feature a mode A that is substantially
preferred over mode B. Out of all WET-2 and WET-4 modes, mode WET-4A has the largest
evidence. Nevertheless, it — and therefore each of the six-operator fit models — is strongly
disfavoured with respect to the four-operator models, as evidenced by their Bayes factors:

K(WET-1A, WET-4A) = 26.31 , K(WET-1B, WET-4A) = 26.84 ,

K(WET-3A, WET-4A) = 22.65 , K(WET-3B, WET-4A) = 20.49 . (5.14)

In order to see the effect of the lifetime constraint, we overlay the two-dimensional
marginalized posterior distributions of the Wilson coefficients with the two-dimensional
projections of the ellipsoid defined by the penalty function eq. (5.5). We see that for many
combinations of Wilson coefficients the lifetime constraint does not have a significant impact
(e.g. for the Cqbcu

1 –Cqbcu
4 plane in figure 6). However, for some combinations (e.g. for the

Cqbcu
1 –Cqbcu

3 plane in figure 6) the lifetime ellipses are almost completely filled. This indicates
that the lifetime gives the dominant constraint on this combination of Wilson coefficients,
thereby identifying directions in the parameter space that are presently either unconstrained
or only very mildly constrained by the exclusive decay modes.

5.3 Outlook

The analysis presented in this article is of explorative nature and could be improved in a
number of ways. One chief improvement would be finding a way to separate between the
two types of modes found in our analysis. Another improvement would be to merge the four-
operator and six-operator scenarios into a ten-operator scenario. Both types of improvements
require data providing further and complementary constraints on the WET coefficients.

Examples for this kind of data include the lifetime ratio τ(B+)/τ(B0) and the semi-
leptonic CP asymmetry ad

sl. These observables have been recently studied in ref. [76] in the
context of one-operator and two-operator scenarios, improving the bounds previously obtained
from the exclusive nonleptonic decays in ref. [28]. Other examples include determinations of
the inclusive decay widths B̄s → Xcs̄ and B̄ → Xcs, where the final state has total charm
C = +1 and total strangeness of either S = +1 or S = −1, respectively. Even upper
bounds on these inclusive decay widths would help to sharpen the effect of the penalty
function eq. (5.5). Furthermore, a more precise measurement of B(B̄s → D+

s π−) would help
to distinguish between the A and B modes of the different fit models. This is because all
posterior predictions for this branching ratio undershoot the experimental central value for
the A modes while they overshoot it for the B modes as can be seen in figure 5. A more
precise measurement would discard either all the A modes or all the B modes.

6 Conclusions

In this article we have investigated possible BSM interpretations of the puzzle related to the
nonleptonic B̄0

(s) → D
(∗)+
(s) P− decays within the Weak Effective Theory (WET). To this end,

we have recalculated the two-particle contributions to the hard-scattering kernels up to NLO
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in QCD for the full set of WET operators up to mass-dimension six. We find agreement
with the literature. Additionally, we have calculated the three-particle contributions for the
full set of WET operators at LO in QCD. Our results refine the previously published SM
result and present for the first time the BSM contributions.

Based on our analytical results, we have performed a model-independent Bayesian analysis
of the available data for our decays of interest. Aside from the experimental data on the
relevant exclusive branching ratios, we have included a global bound from the B-meson
lifetime. To that end, we have calculated the nonleptonic lifetime at LO in QCD and at
leading power in the heavy quark expansion for the full set of WET operators in the qbcu

sector for the first time.
Our phenomenological analysis begins by fitting only hadronic nuisance parameters

and fixing the Wilson coefficients to their SM values. As expected, this fit model cannot
adequately describe the experimental data. Fitting possible power corrections to the data,
while constrained by estimates for their size, can only provide a very slight reduction of
the tensions. They can only be fully removed by allowing for power corrections that are
larger than previous estimates by two orders of magnitude. Consequently, we tested four
different BSM models, two of them simultaneously varying four Wilson coefficients (WET-1
and WET-3) and two of them varying six Wilson coefficients (WET-2 and WET-4). We find
that all BSM models feature two distinct modes, one of them close to the SM point (mode A)
and one of them farther away (mode B). All eight BSM modes are decisively favoured over
the null hypothesis (the SM hypothesis), but not over the unconstrained power-correction
hypothesis (SM+PC’). Furthermore, all the modes of the models containing four Wilson
coefficients have almost identical evidences and therefore cannot be distinguished. However,
they are strongly favoured over all four modes featured in the six Wilson coefficient fit models.
This suggests that among the possible BSM solutions, WET-1 and WET-3 are the most
likely. These fit models cover scenarios with (WET-1) and without (WET-3) mixing between
the SM and BSM contributions.

We point out a number of ways in which this four-fold degeneracy of solutions can be
resolved. This includes using additional data on the lifetime ratio τ(B+)/τ(B0), the semi-
leptonic CP asymmetry ad

sl, more precise measurements of B(B̄s → D+
s π−), and dedicated

inclusive measurements.
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A Details on the operator bases

A.1 Evanescent operators

For the one-loop calculations done in this article, a number of evanescent operators are
needed. In order to fix these evanescent operators, we follow the standard method of “Greek
projections” [30, 35] in the form presented in ref. [36]. For the most part this results in the
basis for evanescent operators for ∆F = 1 transitions given in ref. [30]. However, in the Bern
basis, the one-loop corrections to the current-current diagrams generate Dirac structures that
cannot be reduced to physical and evanescent operators with the operators given in ref. [30].
This is because there are operators with up to four γ matrices in each of the currents, which
when introduced into one-loop diagrams produce structures with up to six γ matrices per
current. Using Greek projections, we find the following additional evanescent operators

EVLL,C
Bern = [q̄αγµνρσηPLbβ ][c̄βγµνρσηPLuα]− 32 (8− 7ϵ) [q̄αγµPLbβ ][c̄βγµPLuα] , (A.1)

EVLL,S
Bern = [q̄αγµνρσηPLbα][c̄βγµνρσηPLuβ ]− 32 (8− 7ϵ) [q̄αγµPLbα][c̄βγµPLuβ ] , (A.2)

EVLR,C
Bern = [q̄αγµνρσηPLbβ ][c̄βγµνρσηPRuα]− 16 (1 + 8ϵ) [q̄αγµPLbβ ][c̄βγµPRuα] , (A.3)

EVLR,S
Bern = [q̄αγµνρσηPLbα][c̄βγµνρσηPRuβ ]− 16 (1 + 8ϵ) [q̄αγµPLbα][c̄βγµPRuβ ] , (A.4)

ESLR,C
Bern = [q̄αγµνρσητ PLbβ ][c̄βγµνρσητ PRuα]− 64 (1 + 45ϵ) [q̄αPLbβ ][c̄βPRuα] , (A.5)

ESLR,S
Bern = [q̄αγµνρσητ PLbα][c̄βγµνρσητ PRuβ ]− 64 (1 + 45ϵ) [q̄αPLbα][c̄βPRuβ ] , (A.6)

ESLR2,C
Bern = [q̄αγµνρσPLbβ ][c̄βγµνρσPRuα]− 16 (1 + 8ϵ) [q̄αPLbβ ][c̄βPRuα] , (A.7)

ESLR2,S
Bern = [q̄αγµνρσPLbα][c̄βγµνρσPRuβ ]− 16 (1 + 8ϵ) [q̄αPLbα][c̄βPRuβ ] , (A.8)

ESLL,C
Bern = [q̄αγµνρσητ PLbβ ][c̄βγµνρσητ PLuα] + 128 (−8 + 23ϵ) [q̄αPLbβ ][c̄βPLuα]

+ 32 (8− 11ϵ) [q̄ασµνPLbβ ][c̄βσµνPLuα] , (A.9)
ESLL,S

Bern = [q̄αγµνρσητ PLbα][c̄βγµνρσητ PLuβ ] + 128 (−8 + 23ϵ) [q̄αPLbα][c̄βPLuβ ]
+ 32 (8− 11ϵ) [q̄ασµνPLbα][c̄βσµνPLuβ ] . (A.10)

The operators of the parity flipped sectors can be obtained by exchanging PL ↔ PR. With
these operators and the ones given in ref. [30], any structure that might appear in our one-loop
calculations can be written in terms of physical and evanescent operators.

A.2 Change of basis between BMU and Bern at NLO

The rotation from an operator basis Qi to an operator basis Q′
i in d dimensions is given by

Q′
i = Rij(Qj + WjkEk) , (A.11)

where Ek is the chosen set of evanescent operators needed for the change of basis, R̂ is
the tree-level transformation matrix (calculable in d = 4), and Wjk depends on the scheme
(on the Ek).
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One considers now matrix elements of the operators and their Wilson coefficients in
a loop expansion up to order αn

s ,

⟨Qi⟩ =
n∑

ℓ=0

(
αs

4π

)ℓ

r
(ℓ)
ij ⟨Qj⟩tree , Ci =

n∑
ℓ=0

(
αs

4π

)ℓ

C
(ℓ)
i . (A.12)

Here r
(ℓ)
ij is the ℓ-loop amplitude matrix with r0ij = δij . The corresponding amplitude is

given by

A = C
(0)
i ⟨Qi⟩tree + αs

4π

[
C

(1)
i ⟨Qi⟩tree + C

(0)
i r̂

(1)
ij ⟨Qj⟩tree

]
+O(α2

s) . (A.13)

This amplitude must be invariant under a basis transformation,

A = Ci ⟨Qi⟩ = C ′
i ⟨Q′

i⟩ = A′ , (A.14)

which if imposed order by order in αs leads to the following transformation rules for the
Wilson coefficients and the anomalous dimensions,

C
′(0)
i = C

(0)
j R−1

ji , γ̂′(0) = R̂γ̂(0)R̂−1 , (A.15)

C
′(1)
i = C

(1)
j R−1

ji + C
(0)
j R−1

jk ∆rki , γ̂′(1) = R̂γ̂(1)R̂−1 − 2β0∆r̂ −
[
∆r̂, γ̂′(0)

]
. (A.16)

Here the matrix ∆r̂ is defined as

∆rij = (R̂ r̂(1)R̂−1)ij − r
′(1)
ij . (A.17)

These NLO transformation rules are well known [37, 78–81].
In order to apply these formulas to the change of basis at hand, it is necessary to compute

the tree-level transformation matrix R̂, and the one-loop amplitude matrix r̂(1) in both bases.
While r̂(1) depends on the IR structure of the amplitude, the shift ∆r̂ does not, and thus
we are free to choose conveniently the external states and an IR regulator. We choose all
four external quark states massless and with zero momentum and regulate IR divergences
by introducing a fictitious gluon mass λ.

We begin by grouping the operators in each basis into the following vectors,

O⃗Bern =
{
Oqbcu

1 ,Oqbcu
2 ,Oqbcu

3 ,Oqbcu
4 ,Oqbcu

5 ,Oqbcu
6 ,Oqbcu

7 ,Oqbcu
8 ,Oqbcu

9 ,Oqbcu
10

}
, (A.18)

O⃗′
Bern =

{
Oqbcu

1′ ,Oqbcu
2′ ,Oqbcu

3′ ,Oqbcu
4′ ,Oqbcu

5′ ,Oqbcu
6′ ,Oqbcu

7′ ,Oqbcu
8′ ,Oqbcu

9′ ,Oqbcu
10′

}
, (A.19)

Q⃗BMU =
{
QV LL

1 ,QV LL
2 ,QSLR

1 ,QSLR
2 ,QV RL

1 ,QV RL
2 ,QSRR

1 ,QSRR
2 ,QSRR

3 ,QSRR
4

}
, (A.20)

Q⃗′
BMU =

{
QV RR

1 ,QV RR
2 ,QSRL

1 ,QSRL
2 ,QV LR

1 ,QV LR
2 ,QSLL

1 ,QSLL
2 ,QSLL

3 ,QSLL
4

}
, (A.21)

such that the tree-level transformation matrix R̂ is block diagonal. Primed and unprimed
sectors constitute identical independent blocks, and hence it suffices to write down the matrices
for the unprimed operators. The tree-level transformation matrix R̂Bern→BMU is defined as

QBMU
i

∣∣
d=4 = RBern→BMU

ij OBern
j

∣∣
d=4 . (A.22)
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It has the following block-diagonal structure

R̂Bern→BMU =

 R̂Bern→BMU
1−4 0

0 R̂Bern→BMU
5−10

 , (A.23)

with the blocks

R̂Bern→BMU
1−4 =


−1

3 0 1
12 0

−1
9 −2

3
1
36

1
6

−2
3 0 1

24 0
−2

9 −4
3

1
72

1
12

 , R̂Bern→BMU
5−10 =



−8
3 0 2

3 0 1
24 0

−8
9 −16

3
2
9

4
3

1
72

1
12

1
6 0 − 7

24 0 − 1
96 0

1
18

1
3 − 7

72 − 7
12 − 1

288 − 1
48

2 0 −3
2 0 −1

8 0
2
3 4 −1

2 −3 − 1
24 −1

4


.

(A.24)

The one-loop amplitude matrices r̂ are also block-diagonal,

r̂
(1)
Bern =

 r̂1−4
Bern 0
0 r̂5−10

Bern

 , r̂
(1)
BMU =


r̂1−2

BMU 0 0 0
0 r̂3−4

BMU 0 0
0 0 r̂5−6

BMU 0
0 0 0 r̂7−10

BMU

 , (A.25)

with the sub-blocks

r̂1−4
Bern=


− 4

3 9 0 − 3
2

2 32
3 − 1

3 − 5
8

− 320
3 64 28

3 −13
128

9 100 − 26
9 − 35

6

+log λ

µ


− 16

3 −20 0 2

− 40
9 − 68

3
4
9

5
6

0 −128 − 16
3 20

− 256
9 − 160

3
40
9 −6

 , (A.26)

r̂5−10
Bern =



16
3 0 0 3

2 0 0

0 7
3

1
3

5
8 0 0

0 −8 0 12 0 3
2

− 16
9 − 10

3
8
3 11 1

3
5
8

− 2560
3 −256 896

3 64 80
3 −6

− 512
9 480 128

9 − 536
3 − 4

3 − 89
6


+log λ

µ



− 64
3 0 0 −2 0 0

0 − 10
3 − 4

9 − 5
6 0 0

0 32 0 −32 0 −2
64
9

40
3 − 64

9 − 94
3 − 4

9 − 5
6

0 −512 − 1024
3 384 − 64

3 32

− 1024
9 − 640

3
256

3
1184

3
64
9 10


, (A.27)

r̂1−2
BMU=

 1
2 − 11

2

− 11
2

1
2

+log λ

µ

− 22
3 6

6 − 22
3

 , r̂3−4
BMU=

− 7
6 − 1

2

−3 19
3

+log λ

µ

− 10
3 −6

0 − 64
3

 , (A.28)
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r̂5−6
BMU=

 19
3 −3

− 1
2 − 7

6

+log λ

µ

− 64
3 0

−6 − 10
3

 , (A.29)

r̂7−10
BMU=


7
3 1 7

8
3
8

0 16
3

3
4 − 1

4

− 14
3 −2 11

3 −3

−4 4
3 −2 2

3

+log λ

µ


− 10

3 −6 − 7
6 − 1

2

0 − 64
3 −1 1

3

−56 −24 −18 6

−48 16 0 0

 . (A.30)

With this information one can reproduce the results in eqs. (2.5) and (2.8).

B Light-cone distribution amplitudes

B.1 Two-particle LCDAs

As discussed in ref. [18], we can write the vacuum-to-light pseudoscalar meson matrix element
of the non-local q̄u current up to twist-3 as follows,

⟨P (q)| q̄i(z)uj(0) |0⟩ =
ifP

4

∫
du eiuq·z

{
/qγ5ϕP (u)− µP γ5

(
ϕp

P (u)− σµνqµzν ϕσ
P (u)
6

)}
ji

,

(B.1)
where P denotes the light pseudoscalar meson with momentum q = En+, µP = m2

P /(mq +
mu), and i, j are Dirac indices. The momentum-space representation projector then
reads [11, 12, 18]

MP = ifP

4

{
/qγ5ϕP (u)− µP γ5

(
ϕp

P (u)− iσµνnµ
+nν

−
∂uϕσ

P (u)
12 + iσµνqµ ϕσ

P (u)
6

∂

∂l⊥ν

)}
. (B.2)

The twist-2 LCDA ϕP can then be expanded in Gegenbauer polynomials C
3/2
n ,

ϕP (u, µ) = 6uū

[
1 +

∞∑
n=1

αP
n (µ)C3/2

n (2u − 1)
]

, (B.3)

with the Gegenbauer moments αP
n (µ). We use the LL running for the Gegenbauer moments as

presented in ref. [68]. Under the assumption that three-particle contributions can be neglected,
the two twist-three LCDAs are not independent, due to equations of motion. This implies

ϕp
P (u) = 1 , ϕσ

P (u) = 6u(1− u) , ∂uϕσ
P (u) = 6(1− 2u) . (B.4)

Thus the projector in momentum space takes the final form

MP = ifP

4

{
/qγ5ϕP (u)−µP γ5

(
ϕp

P (u)− iσµνnµ
+nν

−
(1−2u)

2 ϕp
P (u)+ iσµνqµuūϕp

P (u)
∂

∂l⊥ν

)}
,

(B.5)
as presented in ref. [18].
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B.2 Three-particle LCDAs

For the three-particle LCDAs, we follow the conventions of ref. [68]. We assume z to be
almost light-like, z2 ≃ 0. It is convenient to define another light-like vector pµ through

pµ = qµ − 1
2zµ

m2
P

p · z
, (B.6)

with the light-meson momentum q2 = m2
P . Note that it would seem like p depends on z.

However, we are free to choose z to point in the n− direction. Substituting this back into
the definition of p makes it clear that the z-dependence cancels. Furthermore, we define
the perpendicular part of the metric tensor as

g⊥µν = gµν − 1
p · z

(pµzν + pνzµ) . (B.7)

Let us start with the twist-3 part for pseudoscalar mesons [68]:5

⟨P−(q)| q̄(0)σµνγ5gsGαβ(vz)u(0) |0⟩ = if3P [(pαpµg⊥νβ − pαpνg⊥µβ)− (α ↔ β)]

×
∫

Du eivu3p·zΦ3;P (u) , (B.8)

where u = {u1, u2, u3} denotes the momentum fractions of the quark, antiquark, and the
gluon of the light meson momentum q and

∫
Du ≡

∫ 1
0 du1du2du3 δ(1− u1 − u2 − u3) defines

the integration measure. Note that the g⊥ in this definition could readily be exchanged for
a g since all the additional terms appearing in g⊥ cancel. For our purposes it is easier to
deal with the regular g. The corresponding position space projector is

⟨P−(q)| q̄i(0)gsGαβ(vz)uj(0) |0⟩ =
if3P

4 (pαpµgβν − pβpµgνα)[σµνγ5]ji

∫
Dueivu3p·zΦ3;P (u) ,

(B.9)
where i, j are Dirac indices. This can be confirmed by performing Dirac traces. The explicit
expression of Φ3;P reads

Φ3;P (u) = 360u1u2u
2
3

{
1 + λ3P (u1 − u2) + ω3P

1
2(7u3 − 3)

}
, (B.10)

where the parameters λ3P and ω3P are defined in ref. [68].
At twist-4, there are two non-vanishing vacuum-to-P− matrix elements:

⟨P−(q)| q̄(0)γµγ5gsGαβ(vz)u(0) |0⟩ = fP

∫
Du eivu3p·z

{
[pβgαµ − pαgβµ] Ψ4;P (u) (B.11)

+
[

pµpαzβ

p · z
− pµpβzα

p · z

]
(Φ4;P (u) + Ψ4;P (u))

}
,

⟨P−(q)| q̄(0)γµgsG̃αβ(vz)u(0) |0⟩ = ifP

∫
Du eivu3p·z

{
[pβgαµ − pαgβµ] Ψ̃4;P (u) (B.12)

+
[

pµpαzβ

p · z
− pµpβzα

p · z

] (
Φ̃4;P (u) + Ψ̃4;P (u)

)}
.

5Our convention for the covariant derivative is Dµ = ∂µ − igsAµ .
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We are only interested in the first matrix elements since the second one does not appear in
our calculations. The corresponding projector for the first matrix element reads

⟨P−(q)| q̄i(0)gsGαβ(vz)uj(0) |0⟩ = −fP

4 [γµγ5]ji

∫
Du eivu3p·z

{
[pβgαµ − pαgβµ] Ψ4;P (u)

+
[

pµpαzβ

p · z
− pµpβzα

p · z

]
(Φ4;P (u) + Ψ4;P (u))

}
. (B.13)

It turns out that for us only Φ4;P is relevant. Its conformal expansion is

Φ4;P (u) = 120u1u2u3
[
ϕP
0 + ϕP

1 (u1 − u2) + ϕP
2 (3u3 − 1)

]
, (B.14)

where the parameters ϕP
i , i = 1, 2, 3 are defined in ref. [68].

C Parity transforms of matrix elements

Let us illustrate how to obtain the parity flipped matrix elements of the ones that we provided
in section 3.3.1 with the simple example of the tree-level matrix elements of QV LL

2 and QV RR
2 .

The tree-level discussion will carry through without any modifications to the one-loop results.
It is easy to see that these operators are connected by a parity transformation:

QV LL
2

P−→ QV RR
2 . (C.1)

The tree-level matrix element of QV LL
2 is given by

⟨D(∗)+
(s) P−| QV LL

2 |B̄(s)⟩ =
ifP

4 (JV − JA) . (C.2)

Applying a parity transform on the left side of this equation yields

⟨D(∗)+
(s) P−| QV LL

2 |B̄(s)⟩
P−→ −⟨D(∗)+

(s) P−| QV RR
2 |B̄(s)⟩ , (C.3)

since also the meson states have to be transformed and all three mesons involved are parity
odd. Note that also all the momenta go from p = (p0, p⃗) to p̃ = (p0,−p⃗), which we do not
write explicitly. On the right side of the equation, the transformation reads

ifP

4 (JV − JA) P−→ ifP

4 (JV + JA) , (C.4)

since the time component of the vector current is parity-even while the time component of
the axial-vector current is parity-odd. Putting everything together we get

⟨D(∗)+
(s) P−| QV RR

2 |B̄(s)⟩ = − ifP

4 (JV + JA) , (C.5)

which can be easily verified also by direct calculation. The matrix elements of other operators
can be transformed in a similar way.
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D Leading-order two-particle contributions in QCDF

In this appendix we collect the LO QCDF results. We will present the results for the singlet
operators. The corresponding results for the colour-crossed operators can be inferred directly.
Using the colour Fierz identity, we rewrite the colour-crossed operators QX

1 as6

QX
1 = 2

[
c̄ΓX

1 T Ab
] [

q̄ΓX
2 T Au

]
+ 1

N

[
c̄ΓX

1 b
] [

q̄ΓX
2 u
]

, (D.1)

with the Dirac structures ΓX
1 and ΓX

2 . It is clear that the colour octet does not have an
overlap with the meson states and hence we get

⟨D(∗)+
(s) L−| QX

1 |B̄0
(s)⟩LO

= 1
N

⟨D(∗)+
(s) L−| QX

2 |B̄0
(s)⟩LO

. (D.2)

The leading order contributions from the scalar operators read

⟨D(∗)+
(s) L−| QSLL

2 |B̄0
(s)⟩LO

= + ifL

4 µL(JS − JP )
∫ 1

0
du ϕ3;L(u) , (D.3)

⟨D(∗)+
(s) L−| QSLR

2 |B̄0
(s)⟩LO

= ∓ ifL

4 µL(JS − JP )
∫ 1

0
du ϕ3;L(u) , (D.4)

⟨D(∗)+
(s) L−| QSRL

2 |B̄0
(s)⟩LO

= + ifL

4 µL(JS + JP )
∫ 1

0
du ϕ3;L(u) , (D.5)

⟨D(∗)+
(s) L−| QSRR

2 |B̄0
(s)⟩LO

= ∓ ifL

4 µL(JS + JP )
∫ 1

0
du ϕ3;L(u) . (D.6)

The upper (lower) sign corresponds to a light pseudo scalar (vector) meson in the final state.
Note that in the scalar sector for pseudoscalar light mesons the LCDA is normalized to
unity and hence the integral over the LCDA can be trivially computed. In the vector meson
case, the twist 3 LCDA integrates to zero and hence the matrix element vanishes at LO
for a light vector meson in the final state.

For the vector operators we get

⟨D(∗)+
(s) L−| QV LL

2 |B̄0
(s)⟩LO

= ± ifL

4 (JV − JA)
∫ 1

0
du ϕL(u) , (D.7)

⟨D(∗)+
(s) L−| QV LR

2 |B̄0
(s)⟩LO

= − ifL

4 (JV − JA)
∫ 1

0
du ϕL(u) , (D.8)

⟨D(∗)+
(s) L−| QV RL

2 |B̄0
(s)⟩LO

= ± ifL

4 (JV + JA)
∫ 1

0
du ϕL(u) , (D.9)

⟨D(∗)+
(s) L−| QV RR

2 |B̄0
(s)⟩LO

= − ifL

4 (JV + JA)
∫ 1

0
du ϕL(u) . (D.10)

Here, the only contribution comes from the terms proportional to the leading twist LCDA,
ϕL(u), which is normalized to one in the light pseudoscalar as well as vector meson case.

For the tensor operators, there are no leading contributions:

⟨D(∗)+
(s) L−| QSLL

4 |B̄0
(s)⟩LO

= 0 , (D.11)

⟨D(∗)+
(s) L−| QSRR

4 |B̄0
(s)⟩LO

= 0 . (D.12)

6This of course holds also for the tensor operators QSLL(RR)
3 and QSLL(RR)

4 with the appropriate indices.
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This is because the only non-vanishing trace from projecting onto the light meson state would
come from the term with a derivative acting on the hard-scattering amplitude. At leading
order, there is no dependence on any momenta and thus the contribution vanishes.

E Separation of modes in posterior distributions

In this appendix we present the functions that define the hyperplanes in the space of
parameters of interest that separate the different modes. For the WET-1 model, we need
to define two parallel hyperplanes in order to separate the two modes:

fWET-1
1 (ϑ⃗) = Cqbcu

1 + 1.17 Cqbcu
2 + 1.6 , (E.1)

fWET-1
2 (ϑ⃗) = Cqbcu

1 + 1.17 Cqbcu
2 − 1.6 . (E.2)

The points in mode A fulfil fWET-1
1 (ϑ⃗) > 0 and fWET-1

2 (ϑ⃗) < 0, while mode B has the signs
of the inequalities swapped.

In the WET-2 model, again two parallel hyperplanes are necessary:

fWET-2
1 (ϑ⃗) = Cqbcu

5 + 0.81 Cqbcu
6 − 2.25 , (E.3)

fWET-2
2 (ϑ⃗) = Cqbcu

5 + 0.81 Cqbcu
6 + 2.25 . (E.4)

Mode A is identified by fWET-2
1 (ϑ⃗) < 0 and fWET-2

2 (ϑ⃗) > 0, while mode B is given by
fWET-2
1 (ϑ⃗) > 0 and fWET-2

2 (ϑ⃗) > 0. There is a third region within the parameter space
defined by fWET-2

1 (ϑ⃗) < 0 and fWET-2
2 (ϑ⃗) < 0. This region, however, contributes less than

0.1% to the total evidence and thus is not considered.
The modes in the WET-3 model are separated by the following two parallel hyperplanes:

fWET-3
1 (ϑ⃗) = Cqbcu

1′ + 1.17 Cqbcu
2′ − 1.15 , (E.5)

fWET-3
2 (ϑ⃗) = Cqbcu

1′ + 1.17 Cqbcu
2′ − 2.45 , (E.6)

where mode A fulfils fWET-3
1 (ϑ⃗) < 0, and mode B fWET-3

1 (ϑ⃗) > 0 and fWET-3
2 (ϑ⃗) < 0.

The region with fWET-3
2 (ϑ⃗) > 0 contributes less than 0.5% to the total evidence and is

therefore not considered.
In the case of WET-4, we need two non-parallel hyperplanes:

fWET-4
1 (ϑ⃗) = Cqbcu

5′ + 0.75 Cqbcu
6′ + 3.25 , (E.7)

fWET-4
2 (ϑ⃗) = Cqbcu

8′ − 11.25 Cqbcu
10′ − 0.35 , (E.8)

where the modes are defined by fWET-4
1 (ϑ⃗) > 0 for mode A, and fWET-4

1 (ϑ⃗) < 0 and
fWET-4
2 (ϑ⃗) > 0 for mode B. The region with fWET-4

1 (ϑ⃗) < 0 and fWET-4
2 (ϑ⃗) < 0 contributes

less than 2% to the total evidence and is thus discarded.

Data Availability Statement. This article has associated data in a data repository.

Code Availability Statement. This article has associated code in a code repository.

– 40 –



J
H
E
P
0
6
(
2
0
2
5
)
0
1
9

Open Access. This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attri-
bution License (CC-BY4.0), which permits any use, distribution and reproduction in any
medium, provided the original author(s) and source are credited.

References

[1] G. Isidori, Y. Nir and G. Perez, Flavor physics constraints for physics beyond the Standard
Model, Ann. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci. 60 (2010) 355 [arXiv:1002.0900] [INSPIRE].

[2] M. Antonelli et al., Flavor physics in the quark sector, Phys. Rept. 494 (2010) 197
[arXiv:0907.5386] [INSPIRE].

[3] Belle-II collaboration, The Belle II physics book, PTEP 2019 (2019) 123C01 [Erratum ibid.
2020 (2020) 029201] [arXiv:1808.10567] [INSPIRE].

[4] BaBar and Belle collaborations, The physics of the B factories, Eur. Phys. J. C 74 (2014)
3026 [arXiv:1406.6311] [INSPIRE].

[5] T. Kuhr, Flavor physics at the Tevatron, (2013) [DOI:10.1007/978-3-642-10300-1] [INSPIRE].

[6] LHCb collaboration, Implications of LHCb measurements and future prospects, Eur. Phys. J. C
73 (2013) 2373 [arXiv:1208.3355] [INSPIRE].

[7] J. Aebischer, M. Fael, C. Greub and J. Virto, B physics beyond the Standard Model at one loop:
complete renormalization group evolution below the electroweak scale, JHEP 09 (2017) 158
[arXiv:1704.06639] [INSPIRE].

[8] M. Beneke, G. Buchalla, M. Neubert and C.T. Sachrajda, QCD factorization for B → ππ decays:
strong phases and CP violation in the heavy quark limit, Phys. Rev. Lett. 83 (1999) 1914
[hep-ph/9905312] [INSPIRE].

[9] C.W. Bauer, S. Fleming, D. Pirjol and I.W. Stewart, An effective field theory for collinear and
soft gluons: heavy to light decays, Phys. Rev. D 63 (2001) 114020 [hep-ph/0011336] [INSPIRE].

[10] M. Beneke, G. Buchalla, M. Neubert and C.T. Sachrajda, QCD factorization for exclusive,
nonleptonic B meson decays: general arguments and the case of heavy light final states, Nucl.
Phys. B 591 (2000) 313 [hep-ph/0006124] [INSPIRE].

[11] M. Beneke, G. Buchalla, M. Neubert and C.T. Sachrajda, QCD factorization in B → πK, ππ

decays and extraction of Wolfenstein parameters, Nucl. Phys. B 606 (2001) 245
[hep-ph/0104110] [INSPIRE].

[12] M. Beneke and M. Neubert, QCD factorization for B → PP and B → PV decays, Nucl. Phys.
B 675 (2003) 333 [hep-ph/0308039] [INSPIRE].

[13] C.W. Bauer, D. Pirjol, I.Z. Rothstein and I.W. Stewart, B → M1M2: factorization, charming
penguins, strong phases, and polarization, Phys. Rev. D 70 (2004) 054015 [hep-ph/0401188]
[INSPIRE].

[14] C.W. Bauer, D. Pirjol and I.W. Stewart, A proof of factorization for B → Dπ, Phys. Rev. Lett.
87 (2001) 201806 [hep-ph/0107002] [INSPIRE].

[15] S. Kränkl, T. Mannel and J. Virto, Three-body non-leptonic B decays and QCD factorization,
Nucl. Phys. B 899 (2015) 247 [arXiv:1505.04111] [INSPIRE].

[16] T. Huber, J. Virto and K.K. Vos, Three-body non-leptonic heavy-to-heavy B decays at NNLO in
QCD, JHEP 11 (2020) 103 [arXiv:2007.08881] [INSPIRE].

– 41 –

https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.nucl.012809.104534
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1002.0900
https://inspirehep.net/literature/845219
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2010.05.003
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.0907.5386
https://inspirehep.net/literature/827384
https://doi.org/10.1093/ptep/ptz106
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1808.10567
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1692393
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-014-3026-9
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-014-3026-9
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1406.6311
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1302816
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-10300-1
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1194369
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-013-2373-2
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-013-2373-2
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1208.3355
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1127719
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP09(2017)158
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1704.06639
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1593947
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.83.1914
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/9905312
https://inspirehep.net/literature/499707
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.63.114020
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/0011336
https://inspirehep.net/literature/537516
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(00)00559-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(00)00559-9
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/0006124
https://inspirehep.net/literature/528680
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(01)00251-6
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/0104110
https://inspirehep.net/literature/555353
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2003.09.026
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2003.09.026
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/0308039
https://inspirehep.net/literature/624954
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.70.054015
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/0401188
https://inspirehep.net/literature/643314
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.87.201806
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.87.201806
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/0107002
https://inspirehep.net/literature/559422
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2015.08.004
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1505.04111
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1370439
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP11(2020)103
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2007.08881
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1807716


J
H
E
P
0
6
(
2
0
2
5
)
0
1
9

[17] M. Neubert and B. Stech, Nonleptonic weak decays of B mesons, Adv. Ser. Direct. High Energy
Phys. 15 (1998) 294 [hep-ph/9705292] [INSPIRE].

[18] M. Beneke and T. Feldmann, Symmetry breaking corrections to heavy to light B meson
form-factors at large recoil, Nucl. Phys. B 592 (2001) 3 [hep-ph/0008255] [INSPIRE].

[19] T. Huber, S. Kränkl and X.-Q. Li, Two-body non-leptonic heavy-to-heavy decays at NNLO in
QCD factorization, JHEP 09 (2016) 112 [arXiv:1606.02888] [INSPIRE].

[20] M. Beneke, P. Böer, G. Finauri and K.K. Vos, QED factorization of two-body non-leptonic and
semi-leptonic B to charm decays, JHEP 10 (2021) 223 [arXiv:2107.03819] [INSPIRE].

[21] M. Bordone et al., A puzzle in B̄0
(s) → D

(∗)+
(s) {π−, K−} decays and extraction of the fs/fd

fragmentation fraction, Eur. Phys. J. C 80 (2020) 951 [arXiv:2007.10338] [INSPIRE].

[22] M. Bordone, A. Greljo and D. Marzocca, Exploiting dijet resonance searches for flavor physics,
JHEP 08 (2021) 036 [arXiv:2103.10332] [INSPIRE].

[23] O. Atkinson, C. Englert, M. Kirk and G. Tetlalmatzi-Xolocotzi, Collider-flavour complementarity
from the bottom to the top, Eur. Phys. J. C 85 (2025) 258 [arXiv:2411.00940] [INSPIRE].

[24] S. Iguro and T. Kitahara, Implications for new physics from a novel puzzle in
B̄0

(s) → D
(∗)+
(s) {π−, K−} decays, Phys. Rev. D 102 (2020) 071701 [arXiv:2008.01086] [INSPIRE].

[25] R. Fleischer and E. Malami, Using B0
s → D∓

s K± decays as a portal to new physics, Phys. Rev. D
106 (2022) 056004 [arXiv:2109.04950] [INSPIRE].

[26] R. Fleischer and E. Malami, Revealing new physics in B0
s → D∓

s K± decays, Eur. Phys. J. C 83
(2023) 420 [arXiv:2110.04240] [INSPIRE].

[27] M.L. Piscopo and A.V. Rusov, Non-factorisable effects in the decays B
0
s → D+

s π− and
B

0 → D+K− from LCSR, JHEP 10 (2023) 180 [arXiv:2307.07594] [INSPIRE].

[28] F.-M. Cai, W.-J. Deng, X.-Q. Li and Y.-D. Yang, Probing new physics in class-I B-meson decays
into heavy-light final states, JHEP 10 (2021) 235 [arXiv:2103.04138] [INSPIRE].

[29] J. Aebischer et al., WCxf: an exchange format for Wilson coefficients beyond the Standard Model,
Comput. Phys. Commun. 232 (2018) 71 [arXiv:1712.05298] [INSPIRE].

[30] A.J. Buras, M. Misiak and J. Urban, Two loop QCD anomalous dimensions of flavor changing
four quark operators within and beyond the standard model, Nucl. Phys. B 586 (2000) 397
[hep-ph/0005183] [INSPIRE].

[31] E.E. Jenkins, A.V. Manohar and P. Stoffer, Low-energy effective field theory below the
electroweak scale: operators and matching, JHEP 03 (2018) 016 [Erratum ibid. 12 (2023) 043]
[arXiv:1709.04486] [INSPIRE].

[32] A.J. Buras and P.H. Weisz, QCD nonleading corrections to weak decays in dimensional
regularization and ’t Hooft-Veltman schemes, Nucl. Phys. B 333 (1990) 66 [INSPIRE].

[33] M.J. Dugan and B. Grinstein, On the vanishing of evanescent operators, Phys. Lett. B 256
(1991) 239 [INSPIRE].

[34] S. Herrlich and U. Nierste, Evanescent operators, scheme dependences and double insertions,
Nucl. Phys. B 455 (1995) 39 [hep-ph/9412375] [INSPIRE].

[35] N. Tracas and N. Vlachos, Two loop calculations in QCD and the ∆I = 1/2 rule in nonleptonic
weak decays, Phys. Lett. B 115 (1982) 419 [INSPIRE].

[36] W. Dekens and P. Stoffer, Low-energy effective field theory below the electroweak scale: matching
at one loop, JHEP 10 (2019) 197 [Erratum ibid. 11 (2022) 148] [arXiv:1908.05295] [INSPIRE].

– 42 –

https://doi.org/10.1142/9789812812667_0004
https://doi.org/10.1142/9789812812667_0004
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/9705292
https://inspirehep.net/literature/443000
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(00)00585-X
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/0008255
https://inspirehep.net/literature/532407
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP09(2016)112
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1606.02888
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1468399
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2021)223
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2107.03819
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1880100
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-08512-8
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2007.10338
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1808096
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2021)036
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2103.10332
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1852309
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-024-13739-w
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2411.00940
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2845282
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.071701
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2008.01086
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1810024
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.056004
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.056004
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2109.04950
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1919751
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-023-11588-7
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-023-11588-7
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2110.04240
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1940519
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2023)180
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2307.07594
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2677629
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2021)235
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2103.04138
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1850531
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2018.05.022
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1712.05298
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1643298
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(00)00437-5
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/0005183
https://inspirehep.net/literature/527535
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2018)016
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1709.04486
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1623566
https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(90)90223-Z
https://inspirehep.net/literature/279445
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(91)90680-O
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(91)90680-O
https://inspirehep.net/literature/301680
https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(95)00474-7
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/9412375
https://inspirehep.net/literature/381905
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(82)90530-5
https://inspirehep.net/literature/12156
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2019)197
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1908.05295
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1749749


J
H
E
P
0
6
(
2
0
2
5
)
0
1
9

[37] M. Gorbahn and U. Haisch, Effective Hamiltonian for non-leptonic |∆F | = 1 decays at NNLO in
QCD, Nucl. Phys. B 713 (2005) 291 [hep-ph/0411071] [INSPIRE].

[38] A.J. Buras, Weak Hamiltonian, CP violation and rare decays, in the proceedings of the Les
Houches summer school in theoretical physics, session 68: probing the Standard Model of particle
interactions, (1998) [hep-ph/9806471] [INSPIRE].

[39] M. Egner, M. Fael, K. Schönwald and M. Steinhauser, Nonleptonic B-meson decays to
next-to-next-to-leading order, JHEP 10 (2024) 144 [Erratum ibid. 02 (2025) 147]
[arXiv:2406.19456] [INSPIRE].

[40] S. Descotes-Genon and C.T. Sachrajda, Factorization, the light cone distribution amplitude of the
B meson and the radiative decay B → γℓνℓ, Nucl. Phys. B 650 (2003) 356 [hep-ph/0209216]
[INSPIRE].

[41] M. Bordone, M. Jung and D. van Dyk, Theory determination of B̄ → D(∗)ℓ−ν̄ form factors at
O(1/m2

c), Eur. Phys. J. C 80 (2020) 74 [arXiv:1908.09398] [INSPIRE].

[42] H. Jeffreys, The theory of probability, Oxford University Press, Oxford, U.K. (1939) [INSPIRE].

[43] Belle collaboration, Measurement of the decay Bs0 → Ds − π+ and evidence for
Bs0 → Ds ± K± in e+e− annihilation at

√
s ∼ 10.87GeV, Phys. Rev. Lett. 102 (2009) 021801

[arXiv:0809.2526] [INSPIRE].

[44] Belle collaboration, Observation of Cabibbo suppressed B → D(∗)K− decays at BELLE, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 87 (2001) 111801 [hep-ex/0104051] [INSPIRE].

[45] BaBar collaboration, Branching fraction measurement of B0 → D(∗) + π−, B− → D(∗)0π− and
isospin analysis of B̄ → D(∗)π decays, Phys. Rev. D 75 (2007) 031101 [hep-ex/0610027]
[INSPIRE].

[46] CLEO collaboration, Measurement of B(B → D0π−) and B(B̄0 → D+π−) and isospin analysis
of B̄ → Dπ decays, Phys. Rev. D 66 (2002) 031101 [hep-ex/0206030] [INSPIRE].

[47] BaBar collaboration, Measurement of the absolute branching fractions B → Dπ, D∗π, D∗∗π

with a missing mass method, Phys. Rev. D 74 (2006) 111102 [hep-ex/0609033] [INSPIRE].

[48] Belle collaboration, Observation of B0
s− > D∗−

s π+, B0
s− > D

(∗)−
s rho+ decays and

measurement of B0
s− > D∗−

s ρ+ polarization, Phys. Rev. Lett. 104 (2010) 231801
[arXiv:1003.5312] [INSPIRE].

[49] CLEO collaboration, A new measurement of b → D∗π branching fractions, Phys. Rev. Lett. 80
(1998) 2762 [hep-ex/9706019] [INSPIRE].

[50] CDF collaboration, Measurement of the ratios of branching fractions
B(B0

s → D−
s π+π+π−)/B(B0 → D−π+π+π−) and B(B0

s → D−
s π+)/B(B0 → D−π+), Phys. Rev.

Lett. 98 (2007) 061802 [hep-ex/0610045] [INSPIRE].

[51] LHCb collaboration, Measurements of the branching fractions of the decays B0
s → D∓

s K± and
B0

s → D−
s π+, JHEP 06 (2012) 115 [arXiv:1204.1237] [INSPIRE].

[52] LHCb collaboration, Measurement of the fragmentation fraction ratio fs/fd and its dependence
on B meson kinematics, JHEP 04 (2013) 001 [arXiv:1301.5286] [INSPIRE].

[53] Particle Data Group collaboration, Review of particle physics, Phys. Rev. D 98 (2018)
030001 [INSPIRE].

[54] BaBar collaboration, Measurement of branching fractions and resonance contributions for
B0 → D̄0K+π− and search for B0 → D0K+π− decays, Phys. Rev. Lett. 96 (2006) 011803
[hep-ex/0509036] [INSPIRE].

– 43 –

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2005.01.047
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/0411071
https://inspirehep.net/literature/663624
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/9806471
https://inspirehep.net/literature/472266
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2024)144
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2406.19456
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2803157
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(02)01066-0
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/0209216
https://inspirehep.net/literature/595346
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-7616-4
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1908.09398
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1751100
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1420611
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.102.021801
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.0809.2526
https://inspirehep.net/literature/796654
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.87.111801
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.87.111801
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ex/0104051
https://inspirehep.net/literature/555979
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.75.031101
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ex/0610027
https://inspirehep.net/literature/728308
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.66.031101
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ex/0206030
https://inspirehep.net/literature/588319
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.74.111102
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ex/0609033
https://inspirehep.net/literature/726478
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.104.231801
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1003.5312
https://inspirehep.net/literature/850301
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.80.2762
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.80.2762
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ex/9706019
https://inspirehep.net/literature/444744
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.061802
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.061802
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ex/0610045
https://inspirehep.net/literature/729100
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2012)115
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1204.1237
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1104751
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2013)001
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1301.5286
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1215607
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.030001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.030001
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1688995
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.96.011803
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ex/0509036
https://inspirehep.net/literature/693085


J
H
E
P
0
6
(
2
0
2
5
)
0
1
9

[55] LHCb collaboration, Study of B0 → D∗−π+π−π+ and B0 → D∗−K+π−π+ decays, Phys. Rev.
D 87 (2013) 092001 [arXiv:1303.6861] [INSPIRE].

[56] M. Jung, Branching ratio measurements and isospin violation in B-meson decays, Phys. Lett. B
753 (2016) 187 [arXiv:1510.03423] [INSPIRE].

[57] Belle collaboration, Studies of B0-B̄0 mixing properties with inclusive dilepton events, Phys.
Rev. D 67 (2003) 052004 [hep-ex/0212033] [INSPIRE].

[58] BaBar collaboration, Measurement of the branching fraction of Υ(4S) → B0B
0, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 95 (2005) 042001 [hep-ex/0504001] [INSPIRE].

[59] Particle Data Group collaboration, Review of particle physics, PTEP 2022 (2022) 083C01
[INSPIRE].

[60] S. Meiser, D. van Dyk and J. Virto, EOS/DATA-2024-03: supplementary material for
EOS/ANALYSIS-2023-09, Zenodo, November 2024 [DOI:10.5281/zenodo.14161470].

[61] Particle Data Group collaboration, Review of particle physics, Phys. Rev. D 110 (2024)
030001 [INSPIRE].

[62] Flavour Lattice Averaging Group (FLAG) collaboration, FLAG review 2021, Eur. Phys.
J. C 82 (2022) 869 [arXiv:2111.09849] [INSPIRE].

[63] RBC and UKQCD collaborations, Domain wall QCD with physical quark masses, Phys. Rev. D
93 (2016) 074505 [arXiv:1411.7017] [INSPIRE].

[64] HPQCD and UKQCD collaborations, High precision determination of the π, K, D and Ds

decay constants from lattice QCD, Phys. Rev. Lett. 100 (2008) 062002 [arXiv:0706.1726]
[INSPIRE].

[65] MILC collaboration, Results for light pseudoscalar mesons, PoS LATTICE2010 (2010) 074
[arXiv:1012.0868] [INSPIRE].

[66] RQCD collaboration, Light-cone distribution amplitudes of pseudoscalar mesons from lattice
QCD, JHEP 08 (2019) 065 [Addendum ibid. 11 (2020) 037] [arXiv:1903.08038] [INSPIRE].

[67] Lattice Parton collaboration, Pion and kaon distribution amplitudes from lattice QCD, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 129 (2022) 132001 [arXiv:2201.09173] [INSPIRE].

[68] P. Ball, V.M. Braun and A. Lenz, Higher-twist distribution amplitudes of the K meson in QCD,
JHEP 05 (2006) 004 [hep-ph/0603063] [INSPIRE].

[69] Fermilab Lattice and MILC collaborations, Charmed and light pseudoscalar meson decay
constants from four-flavor lattice QCD with physical light quarks, Phys. Rev. D 90 (2014) 074509
[arXiv:1407.3772] [INSPIRE].

[70] R.J. Dowdall, C.T.H. Davies, G.P. Lepage and C. McNeile, Vus from π and K decay constants in
full lattice QCD with physical u, d, s and c quarks, Phys. Rev. D 88 (2013) 074504
[arXiv:1303.1670] [INSPIRE].

[71] N. Carrasco et al., Leptonic decay constants fK , fD, and fDs
with Nf = 2 + 1 + 1 twisted-mass

lattice QCD, Phys. Rev. D 91 (2015) 054507 [arXiv:1411.7908] [INSPIRE].

[72] M. Bordone, N. Gubernari, D. van Dyk and M. Jung, Heavy-quark expansion for B̄s → D
(∗)
s

form factors and unitarity bounds beyond the SU(3)F limit, Eur. Phys. J. C 80 (2020) 347
[arXiv:1912.09335] [INSPIRE].

[73] EOS Authors collaboration, EOS: a software for flavor physics phenomenology, Eur. Phys. J.
C 82 (2022) 569 [arXiv:2111.15428] [INSPIRE].

– 44 –

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.092001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.092001
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1303.6861
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1225663
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2015.12.024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2015.12.024
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1510.03423
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1397628
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.67.052004
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.67.052004
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ex/0212033
https://inspirehep.net/literature/604565
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.95.042001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.95.042001
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ex/0504001
https://inspirehep.net/literature/679504
https://doi.org/10.1093/ptep/ptac097
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2106994
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.14161470
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.030001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.110.030001
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2817040
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-022-10536-1
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-022-10536-1
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2111.09849
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1971260
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.93.074505
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.93.074505
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1411.7017
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1329971
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.100.062002
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.0706.1726
https://inspirehep.net/literature/752941
https://doi.org/10.22323/1.105.0074
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1012.0868
https://inspirehep.net/literature/879625
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2019)065
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1903.08038
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1725785
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.129.132001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.129.132001
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2201.09173
https://inspirehep.net/literature/2016788
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2006/05/004
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.hep-ph/0603063
https://inspirehep.net/literature/711936
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.90.074509
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1407.3772
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1306303
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.074504
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1303.1670
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1222849
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.91.054507
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1411.7908
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1331423
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-7850-9
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.1912.09335
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1771939
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-022-10177-4
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-022-10177-4
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2111.15428
https://inspirehep.net/literature/1980998


J
H
E
P
0
6
(
2
0
2
5
)
0
1
9

[74] D. van Dyk et al., EOS version 1.0.13, Zenodo, October 2024 [DOI:10.5281/zenodo.13947381].

[75] M. Endo, S. Iguro and S. Mishima, Revisiting rescattering contributions to B(s) → D
(∗)
(s)M

decays, JHEP 01 (2022) 147 [arXiv:2109.10811] [INSPIRE].

[76] A. Lenz, J. Müller, M.L. Piscopo and A.V. Rusov, Taming new physics in b → cūd(s) with
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