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Physics of the up-type flavour offers unique possibilities of testing the Standard Model
(SM) compared to the down-type flavour sector. Here, we discuss SM and New Physics
(NP) contributions to the rare charm-meson decay D0 → π+π−ℓ+ℓ−. In particular, we
discuss the effect of including the lightest scalar isoscalar resonance in the SM picture,
namely, the f0(500), which manifests in a big portion of the allowed phase space. Other
than showing in the total branching ratio at an observable level of about 20%, the f0(500)
resonance manifests as interference terms with the vector resonances, such as at high
invariant mass of the leptonic pair in distinct angular observables. Recent data from
LHCb optimize the sensitivity to P -wave contributions, that we analyse in view of the
inclusion of vector resonances. We propose the measurement of alternative observables
which are sensitive to the S-wave and are straightforward to implement experimentally.
This leads to a new set of null observables, that vanish in the SM due to its gauge and
flavour structures. Finally, we study observables that depend on the SM interference with
generic NP contributions from semi-leptonic four-fermion operators in the presence of the
S-wave.

1 Introduction

Rare decays played a crucial role in building the Standard Model (SM): it is for instance
thanks to KL → µ+µ− that one gathered indirect information about the existence of
the charm-quark before its discovery [1]. Rare charm-meson decays provide complemen-
tary information to down-type Flavour Changing Neutral Currents (FCNCs) transitions.
However, given the effectiveness of the Glashow-Iliopoulos-Maiani (GIM) suppression in
up-type FCNCs, and the almost diagonal structure of the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa
(CKM) matrix, this class of transitions is very sensitive to the strong dynamics: as we will
see, the available phase space in charm-meson decays is entirely populated with “inter-
mediate” resonance peaks and their tails, in contrast to analogous bottom-meson decays.
Therefore, for the sake of New Physics (NP) searches in rare charm-meson decays, the
SM has to be described sufficiently well; this is so when the SM acts as a background,
and is also the case when one wants to understand the SM-NP interference in order to set
bounds on the NP properties.
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LHCb will largely improve measurements of rare D meson decay channels; for very re-
cent experimental analyses of D0 → π+π−µ+µ− and D0 → K+K−µ+µ−, see the analysis
of Refs. [2–4], that extends Refs. [5–8]. The total branching fractions are [6]:

B(D0 → π+π−µ+µ−) = (9.6±1.2)×10−7 , B(D0 → K+K−µ+µ−) = (1.5±0.3)×10−7 .
(1)

A rich angular analysis is possible, resulting from the high multiplicity of the final state.
This promising experimental programme has to be matched by an increased theoretical
precision. Our ultimate goal here is to provide more robust tests of NP contributions
possibly affecting these rare charm-meson decays. For this sake, we reassess the description
of the SM contributions. As it will be discussed in this article, present data already
allows for an enhanced control over the SM background, i.e., contributions of intermediate
resonances, and their relative strong phases. As a result, we will then in particular be able
to point out improved observables for NP searches.

We focus here on the inclusion of intermediate resonances in the description of the decay
D0 → π+π−ℓ+ℓ− (ℓ are electrons or muons); we reserve the mode D0 → K+K−ℓ+ℓ− to
future work.1 The strategy adopted is to consider quasi two-body decays, where the pion
pair in the final state originates from strong decays of resonances such as the ρ(770)0 ≡ ρ0,
while the lepton pair originates from EM decays of states such as η, η′(958) ≡ η′, ρ0,
ω(782) ≡ ω, and ϕ(1020) ≡ ϕ. The vector resonances are clearly seen in the data collected
by LHCb [2–4]. For previous theoretical analyses, see for instance Refs. [9–14]; also, see
Refs. [15, 16] in the framework of QCD factorization at low-q2(ℓ+ℓ−) (while as it will be
later discussed we avoid this region), where the hadronic uncertainties in this framework
are quantitatively assessed, and also for the use of an Operator Product Expansion (OPE)
in the very high-q2(ℓ+ℓ−) region (which for different reasons we also avoid, as discussed
later). Other cases of interest in assessing SM contributions in related rare (semi-)leptonic
charm-meson decay modes include the ones of Refs. [16–20] (while Ref. [21] discusses the
mode D+

s → π+ℓ+ℓ−, not mediated by FCNCs). See also Ref. [22] for a recent theoretical
and experimental review.

Beyond the vector and pseudoscalar resonances aforementioned, further resonances
could also lead to an important SM contribution. We have identified the scalar isoscalar
state f0(500) ≡ σ as a relevant contribution not previously included in past analyses (al-
though pointed out in Ref. [14]). Such a broad state leaves its footprints in the rescattering
of pion pairs [23, 24]; note that the PDG [25] mini-review on scalar mesons below 1 GeV
quotes for the σ pole position the value (449+22

−16)− i(275± 12) MeV stemming from “the
most advanced dispersive analyses”, which is a precision better than 5%. As it will be
discussed in this article, although the S-wave does not affect some angular observables
(in particular those based in Ii, i = 3, 6, 9, [14]), it affects a large set of them (i.e., some
observables built from Ii, i = 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8), and thus provides novel null tests of NP when
the NP interferes with the SM in the presence of the S-wave.

We highlight that the S-wave contribution has already been observed in semi-leptonic
charm-meson decays. BESIII [26] has seen an S-wave contribution coming from σ at the
level of 26% of the total branching ratio of D+ → π+π−e+νe. It is worth stressing that
this occurs in the absence of interference with the dominant P -wave, as is the case for the
total branching ratio; also note that this contribution does not manifest as a distinguished

1The lightest resonances coupling more strongly to the kaon pair are f0(980) and ϕ(1020), which man-
ifest at similar energies, the latter being very narrow though; this may produce an interesting interference
pattern between the S- and P -waves in angular observables. A representation of the line-shape of the
scalar isoscalar resonance is more difficult to achieve due to its proximity to the kaon pair threshold.
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peak in the invariant mass of the final pion pair. Instead, the S-wave effect can be better
spotted from its interference with the dominant P -wave contribution (mainly coming from
ρ0 → π+π−) in alternative observables: a pronounced asymmetry is thus clearly seen in the
differential branching ratio as a function of the angle θπ describing the orientation of the
pion pair. Accordingly, no pronounced asymmetry is seen in D0 → π−π0e+νe, for which
the S-wave contribution is absent. One could expect even more explicit manifestations of
the S-wave in the differential branching ratio as a function of θπ, and the angle ϕ between
the decay planes of the lepton and pion pairs, when integrating over carefully chosen
slices of the invariant mass of the pion pair, as seen for instance in the analysis of the
Cabibbo allowed mode D+ → K−π+e+νe by BaBar [27], where the S-wave contribution,
in particular from K∗

0 (800) ≡ κ and K∗
0 (1430), is at the level of 6%; see also Refs. [28]

and [29]. This shows that some angular observables can be directly used to investigate
the P - and S-wave interference.

Moreover, although uncertainties are still large, an amplitude analysis of CLEO data
[30] of D0 → π+π−π+π− indicates an important contribution of D0 → σ ρ0, com-
parable to the contributions of D0 → ρ0 ρ0. Other topologies affecting rare decays
are suggested by the amplitude analyses of multi-hadronic decays D0 → π+π−π+π−

and D0 → K+K−π+π− [30, 31], namely, so-called cascade decays in which there is an
intermediate a1(1260)

± (which affects D0 → π+π−ℓ+ℓ−) or K1(1270)
± (which affects

D0 → K+K−ℓ+ℓ−). Such states would not manifest as peaks in the invariant mass of
the lepton or light hadron pairs, since they involve a distinct combination of kinematical
variables. In these topologies, the lepton pair results from ρ0 and ϕ, while the pion and
kaon pairs are non-resonant. Given that the axial vector resonances above are known to a
lesser extent than those resonances included in our analysis, we reserve their analysis for
future work.

Our study provides the first analysis of the S-wave in rare charm-meson decays, and
we discuss what can be learnt from this physics case; we focus on the σ resonance, which
alone impacts a large portion of the allowed phase space, see Fig. 1 (that extends a
figure from Ref. [14]). Considering other scalar isoscalar resonances, let us point out the
following: f0(980) is included in the analysis of Ref. [26], and is not observed to provide
a significant contribution; f0(1370) is a very broad resonance that “overlaps” partially
with ρ0/ω → ℓ+ℓ− in the q2(ℓ+ℓ−) vs. p2(π+π−) plane; f0(1500) (of width ∼ 100 MeV
[25]) has an important branching ratio into pion pairs of approximately 35% [25], but
is restricted to a region that “overlaps” little with ρ0/ω → ℓ+ℓ−; similarly, f0(1710)
(of width ∼ 100 MeV [25]) is also restricted to the low-energy window of the lepton
pair. On the other hand, more is known about the lightest states, which affect a more
significant portion of the phase space. Therefore, we will not include S-wave resonances
other than the σ. Instead, we focus on energies q2(ℓ+ℓ−) ≳ m2

ρ, reducing the need to
include further contributions. Given the kinematical window we focus on, we do not discuss
the Bremsstrahlung contribution (where a soft photon is emitted from D0 → π+π−), see
Ref. [13,32] for its description, which is more relevant in the electron-positron than in the
muon pair case.2 For the same reason, D-wave resonances are not included. Moreover, we
sum over the lowest lying unflavoured vector resonances, and thus, for instance, ρ(1450) is
not included, further limiting the kinematic window to q2(ℓ+ℓ−) ≲ 1.5 GeV2. LHCb [2–4]
collected plenty of data in the region delimited by the two above conditions, namely,

2The differential branching ratio as a function of p2(π+π−) is dominated by µ+µ− resonant contribu-
tions (i.e., after integration of the fully differential branching ratio over the variable q2(µ+µ−)), and thus
Bremsstrahlung represents a correction that we neglect. This is a very good approximation particularly at
low p2(π+π−) [13].
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Figure 1: Phase space allowed in the decay D0 → π+π−µ+µ−; the invariant mass of the
pion (muon) pair is denoted p2 (respectively, q2). Some scalar (blue), vectorial (red)
and tensorial (green) resonant contributions are shown (the very narrow pseudoscalar
resonances η(′), leading to the lepton pair via two-photon exchange, are omitted); the
bands correspond to (m±Γ/2)2, with Γ taken from Refs. [24,25,34,35]. The “high-energy
window” referred to in the plot corresponds to m2

ρ0 ≲ q2 ≲ 1.5 GeV2, for which only

f0(500) ≡ σ gives an important contribution among the S-wave contributions, and is
indicated by a hashed pattern delimited by dashed vertical lines. Cascade decays are not
indicated.

m2
ρ ≲ q2(ℓ+ℓ−) ≲ 1.5 GeV2 (no bins simultaneously in both q2(ℓ+ℓ−) and p2(π+π−) are

provided in their analysis). We postpone to future work the discussion of isospin-two
contributions to the S-wave, which is non-resonant at sufficiently low energies [25] and
thus in particular its phase motion does not experience a large variation [33]: in practice,
it decreases steadily starting from 2mπ, and achieves about −25 degrees at around 1 GeV.

Concerning other rare charm-meson decay modes with pion pairs in the final state, we
note that the channel D± → π±π0ℓ+ℓ− is not sensitive to the S-wave contributions under
discussion and is experimentally more challenging. The modeD0 → π0π0ℓ+ℓ− (which does
not receive contributions of the P -wave, following Bose-Einstein symmetry) represents
an even more significant experimental challenge. These decay modes will thus not be
discussed in the following. Limits on the electronic mode D0 → π+π−e+e− branching
ratio are discussed in Refs. [36, 37].

Before concluding this introduction, let us point out that the S-wave contribution is
relevant also in the bottom sector.3 For a discussion in the case of B0 → K+π−ℓ+ℓ−, where
the S-wave contamination from B0 → K∗

0 (→ K+π−)ℓ+ℓ− in the reconstruction of the de-

3For the theoretical treatment of KL,S → π+π−ℓ+ℓ− decays, see Ref. [38–42]; see also Ref. [43] for Kℓ4

decays.
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cay chain is at the level of ≈ 10%, see Refs. [44–50]; note that LHCb has performed mea-
surements of the S-wave contribution, e.g., in Refs. [51,52]. In the cases of scalar isoscalar
states, the S-wave has been discussed for B(s) → ππJ/ψ [53–55], which contributes to
B(s) → ππℓ+ℓ−; note that the σ is expected to provide a sizable contribution, naively as
large as≈ 26%, and thus coincident with the result of BESIII [26] in the charm-sector, since
B(B0 → ρ0J/ψ(1S)) ≃ 2.6 × 10−5 [56, 57], while B(B0 → σJ/ψ(1S)) ≃ 0.9 × 10−5 [56].
A process related to the final state with pion pairs is B(s) → KKℓ+ℓ− [44, 47, 48], due to
final-state rescattering [53–55]. Important contributions of the S-wave are in principle also
to be expected in semi-leptonic decays B+ → ππℓ+νℓ (ℓ = e, µ, τ) [58,59], and should then
be taken into account in future tests of the SM, such as lepton flavour universality; see
Ref. [60] for a discussion of the extraction of the P -wave contribution from a lattice QCD
calculation. See Refs. [61–64] for discussions of the S-wave contribution to B̄ → Dπℓν̄ℓ.

This article is organized as follows: in Sec. 2 we formalize the inclusion of intermediate
resonances; then, in Sec. 3 we discuss the theoretical expressions of distinct observables;
finally, in Sec. 4 we present our numerical comparisons with available data; conclusions
are provided in Sec. 5. In App. A we give the expressions of the line-shapes in use, among
further useful hadronic information, and some further comparisons regarding Ref. [26] are
given in App. B.

2 Inclusion of intermediate resonances in naive factorization

To start, we introduce the Single Cabibbo Suppressed (SCS) effective interaction Hamil-
tonian density for ∆C = 1 up to operators of dimension-six, valid for energy scales µ < µb
(µb being the energy scale at which the bottom-quark is integrated out) [65]:

Heff =
GF√
2

[
2∑

i=1

Ci(µ)
(
λdQ

d
i + λsQ

s
i

)
− λb (C7(µ)Q7 + C9(µ)Q9 + C10(µ)Q10)

]
+ h.c.

(2)
where

λq = V ∗
cqVuq , q = d, s, b . (3)

The basis of operators is the following:

Qd
1 = (dc)V−A(ud)V−A , (4)

Qd
2 = (djci)V−A(uidj)V−A

Fierz
= (uc)V−A(dd)V−A ,

Qs
1 = (sc)V−A(us)V−A ,

Qs
2 = (sjci)V−A(uisj)V−A

Fierz
= (uc)V−A(ss)V−A ,

Q7 =
e

8π2
mcuσµν(1+ γ5)F

µνc ,

Q9 =
αem

2π
(uγµ(1− γ5)c)(ℓγ

µℓ) ,

Q10 =
αem

2π
(uγµ(1− γ5)c)(ℓγ

µγ5ℓ) ,

where (V −A)µ = γµ(1−γ5), i, j are colour indices, and µ ∼ mc(mc) is the renormalization
scale. The operatorsQq

i , q = d, s and i = 1, 2, are the current-current operators. Above, we
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have not kept contributions in λb other than the electromagnetic dipole Q7 and the semi-
leptonic interactions Q9 and Q10, which are kept for the only sake of later convenience.
The (short-distance) SM Wilson coefficients C7, C9, C10, first generated at one-loop via
the exchange of EW gauge bosons, are significantly suppressed in the D system [66],4 and
furthermore their contributions are accompanied with a CKM suppression; since C10 ∼ 0
in the SM, we will see that some angular observables approximately vanish (i.e., those
based in I5,6,7). The main SM contribution to an effective C9 comes from long-distance
dynamics, as it will be later discussed in this section. As stressed in Ref. [14], the latter
feature is welcomed in the sense that it enhances the sensitivity to NP that contributes to
the observables that vanish in the SM, such as having Q10 induced by NP which interferes
with the large SM long-distance part. Operators of flipped chirality, i.e., Q′

7, Q
′
9, Q

′
10, are

not displayed, and are virtually absent in the SM, their contributions being relatively
suppressed by mu/mc. For all purposes, we take λs = −λd.

The full decay amplitude of the charm-meson decay is calculated here in the framework
of factorization, closely following Ref. [13]. We include in our analysis only the quasi two-
body topologies with the lowest lying intermediate resonances that are indicated in Fig. 2.
Therein, the lepton pair originates from one vector meson, namely, ρ0, ω, or ϕ, coupling to
a photon (we neglect cases where one isoscalar hadron couples to two photons due to the
small resulting effect, as supported by data, see e.g. Ref. [68]; similarly, we do not include
pseudoscalar resonances in our analysis). The pion pair originates from strong decays of
ρ0, ω, or σ. The latter list does not include the ϕ since we assume the Zweig rule to be
at play, i.e., we discard the possibility of a light-quark pair rescattering into ss. Since
the intermediate resonances are electrically neutral, the only operators that contribute in
naive factorization are Qq

2, q = d, s. We employ the next-to-leading order (NLO) value
C2 = −0.40 in the naive dimensional regularization (NDR) scheme at mc [65, 66].

We write schematically for the S-matrix element of the process:

⟨π+π−ℓ+ℓ−|S|D0⟩ (5)

= ⟨π+π−ℓ+ℓ−|
∫
d4x d4w d4y d4z T{Hlept

em (z)HVγ(y)HRππ(w)HDRV(x)}|D0⟩ ,

with electromagnetic interactions given by [69]:5

HVγ = −e

(
fρ0√
2mρ0

(
ρ0
)µ

+
1

3

fω√
2mω

ωµ −
√
2

3

fϕ√
2mϕ

ϕµ

)
□Aµ , Hlept

em = eAµ ℓγµℓ .

(6)
Above, R is one of the vector or scalar resonances coupling to the pion pair, and V is

the vector resonance coupling electromagnetically to the lepton pair. The flavour changing
interaction HDRV results from insertions of the current-current operators Qq

2, q = d, s, of
the weak Hamiltonian density in Eq. (2), while matrix elements of HRππ are discussed in
Secs. 2.1 and 2.2 for intermediate vectors and the scalar, respectively.

Let us at this point define the specific topologies that show up within factorization
given the intermediate states aforementioned. There are three possible ways to contract
the currents, shown graphically in Fig. 2:

4Because of the GIM mechanism, there are no short-distance contributions to C7, C9, C10 above the
scale µb at one-loop; C7, C9 are generated electromagnetically below µb via single insertions of dimension-6
four-quark operators, while C10 is generated only via double insertions of dimension-6 operators, and thus
of higher order in GF [13]. Such is also the case in di-neutrino decay modes [67].

5Partial integration has been used to rewriteHVγ ∝ Fµν (∂
µVν − ∂νVµ) [13], and we employed the gauge

condition ∂µAµ = 0. Moreover, Hlept
em consists only of an interaction term, and is not gauge invariant.
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Figure 2: Quasi two-body topologies; the lepton (pion) pair comes from electromagnetic
(respectively, strong) decays of the intermediate resonances; (Top, Left) W-type factoriza-
tion contribution, (Top, Right) J-type factorization contribution, (Bottom, Left) A-type
factorization contribution (i.e., annihilation topology); pairs of empty squares represent
the two quark colour-neutral bilinears that are factorized. (Bottom, Right) Contributions
for which the lepton pair comes from an effective semi-leptonic contact interaction, repre-
sented by a solid square.

QA ≡ −⟨RV|(qq)V−A|0⟩ ⟨0|uγµγ5c|D0(pD)⟩ = ⟨RV|(qq)A(x)|0⟩ ifDpµD e
−i pD·x , (7)

QW ≡


⟨V|(qq)V |0⟩ ⟨R|(uc)V−A|D0⟩ , R = ρ0, ω ,

−⟨V|(qq)V |0⟩ ⟨R|(uc)A|D0⟩ , R = σ ,
(8)

QJ ≡ ⟨R|(qq)V |0⟩ ⟨V|(uc)V−A|D0⟩ , R = ρ0, ω , (9)

where q = d, s. Both quark bilinears are calculated at the same space-time point. Above,
we have already indicated explicitly which currents (whether vector, axial-vector, or both)
give non-vanishing contributions, and which resonances are possible. In particular, note
that there is no σ exchange in the QJ case, since the (axial)vector ⟨σ|(qq)V (A)|0⟩ matrix
element vanishes. The type of contraction at the origin of QA, which is the weak annihi-
lation topology, is proportional to the light quark mass mq, as seen from contracting the
axial-vector current qγµγ5q with the decaying charm-meson four-momentum pµD, and we
will thus neglect this contribution compared to the other two, that are non-zero; see e.g.
Ref. [70] for a discussion.

We are left with the types of contractions of QW and QJ , that we shall refer to as
‘W’- and ‘J’-type contractions, and to which we now turn and provide further details. In
the case of W-type factorization, we need to evaluate the following vacuum to lepton pair
matrix element:

7



⟨ℓ+ℓ−|
∫
d4y d4z T

Hlept
em (z)HVγ(y)

∑
q=d,s

λq(qq)V (x)

 |0⟩

= −
∑

V=ρ0,ω,ϕ

⟨ℓ+ℓ−|H lept
em |γ∗⟩ 1

q2
⟨γ∗|HVγ |V⟩

1

PV(q2)
⟨V|

∑
q=d,s

λq(qq)V (x)|0⟩

= −eiq·xλde2 (uℓγµvℓ)

(
cWρ0 f

2
ρ0

Pρ0(q
2)

+
cWω f2ω
Pω(q2)

+
cWϕ f2ϕ
Pϕ(q2)

)
, (10)

where q2 is the invariant mass squared of the lepton pair, and cWρ0 = 1/2, cWω = −1/6 and

cWϕ = −1/3. The expressions for the line-shapes will be later discussed in the text (see

App. A.3).6 Note that the ϕ contribution comes with the CKM factor λs, where λs = −λd.
For the values of the decay constants, see App. A.1.

In the J-type factorization, we need to evaluate the following D0 → ℓ+ℓ− matrix
element:

⟨ℓ+ℓ−|
∫
d4y d4z T

{
Hlept

em (z)HVγ(y)λd(uγµc)(x)
}
|D0(pD)⟩ (11)

= −
∑

V=ρ0,ω

⟨ℓ+ℓ−|H lept
em |γ∗⟩ 1

q2
⟨γ∗|HVγ |V⟩

1

PV(q2)
⟨V|λd(uγµc)(x)|D0(pD)⟩

= −ei(q−pD)·xλde
2 (uℓγµvℓ)

(
cJρ0 fρ0

mρ0Pρ0(q
2)

+
cJω fω

mωPω(q2)
+

cJϕ fϕ

mϕPϕ(q2)

)
×(A1(p

2) c1(q
2, p2) +A2(p

2) c2(q
2, p2) + V (p2) cV (q

2, p2) +A0(p
2)c0(q

2, p2)) ,

where p2 is the invariant mass squared of the pion pair, and cJρ0 = 1/
√
2, cJω = +1/(3

√
2)

and cJϕ = 0. Again, the ϕ does not contribute due to its quark content (similarly, there

is no contribution proportional to λs). The form factors of D → V, V = ρ0, ω, are
equal for the two resonances (see App. A.2 for details about their parameterizations); the
functions ci(q

2, p2), i = V, 0, 1, 2, encode the kinematical factors that accompany each form
factor [71].

In the above Eqs. (10) and (11), the relative signs and numerical prefactors between
ρ0 and ω can be quickly understood from the quark content of the vector resonances

V ϕ
µ ≡ s̄γµs , V ω

µ ≡ 1√
2

(
ūγµu+ d̄γµd

)
, V ρ0

µ ≡ 1√
2

(
ūγµu− d̄γµd

)
, (12)

where the quark content of the operators V V
µ is such that they can create or annihilate

the vector meson V, and we enforce the Zweig rule (for corrections, see e.g. Ref. [72]). In
terms of these operators, the hadronic electromagnetic current can be rewritten as:

(jhadem )µ = Qs V
ϕ
µ +

Qu +Qd√
2

V ω
µ +

Qu −Qd√
2

V ρ0

µ , (13)

where Qu = +2/3 and Qd = Qs = −1/3.
To accommodate further strong dynamics, we will in the following discussion associate

a strong phase δ{R,V} to each vertex ⟨RV|HDRV |D0⟩; a similar approach is followed by

6We reserve the notation H for the Hamiltonian density, while H denotes the Hamiltonian.
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Ref. [14]; see also Ref. [16] (strong phases are extracted from e+e− data in Refs. [16,73]). It
will be assumed that these strong phases vary slowly, the faster variations being expected
from the line shapes, and one then takes the δ{R,V} as constants under the assumption
that the main resonances needed for phenomenological applications are included in our
analysis. Such strong phases are introduced to represent rescattering effects that take place
beyond (naive) factorization. This leaves us with six arbitrary phases for the couplings of
D0 to ρ0 − ρ0, ρ0 −ω, ρ0 −ϕ, σ− ρ0, σ−ω and σ−ϕ pairs of resonances. We will shortly
discuss the phases present in D0 to ω − ρ0, ω − ω, ω − ϕ (see the discussion following
Eq. (18) below). In practice, we will see that the presently measured dΓ/dq2 distribution
depends on the phase differences:

∆1 ≡ δ{ρ0/ω,ρ0} − δ{ρ0/ω,ϕ} , ∆2 ≡ δ{ρ0/ω,ρ0} − δ{ρ0/ω,ω} , (14)

∆3 ≡ δ{σ,ρ0} − δ{σ,ϕ} , ∆4 ≡ δ{σ,ρ0} − δ{σ,ω} ,

since S- and P -waves do not interfere in dΓ/dq2; given that the ω and ϕ are narrow
resonances, ∆1 − ∆2 and ∆3 − ∆4 do not play an important role. On the other hand,
when discussing angular observables that depend on the S- and P -waves interference, the
following extra phase difference is relevant:

∆SP ≡ δ{σ,ρ0} − δ{ρ0/ω,ρ0} , (15)

which completes the list of phase differences in the SM to be discussed below (i.e., out of
six phases we have five independent differences among them).

2.1 Implementation of the π+π− P -wave contribution

For the coupling of a vector resonance V to the pion pair we use the following expression
for the matrix element of HRππ resulting from strong interactions:

⟨π+(p1)π−(p2)|HRππ |V (p, λ)⟩ = FBW (p2) bV ϵV (p, λ) · (p1 − p2) , (16)

where the phenomenological form factor FBW is the so-called Blatt-Weisskopf barrier
factor for a particle of spin-1; see App. A.3 for definitions, and the review on resonances
of Ref. [25]. The quantity bV is assumed not to carry any dynamics, and is extracted from
the decay rate of V → π+π−:

Γ(V → π+π−) =
1

48π
b2Vm

−5
V λ3/2(m2

V ,m
2
π,m

2
π) , (17)

where λ(a, b, c) = a2 + b2 + c2 − 2(ab+ bc+ ca). In practice this relation is used only for
V = ρ0, for which we take B(ρ0 → π+π−) = 1, thus resulting in bρ0 = 5.92.

The line-shape of ρ0 is expressed in the Gounaris-Sakurai parameterisation [74], which
implements finite-width corrections (see App. A.3 for details). Following previous liter-
ature on ρ0/ω contributions to e+e− → π+π−, we collect both resonances together by
considering the expression:

bρ0/ω(p
2) = bρ0

(
1 + aω e

iϕω RBWω(p
2)
)
, (18)

where the relativistic Breit-Wigner line-shape RBWω(s) is given in App. A.3. In (naive)
factorization, if only the W-type contraction was possible, then ϕω = 0; on the contrary, in
the J-type contraction, ϕω = π. In Eq. (18), both contributions are collected together, and
the phase ϕω will also accommodate further hadronic effects beyond (naive) factorization
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in our study. In Sec. 4, the parameters aω and ϕω of the coupling of the ω to two pions are
fitted to the experimental differential branching ratio as a function of the invariant mass
of the pion pair (a small but non-vanishing value of aω is generated from isospin-breaking
effects, mixing the isospin-triplet ρ and the isospin-singlet ω states). This is different from
the implementation of the resonances in the matrix elements of the lepton pair, where the
ρ0 and ω contributions are added serially. We then have for the contribution where the
pion pair originates from ρ0/ω resonances:

⟨π+π−ℓ+ℓ−|S|D0⟩(ρ
0/ω)

= (2π)4 δ(4)(p+ q − pD) ξ2
bρ0/ω(p

2)FBW (p2)

Pρ0(p
2)

(uℓγµvℓ)

×
∑
V

{[
cWV BVf

2
Ve

iδ{ρ0/ω,V}

PV(q2)

(
2q · (p1 − p2)

mD +
√
p2

A2(q
2)−

(
mD +

√
p2
)
A1(q

2)

)

+
1√
2
mρ0fρ0

cJVBVfVe
iδ{ρ0/ω,V}

mVPV(q2)

(
2q · (p1 − p2)

mD +
√
q2

A2(p
2)−

(
mD +

√
q2
)
A1(p

2)

)]
pµ1

+

[
cWV BVf

2
Ve

iδ{ρ0/ω,V}

PV(q2)

(
2q · (p1 − p2)

mD +
√
p2

A2(q
2) +

(
mD +

√
p2
)
A1(q

2)

)

+
1√
2
mρ0fρ0

cJVBVfVe
iδ{ρ0/ω,V}

mVPV(q2)

(
2q · (p1 − p2)

mD +
√
q2

A2(p
2) +

(
mD +

√
q2
)
A1(p

2)

)]
pµ2

+

[
cWV BVf

2
Ve

iδ{ρ0/ω,V}

PV(q2)

−4iV (q2)

mD +
√
p2

+
1√
2
mρ0fρ0

cJVBVfVe
iδ{ρ0/ω,V}

mVPV(q2)

−4iV (p2)

mD +
√
q2

]
ϵµνλρp1νp2λqρ

}
, (19)

where

ξ2 = λd
GF√
2
e2C2(µ) . (20)

The terms coming with A1(q
2), A2(q

2), V (q2) (respectively, A1(p
2), A2(p

2), V (p2)) origi-
nate from the W-type (J-type) factorization, since the momentum transfer of the D0 form
factor is the one of the lepton pair (pion pair).7 Note that the A0 contribution vanishes
because it is accompanied by qµℓγµℓ = 0 in the W-type factorization, and by p21−p22 in the
J-type factorization, also vanishing in the case of π+π− final-state mesons. In the case of
charm-meson decays the J-type contribution gives sizeable effects, as it is manifest from
Eq. (19).8

In Eq. (19), apart from the complex phases that correct the (naive) factorization
picture, we have also introduced for the same sake the real and positive parameters Bρ0 , Bω

and Bϕ that will be adjusted from data, and are also assumed not to carry any dependence
with the energy. Note that a somewhat similar approach is followed by Ref. [14], which
fits the factors controlling the normalizations of the resonances around their respective
peaks.

7In the above we have used the approximation mωfω ≈ mρ0fρ0 for the 0 → V term in the J-type
factorization, in order to simplify the expression.

8The analogous J-type contribution in B+ → K(∗)+ℓ+ℓ− transitions from current-current operators is
V ∗
ubVus-CKM suppressed with respect to the dominant contribution, which goes as V ∗

cbVcs.
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2.2 Implementation of the π+π− S-wave contribution

We now consider the effect of the σ = f0(500) resonance. The σ is encoded in the w+ and
r form-factors of the D0 → π+π− matrix element [71,75,76]:

⟨π+(p1)π−(p2)|(uγµ(1− γ5)c)(x)|D0(pD)⟩ = eix·(p−pD){iw+(p1 + p2)
µ

+iw−(p1 − p2)
µ + hϵµαβγ(pD)α(p1 + p2)β(p1 − p2)γ + irqµ} . (21)

The contraction of qµ with the spinorial part of the leptonic matrix element (uℓγ
µvℓ) in

Eq. (10) vanishes, and thus the effect of the S-wave intermediate states appears only in
the form factor w+, to which the following S-wave term is added:

wS
+(p

2, q2) = aS(q
2)AS(p

2) , aS(q
2) = aS(0)/

(
1− q2

m2
A

)
. (22)

Here, the nearest pole is used [26], for which we have mA = 2.42 GeV, where A is the
axial D-meson (JP = 1+). The quantity aS(0), assumed to be a constant,9 represents a
magnitude encompassing the strength of the transition D → σ multiplied by the coupling
of σ to the pion pair. We extract it from fitting the experimental data. Following Ref. [26],
the lineshape AS(p

2) is the one of Bugg [23], which is data-driven (and in particular
includes small Zweig-violating effects); its full expression is provided in App. A.3. The
complex phase assigned to the σ is close to the one extracted from ππ rescattering in the
elastic region. We reserve the analysis of alternative line-shapes to the future when the
quest of higher precision may become more pressing.

With all the above, we incorporate the scalar resonance to our factorization model

⟨π+π−ℓ+ℓ−|S|D0⟩(σ) = (2π)4 δ(4)(p+ q − pD) ξ2(uℓγµvℓ)i (23)

×
∑
V

cWV B
(S)
V f2Ve

iδ{σ,V}

PV(q2)
aS(q

2)AS(p
2) .

The full matrix element is then given by

⟨π+π−ℓ+ℓ−|S|D0⟩ = ⟨π+π−ℓ+ℓ−|S|D0⟩(ρ
0/ω)

+ ⟨π+π−ℓ+ℓ−|S|D0⟩(σ) . (24)

2.3 Effective Wilson coefficient

It would be useful to write the previous matrix element in Eq. (24) as the matrix element of
a semi-leptonic four-fermion operator, with the intermediate resonance at the origin of the
lepton pair encoded in an effective Wilson coefficient. Assuming that the only factorization
is the W-type one, as is the case for instance in semi-leptonic non-rare decays, it is easy to
match the full hadronic matrix element to that of a Q9 operator, i.e., in which the quark
pair carries the chiral V −A structure, and the lepton pair a vector structure, as it would
result from the coupling to a single photon. As seen from Eqs. (8) and (10), the matrix
element ⟨π+π−|(ūc)V−A(x)|D0⟩ for initial and final state mesons has been factorized out
from the leptonic matrix element, and we are able to write the latter as ⟨ℓ+ℓ−|(ℓ̄ℓ)V (x)|0⟩
times an effective coefficient that encodes the intermediate resonant dynamics of the lepton
pair invariant mass

9A dynamical behaviour of aS(0) could for instance result from the annihilation topology.
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Ceff:W
9 (µ; q2) = 8π2C2(µ)

(
cWρ0 f

2
ρ0

Pρ0(q
2)
Bρ0e

iδ{ρ0/ω,ρ0} (25)

+
cWω f

2
ω

Pω(q2)
Bωe

iδ{ρ0/ω,ω} +
cWϕ f

2
ϕ

Pϕ(q2)
Bϕe

iδ{ρ0/ω,ϕ}

)
(where we have included the factors beyond (naive) factorization that have been previously
discussed), such that the transition c→ uℓ+ℓ− is described by

Hc→uℓℓ
eff =

GF√
2
λdC

eff:W
9 (µ; q2)Q9 + h.c. (26)

Conversely, the matrix element appearing in the J-type contribution is ⟨V|(ūc)V−A|D0⟩,
where V does not lead to the pion pair, but instead to the lepton pair, so we cannot
separate the full matrix element into a hadronic times a leptonic factors calculated at
the same space-time point. Thus this contribution prevents us from writing, at least
straightforwardly, our full amplitude using an effective Wilson coefficient multiplying a
semi-leptonic four-fermion operator.

In the following we explore an alternative which would make the use of an approximate
effective C9 coefficient viable, if the ρ0/ω were the only resonances creating the pion
pair. Starting with the ρ0, we rewrite the J- and W-type contributions in a way that
approximates an effective coefficient for Q9. By inspecting Eq. (19), one condition is that

mρ0fρ0
fρ0

mρ0Pρ0(q
2)

1

mD +
√
q2
F (p2) ≃

f2ρ0

Pρ0(q
2)

1

mD +
√
p2
F (q2) , F = A2, V , (27)

while a similar discussion holds for the terms that are proportional to the form factor
A1. To achieve our goal, we need firstly to examine if the mD +

√
q2 and mD +

√
p2

factors can be replaced with mD + mρ, as it is usually done in the literature. Indeed,
this narrow-width approximation is good enough. What is left of the above conditions
in Eq. (27) comes from the dependencies of the form factors on q2 or p2. Since in our
nearest pole parameterisation of the form factors in App. A.2 these dependencies go as
m2

pole/(m
2
pole−q2) or m2

pole/(m
2
pole−p2), and the di-lepton and di-hadron invariant masses

are generally much smaller than the pole masses, the two dependencies are soft.
The situation is more complicated for the ω. Since cWω and cJω have opposite signs,

seemingly the ω contribution in the leptonic part would disappear in Eq. (19) under the
use of the simplifications discussed in the previous paragraph. However, when considering
the original picture before the introduction of bρ0/ω(p

2) in Eq. (18):

bρ0
(
1 + aω RBWω(p

2)
)
cWω

f2ω
Pω(q2)

(28)

from the W-type, and

bρ0
(
1− aω RBWω(p

2)
) 1√

2
cJω

f2ω
Pω(q2)

(29)

from the J-type factorization, we see that an ω → ℓ+ℓ− contribution survives in the form
of

bρ0aω RBWω(p
2)

(
cWω − 1√

2
cJω

)
f2ω

Pω(q2)
; (30)
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i.e., the contributions D0 → [ρ0 → π+π−]ω from the W- and the J-type terms largely
cancel in naive factorization, while the surviving D0 → [ω → π+π−]ω contributions are
suppressed due to the smallness of the factor aω coming from the small coupling of ω → ππ.
Finally, the ω term is introduced in the effective Wilson coefficient with a small parameter
ϵω ≡ aω RBWω(p

2), where the dependence on p2 is not soft as in the previous paragraph.
The presence of a p2 dependence represents an impediment for the introduction of an
effective C9 coefficient, which should apply simultaneously for both ρ0 and ω decays to a
pion pair in presence of both W- and J-type topologies; however, this represents only a
small effect, suppressed by aω.

Under all of the above simplifications, one is able to define an approximate effective
coefficient for Q9 containing P -wave contributions as:

Ceff:P
9 (µ; q2) = 8π2C2(µ)

[(
cWρ0 +

1√
2
cJρ0

)
f2ρ0

Pρ0(q
2)
Bρ0e

iδ{ρ0/ω,ρ0} (31)

+

(
cWω − 1√

2
cJω

)
f2ω

Pω(q2)
Bωϵωe

iδ{ρ0/ω,ω} + cWϕ
f2ϕ

Pϕ(q2)
Bϕe

iδ{ρ0/ω,ϕ}

]
,

where the p2 dependence is omitted in ϵω, which as previously stressed represents a sup-
pression factor. In contrast, the W- and J-type contributions add up coherently in the
case of the D0 → [ρ0 → π+π−]ρ0 contribution and are unsuppressed. We remind the
reader that there is no J-type contribution for the ϕ, i.e., cJϕ = 0. Therefore, we have for
the S-matrix element of the process:

⟨π+π−ℓ+ℓ−|S|D0⟩(ρ
0/ω) ≃ (2π)4 δ(4)(p+ q − pD)C

eff:P
9 (µ; q2) ⟨π+π−ℓ+ℓ−|Q9|D0⟩(ρ0/ω) ,

(32)
which should be sufficient for our purposes given the present level of experimental accuracy
in the high-energy window of Fig. 1.

For the σ, the discussion is simpler, since there is no J-type contribution:

⟨π+π−ℓ+ℓ−|S|D0⟩(σ) = (2π)4 δ(4)(p+ q − pD)C
eff:S
9 (µ; q2) ⟨π+π−ℓ+ℓ−|Q9|D0⟩(σ) , (33)

with the Ceff:S
9 given by:

Ceff:S
9 (µ; q2) = 8π2C2(µ)

(
cWρ0 f

2
ρ0

Pρ0(q
2)
B

(S)
ρ0
e
iδ{σ,ρ0} (34)

+
cWω f

2
ω

Pω(q2)
B(S)

ω eiδ{σ,ω} +
cWϕ f

2
ϕ

Pϕ(q2)
B

(S)
ϕ eiδ{σ,ϕ}

)
.

Due to the cancellation discussed above, around Eq. (30), the main contribution underlying
ω → ℓ+ℓ− is the one paired with σ → π+π−. Were the J-type contraction not considered,
this would spoil the assessment from the fits of the size of the contribution D0 → [σ →
π+π−][ω → ℓ+ℓ−]. Note that Bρ0 , Bω, Bϕ in Eq. (31) for the P -wave are allowed to
be different with respect to Eq. (34) for the S-wave (moreover, an overall relative scale
between P - and S-waves is absorbed into aS(0)).

Finally, we have:

⟨π+π−ℓ+ℓ−|S|D0⟩ ≃ (2π)4 δ(4)(p+ q − pD)
(
Ceff:P
9 (µ; q2) ⟨π+π−ℓ+ℓ−|Q9|D0⟩(ρ0/ω)

+Ceff:S
9 (µ; q2) ⟨π+π−ℓ+ℓ−|Q9|D0⟩(σ)

)
, (35)
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which, due to the J-type contraction, is not proportional to:

⟨π+π−ℓ+ℓ−|Q9|D0⟩ ≡ ⟨π+π−ℓ+ℓ−|Q9|D0⟩(ρ0/ω) + ⟨π+π−ℓ+ℓ−|Q9|D0⟩(σ) . (36)

As previously announced, this prevents us from writing an effective coefficient that would
apply simultaneously for both the intermediate P - and S-waves of the pion pair.

For our numerical results we use the full formulae with W- and J-type factorizations.
Nevertheless, for the sake of greatly simplifying the presentation of formulae in the next
section, while keeping a good numerical accuracy, we employ the notation Ceff:P

9 and Ceff:S
9

introduced above.

3 Differential branching ratios and angular observables

A set of angular observables can be defined by integrating the differential decay rate of
the process over the angular kinematical variables θπ, θℓ, ϕ: θℓ is the angle between the
ℓ−-momentum and the D-momentum in the di-lepton center of mass frame, θπ is the angle
between the π+-momentum and the negative D-momentum in the di-pion center of mass
frame, and ϕ is the angle between di-lepton and di-pion decay planes, oriented according
to the normal vectors n̂ℓ and n̂π of the planes (ℓ−ℓ+) and (π+π−) in the D center of mass
frame, respectively, from n̂ℓ to n̂π; with respect to Refs. [2–4], our angle ϕ differs by π
(which means that the observables based on I4, I5, I7, I8 flip sign). The total decay rate
can be written as:

d5Γ

dq2dp2dΩ
=

1

2π

9∑
i=1

ciIi , (37)

where dΩ = d cos θπd cos θℓdϕ and the constants ci are

c1 = 1 , c2 = cos 2θℓ , c3 = sin2 θℓ cos 2ϕ , (38)

c4 = sin 2θℓ cosϕ , c5 = sin θℓ cosϕ , c6 = cos θℓ ,

c7 = sin θℓ sinϕ , c8 = sin 2θℓ sinϕ , c9 = sin2 θℓ sin 2ϕ .

We present the expressions for the coefficients Ii in terms of the long-distance transversity
form factors, the effective Wilson coefficients in the SM, distinguishing between the S-
and the P -wave mediated cases, and the local Wilson coefficients introduced by NP. We
follow closely the discussion of Refs. [13, 14, 48].10 Their expressions are as follows (the
integrals ⟨·⟩± over θπ will be defined below):

I1 =
1

8

[
|FS |2 ρ−1,S + cos2 θπ|FP |2 ρ−1,P +

3

2
sin2 θπ

{
|F∥|2 ρ−1,P + |F⊥|2 ρ+1,P

}]
+⟨I1⟩− cos θπ

SM→ +
1

8

{[
cos2 θπ|FP |2 +

3

2
sin2 θπ

{
|F∥|2 + |F⊥|2

}]
|Ceff:P

9 |2

+|FS |2|Ceff:S
9 |2 + 2Re{FS F∗

P C
eff:S
9 (Ceff:P

9 )∗} cos θπ
}
, (39)

10We correct Eq. (A.6) from Appendix A of Ref. [13], considering the conventions for the angles specified
above; also, ϵ0123 = −1.
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I2 = −1

8

[
|FS |2 ρ−1,S + cos2 θπ|FP |2 ρ−1,P − 1

2
sin2 θπ

{
|F∥|2 ρ−1,P + |F⊥|2 ρ+1,P

}]
+⟨I2⟩− cos θπ

SM→ −1

8

{[
cos2 θπ|FP |2 −

1

2
sin2 θπ

{
|F∥|2 + |F⊥|2

}]
|Ceff:P

9 |2

+|FS |2|Ceff:S
9 |2 + 2Re{FS F∗

P C
eff:S
9 (Ceff:P

9 )∗} cos θπ
}
, (40)

I3 =
1

8

[
|F⊥|2 ρ+1,P − |F∥|2 ρ−1,P

]
sin2 θπ

SM→ 1

8

[
|F⊥|2 − |F∥|2

]
sin2 θπ |Ceff:P

9 |2 , (41)

I4 = cos θπ sin θπ
3

2
⟨I4⟩− + sin θπ

2

π
⟨I4⟩+ (42)

SM→ −1

4
Re{FPF∗

∥} cos θπ sin θπ |Ceff:P
9 |2 − 1

4
Re{FS F∗

∥ C
eff:S
9 (Ceff:P

9 )∗} sin θπ ,

I5 = cos θπ sin θπ
3

2
⟨I5⟩− + sin θπ

2

π
⟨I5⟩+

SM→ 0 , (43)

I6 = −
[
Re
{
F∥F∗

⊥
}
Reρ+2 + Im

{
F∥F∗

⊥
}
Imρ−2

]
sin2 θπ

SM→ 0 , (44)

I7 = cos θπ sin θπ
3

2
⟨I7⟩− + sin θπ

2

π
⟨I7⟩+

SM→ 0 , (45)

I8 = cos θπ sin θπ
3

2
⟨I8⟩− + sin θπ

2

π
⟨I8⟩+

SM→ − cos θπ sin θπ
1

4
Im (FPF∗

⊥) |Ceff:P
9 |2

−1

4
sin θπIm

{
FS F∗

⊥C
eff:S
9 (Ceff:P

9 )∗
}
, (46)

I9 =
1

2

[
Re{F⊥F∗

∥} Imρ
+
2 + Im{F⊥F∗

∥}Reρ
−
2

]
sin2 θπ (47)

SM→
Im{F⊥F∗

∥}
4

sin2 θπ |Ceff:P
9 |2 .

The 0-transversity form factor is

F0 = FS + FP cos θπ ; (48)

the P-wave form factors can be expressed as:

FP = −N
bρ0/ω(p

2)FBW (p2)
√
βℓ(3− β2ℓ )λ

3/4
h λ

1/4
D

Pρ0(p
2)

(49)

×
(mD +mρ0)

2(m2
D − p2 − q2)A1(q

2)− λDA2(q
2)

2
√
2(mD +mρ0)(p

2)3/2
,

F∥ = N
bρ0/ω(p

2)FBW (p2)
√
βℓ(3− β2ℓ )λ

3/4
h λ

1/4
D

Pρ0(p
2)

√
q2(mD +mρ0)A1(q

2)
√
2p2

, (50)

F⊥ = −N
bρ0/ω(p

2)FBW (p2)β
3/2
ℓ λ

3/4
h λ

3/4
D

Pρ0(p
2)

√
q2V (q2)

(mD +mρ0)p
2
, (51)
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while for the S-wave

FS = −N

√
βℓ(3− β2ℓ )λ

1/4
h λ

3/4
D

PBugg(p2)

aS(q
2)

2
√
2
√
p2
, (52)

where PBugg(p
2) = 1/AS(p

2). The kinematic factors appearing in these expressions are

λh = λ(p2,m2
π,m

2
π), λD = λ(m2

D, p
2, q2), βℓ =

√
1− 4m2

ℓ/q
2. The overall normalization

is:

N =
αemGFλd

128π7/2m
3/2
D

, (53)

owing to Eq. (26).
The Wilson coefficients, effective or not, are encoded in:

ρ−1,S = |Ceff:S
9 + CNP

9 − C ′
9|2 + |C10 − C ′

10|2 , (54)

ρ±1,P = |Ceff:P
9 + CNP

9 ± C ′
9|2 + |C10 ± C ′

10|2 , (55)

δρ = Re
[(
Ceff:P
9 + CNP

9 − C ′
9

) (
C10 − C ′

10

)∗]
, (56)

Reρ+2 = Re
[
(Ceff:P

9 + CNP
9 )C∗

10 − C ′
9C

′∗
10

]
, (57)

Imρ+2 = Im
[
C ′
10C

∗
10 + C ′

9 (C
eff:P
9 + CNP

9 )∗
]
, (58)

Reρ−2 =
1

2

(
|C10|2 − |C ′

10|2 + |Ceff:P
9 + CNP

9 |2 − |C ′
9|2
)
, (59)

Imρ−2 = Im
[
C ′
10 (C

eff:P
9 + CNP

9 )∗ − C10C
′∗
9

]
, (60)

(as seen from the contributing currents in Eq. (8), a ρ+1,S analogously defined does not

show up). The SM contribution comes from Ceff:S
9 and Ceff:P

9 , while NP is at the origin of
possibly large Wilson coefficients of the operators Q′

9, Q10, Q
′
10; NP could also contribute to

Q9. Inspecting Eqs. (54)-(60), note that: Imρ±2 vanish in absence of having simultaneously
the presences of V −A and V +A structures of the quark bilinears; these same combinations
of Wilson coefficients vanish when no CP-violating phase is present; δρ, Reρ+2 and Imρ−2
vanish in absence of having simultaneously the presences of V and A structures of the
lepton bilinears. Since we will focus on the high-q2 energy window of Fig. 1, we will
not discuss Q7 and Q′

7 operators. Note however that part of the same SM background
in the mode D → PP + [V ′ → γ∗ → ℓ+ℓ−] also manifests in radiative decays (e.g.,
D → PP + [V ′ → γ], where compared to the semi-leptonic case one has a real photon).
These decay modes would provide additional information on the contributions from dipole
operators; see e.g. Ref. [77–81]. We reserve their analysis to future work.

Performing integration over the di-hadron angle in the following two ways:

⟨Ii⟩− ≡
[∫ +1

0
d cos θπ −

∫ 0

−1
d cos θπ

]
Ii , ⟨Ii⟩+ ≡

∫ +1

−1
d cos θπIi , (61)

results in observables that either depend only on the P -wave (⟨Ii⟩+ for i = 3, 6, 9 and ⟨Ii⟩−
for i = 4, 5, 7, 8), receive non-interfering contributions from both the S- and the P -waves
(⟨Ii⟩+ for i = 1, 2), or depend on the interference of the two waves (⟨Ii⟩− for i = 1, 2 and
⟨Ii⟩+ for i = 4, 5, 7, 8). Explicitly:
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⟨I1⟩− =
1

4
Re
(
FSF∗

P ((C
eff:S
9 + CNP

9 − C ′
9)(C

eff:P
9 + CNP

9 − C ′
9)

∗ + |C10 − C ′
10|2)

)
SM→ 1

4
Re
(
FS F∗

P C
eff:S
9 (Ceff:P

9 )∗
)
, (62)

⟨I2⟩− = −⟨I1⟩− , (63)

⟨I3⟩− = 0 , (64)

3

2
⟨I4⟩− = −1

4
Re
(
FPF∗

∥

)
ρ−1,P

SM→ −1

4
Re
(
FPF∗

∥

)
|Ceff:P

9 |2 , (65)

3

2
⟨I5⟩− =

[
Re (FPF∗

⊥) Reρ
+
2 + Im (FPF∗

⊥) Imρ
−
2

] SM→ 0 , (66)

⟨I6⟩− = 0 , (67)

3

2
⟨I7⟩− = Im

(
FPF∗

∥

)
δρ

SM→ 0 , (68)

3

2
⟨I8⟩− =

1

2

[
Re (FPF∗

⊥) Imρ
+
2 − Im (FPF∗

⊥) Reρ
−
2

] SM→ −1

4
Im (FPF∗

⊥) |Ceff:P
9 |2 , (69)

⟨I9⟩− = 0 , (70)

and (note that d2Γ/dq2dp2 = 2⟨I1⟩+ − 2
3⟨I2⟩+):

⟨I1⟩+ =
1

8

[
2|FS |2 ρ−1,S +

2

3
|FP |2 ρ−1,P + 2|F∥|2 ρ−1,P + 2|F⊥|2 ρ+1,P

]
(71)

SM→ +
1

8

{
2|FS |2|Ceff:S

9 |2 +
[
2

3
|FP |2 + 2(|F∥|2 + |F⊥|2)

]
|Ceff:P

9 |2
}
,

⟨I2⟩+ = −1

8

[
2|FS |2 ρ−1,S +

2

3

{
|FP |2 ρ−1,P − |F∥|2 ρ−1,P − |F⊥|2 ρ+1,P

}]
(72)

SM→ −1

8

{
2|FS |2|Ceff:S

9 |2 + 2

3
(|FP |2 − |F∥|2 − |F⊥|2) |Ceff:P

9 |2
}
,

⟨I3⟩+ =
1

6

[
|F⊥|2 ρ+1,P − |F∥|2 ρ−1,P

]
SM→ 1

6
(|F⊥|2 − |F∥|2) |Ceff:P

9 |2 , (73)

2

π
⟨I4⟩+ = −1

4
Re
[
FSF∗

∥

(
(Ceff:S

9 + CNP
9 − C ′

9)(C
eff:P
9 + CNP

9 − C ′
9)

∗ (74)

+|C10 − C ′
10|2
)] SM→ −1

4
Re
[
FS F∗

∥ C
eff:S
9 (Ceff:P

9 )∗
]
,
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2

π
⟨I5⟩+ =

1

2
Re
[
FSF∗

⊥

(
(Ceff:S

9 + CNP
9 − C ′

9)(C10 + C ′
10)

∗ (75)

+(Ceff:P
9 + CNP

9 + C ′
9)

∗(C10 − C ′
10)
)]

SM→ 0 ,

⟨I6⟩+ = −4

3

[
Re
(
F∥F∗

⊥
)
Reρ+2 + Im

(
F∥F∗

⊥
)
Imρ−2

] SM→ 0 , (76)

2

π
⟨I7⟩+ =

1

2
Im
[
FSF∗

∥

(
(Ceff:S

9 + CNP
9 − C ′

9)(C10 − C ′
10)

∗ (77)

+(Ceff:P
9 + CNP

9 − C ′
9)

∗(C10 − C ′
10)
)]

SM→ 0 ,

2

π
⟨I8⟩+ = −1

4
Im
[
FSF∗

⊥

(
(Ceff:S

9 + CNP
9 − C ′

9)(C
eff:P
9 + CNP

9 + C ′
9)

∗ (78)

+(C10 − C ′
10)(C10 + C ′

10)
∗)] SM→ −1

4
Im
[
FS F∗

⊥C
eff:S
9 (Ceff:P

9 )∗
]
,

⟨I9⟩+ =
2

3

[
Re(F⊥F∗

∥ ) Imρ
+
2 + Im(F⊥F∗

∥ )Reρ
−
2

]
SM→ 1

3
Im(F⊥F∗

∥ ) |C
eff:P
9 |2 . (79)

We now define Ii as the analogous of Ii for the CP-conjugated process. The new kine-
matical conventions are: θℓ is the angle between the ℓ−-momentum and the D-momentum
in the di-lepton center of mass frame, θπ is the angle between the π+-momentum and the
negative D-momentum in the di-pion center of mass frame, while following the previous
procedure to define the remaining angle ϕ′, one has ϕ′ = π − ϕ. In the comparison of the
two processes certain angular observables acquire a sign under CP transformation due to
kinematical considerations, Ii → Ii for i = 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, while Ij → −Ij for j = 5, 6, 8, 9.
LHCb [2–4] provides measurements for the following CP-averaged S and CP-asymmetric
A quantities: ⟨Oi⟩ = ⟨Ii⟩f(i) ± ⟨Ii⟩f(i) for i = 1, 2, 3, 4, 7, and ⟨Oj⟩ = ⟨Ij⟩f(j) ∓ ⟨Ij⟩f(j)
for j = 5, 6, 8, 9, where O → S (O → A) for the upper (respectively, lower) signs; these
measurements by LHCb optimize the sensitivity to P -wave effects, namely, f(i) = + for
i = 1, 2, 3, 6, 9, while f(j) = − for j = 4, 5, 7, 8 (see Tab. 1). Since in the current work we
neglect CP-odd contributions from the SM, the CP asymmetries of all angular observables
vanish in the SM limit. The CP-averaged quantities are:

⟨S2⟩(p2, q2) ≡ ⟨I2⟩+ , ⟨S3⟩(p2, q2) ≡ ⟨I3⟩+ , (80)

⟨S4⟩(p2, q2) ≡ ⟨I4⟩− , ⟨S5⟩(p2, q2) ≡ ⟨I5⟩−
SM→ 0 ,

⟨S6⟩(p2, q2) ≡ ⟨I6⟩+
SM→ 0 , ⟨S7⟩(p2, q2) ≡ ⟨I7⟩−

SM→ 0 ,

⟨S8⟩(p2, q2) ≡ ⟨I8⟩−
SM→∼ 0 , ⟨S9⟩(p2, q2) ≡ ⟨I9⟩+

SM→∼ 0 .

The binned quantities quoted by Refs. [2–4] are defined as:

⟨Ok⟩[q
2
i1
,q2i2

] ≡ 1

Γ
[q2i1

,q2i2
]

∫
⟨Ok⟩[q

2
i1
,q2i2

]
, O = S,A , k = 1, . . . , 9 , (81)

for a bin [q2i1 , q
2
i2
], where the following shortcut notation has been employed:

18



∫
⟨Ii⟩r+/Γr SM: CNP

9 = C ′
9 NP: C̃10 = 0.43,

= C10 = C ′
10 = 0 CNP

9 = C ′
9 = C ′

10 = 0

i S-wave WCs value (%) WCs value (%)

1† ◦ |Ceff:S
9 |2, |Ceff:P

9 |2 48 SM + |C10|2 48

2† ◦ |Ceff:S
9 |2, |Ceff:P

9 |2 −7 SM + |C10|2 −7

3† × |Ceff:P
9 |2 −14 SM + |C10|2 −14

4 ✓ Ceff:S
9 (Ceff:P

9 )∗ ±2 SM + |C10|2 ±2

5 ✓ – 0 Ceff:S
9 C∗

10 + C10 (C
eff:P
9 )∗ ±0.1

6† × – 0 Re
[
Ceff:P
9 C∗

10

]
±0.3

7 ✓ – 0 Ceff:S
9 C∗

10 + C10 (C
eff:P
9 )∗ ±0.4

8 ✓ Ceff:S
9 (Ceff:P

9 )∗ ±1 SM + |C10|2 ±1

9† × |Ceff:P
9 |2 ∼ 0 SM + |C10|2 ∼ 0

∫
⟨Ii⟩r−/Γr SM: CNP

9 = C ′
9 NP: C̃10 = 0.43,

= C10 = C ′
10 = 0 CNP

9 = C ′
9 = C ′

10 = 0

i S-wave WCs value (%) WCs value (%)

1 ✓ Ceff:S
9 (Ceff:P

9 )∗ ∓2 SM + |C10|2 ∓2

2 ✓ Ceff:S
9 (Ceff:P

9 )∗ ±2 SM + |C10|2 ±2

4† × |Ceff:P
9 |2 20 SM + |C10|2 20

5† × – 0 Re
[
Ceff:P
9 C∗

10

]
±0.2

7† × – 0 Re
[
Ceff:P
9 C∗

10

]
∼ 0

8† × |Ceff:P
9 |2 ∼ 0 SM + |C10|2 ∼ 0

Table 1: Summary of the angular observables: the upper table contains ⟨·⟩+ quantities,
while the lower one ⟨·⟩− quantities. In the first column, a tick ✓ indicates an S-wave
effect through its interference with the P -wave, an empty circle ◦ means that the S-wave
manifests through an additive term to the P -wave instead of an interference term, and a
cross × indicates the absence of any S-wave effect. The SM dependencies on the effective
Wilson coefficients (WCs) are given in the second column along with a typical value
found for the integrated observables in the SM. The best fit values of the normalization
and relative phases are considered for setting the numerical values given above. When
two signs are shown, they correspond to different relative phases of the S- and P -waves
(∆SP and ∆ρNP are taken here to value 0 mod π/2). The integration range considered is
(0.78GeV)2 < q2(ℓ+ℓ−) < (1.1GeV)2. The third column indicates the dependence on the
effective SM and on the NPWCs in the presence of a non-vanishing C̃10 = VubV

∗
cbC10, taken

at its current upper bound, along with a typical value for the integrated observables. The
hermitian conjugate is also understood when the displayed combination of WCs is possibly
complex. Cases carrying a dagger † indicate quantities already measured by LHCb [2–4].

∫
f
[q2i1

,q2i2
] ≡

∫ q2i2

q2i1

dq2
∫ p2max(q

2)

p2min

dp2f(p2, q2) , (82)

for any function f ; the notation Γr designates the total width in the q2-bin r. We stress
that the observables ⟨S8⟩r and ⟨S9⟩r, although vanishing in the SM when employing the
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approximation Ceff:P
9 for any bin r due to our description of the phases encoded in the

transversity form factors FP , F∥, and F⊥, obtain non-vanishing values in the original
picture (i.e., before the introduction of effective C9 coefficients). Nevertheless, these values
remain very small, being suppressed due to the simple parameterisations of the D → R,
D → V form factors. Also note that from the above equations ⟨I7⟩− seems to vanish
even in the presence of NP. Although this is not the case when the original description is
implemented (again, before the effective C9 coefficients were introduced), the calculated
values are still very suppressed for the same reason mentioned for ⟨S8⟩r and ⟨S9⟩r. On
the other hand, as discussed later its S-wave sensitive counterpart ⟨I7⟩+ yields values
comparable to those of the other null-test observables for the same values of NP Wilson
coefficients.

Some relations aiming to isolate the Wilson coefficients with potential phenomenolog-
ical interest include (see also Ref. [15]):

⟨S8⟩(p2,q2)
⟨A5⟩(p2,q2)

=
1

2

Imρ+2
Reρ+2

,
⟨S9⟩(p2,q2)
⟨A6⟩(p2,q2)

= −1

2

Imρ+2
Reρ+2

, (83)

⟨S5⟩(p2,q2)
⟨A8⟩(p2,q2)

= −2
Imρ−2
Reρ−2

,
⟨S6⟩(p2,q2)
⟨A9⟩(p2,q2)

= 2
Imρ−2
Reρ−2

, (84)

which are relevant only in the unbinned limit, since Ceff:P
9 carries a dependence on kine-

matical variables.

4 Fits and predictions

We search for footprints of the S-wave in three different types of observables. Firstly
(I), the ones related to the differential mass distributions, where the effect of the S- and
P -waves is additive. Secondly (II), we examine the observables that probe the S- and
P -wave interference. Thirdly (III), we look into observables that vanish in the SM, and
find some that are sensitive to NP only in the presence of the S-wave; we compare these to
observables that are sensitive to NP only in the presence of the P -wave. Cases (I) and (II)
are discussed in Sec. 4.1; we will in particular extract in this section parameters accounting

for normalizations, namely, {aω, aS(0)/A1(0), A1(0)Bρ0 , Bϕ/Bρ0 , B
(S)
ω /B

(S)
ρ0
, B

(S)
ϕ /B

(S)
ρ0

},
and relative strong phases among intermediate resonances, namely, ϕω and ∆i, i = 1, 3, 4.
Due to the suppression factor ϵω, we do not include Bω nor ∆2 in this list. The ratio

B
(S)
ρ0
/Bρ0 is set to the unit, and aS(0) is adjusted to determine the overall contribution of

the S-wave. It is implicitly assumed that NP contamination is negligible in the differential
mass distributions. Case (III) is the subject of Sec. 4.2. The three types of observables
(I)-(III) are easily identified in Tab. 1; the values of the most interesting observables over
distinct q2 bins will be discussed in details in the following, and are given in Tabs. 2, 3 and
4, that deal with cases (I)-(III), respectively. We stress that we also make comparisons to
the LHCb data set that optimizes the sensitivity to the P -wave. We have not included
theory uncertainties (e.g., stemming from the use of the factorization approach) in the
following discussion beyond the ones attached to the unknown parameters we have fitted
for.

4.1 SM fits and predictions

The large statistics and fine binning of Refs. [2–4] allows for a precision numerical study.
The global fit we perform combines bins of both differential mass distributions as functions
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Figure 3: The prediction for the differential decay rate dΓ/dm and LHCb data over the di-
hadron invariant mass m(π+π−) ≡

√
p2 [2–4]. (Left) The contributions from the S-wave

(dotted red) and the P -wave (dashed magenta) add up to the full resonant contribution
(solid blue). (Right) Components of the S-wave contribution: σρ (dashed red), σω (dot-
dashed magenta), and σϕ (dotted orange, multiplied by 4 for an easier comparison).

of the invariant mass of the lepton (q2) or pion (p2) pairs. We note that no correlations
among bins of dΓ/dp2 and dΓ/dq2 have been made available in those references. We
first discuss the features of the dΓ/dp2 distribution, which is crucial to establish the σ
contribution. Being a very broad resonance, the effect of including the σ might be difficult
to spot. However, we do observe a clear contribution in the differential decay rate as a
function of p2, see Fig. 3. It is clearly seen by eye that including σ in the theoretical
prediction improves the quality of the fit; quantitatively, χ2

min;w/o σ − χ2
min = 102, clearly

favoring its inclusion.11 The dΓ/dp2 distribution is also used to probe the small ω →
π+π− contribution, together with its relative phase with respect to the ρ contribution.
There is good evidence of the presence of such ω: χ2

min;w/o ω − χ2
min = 42, which is also

approximately distributed as a χ2 with a single degree of freedom. In performing the
fits, we have excluded the region ±70 MeV around the mass of the K0

S to account for
the possibility of contamination from K0

S → π+π−.12 Also, we have considered data
points up to 0.9 GeV, since beyond this energy virtual kaon pairs (i.e., below their actual
threshold)13 along with other resonances such as f0(980) start manifesting more strongly
(in the former case, in the dispersive part of the amplitude). The presence of other
resonances, that include beyond the S- and P -waves also the D-wave, together with the
isospin-two and Bremsstrahlung contributions, are likely to be at the origin of the poor
comparison between our prediction and the data in the high-p2 region, see the left panel of
Fig. 3. The value of χ2

min/Nd.o.f. ≃ 2 (where Nd.o.f. ≃ 77) has been found, driven mainly
by the dΓ/dp2 data set.

We now discuss the features of the dΓ/dq2 distribution. We fit the data of Refs. [2–4]
in the region q2 ≥ m2

ρ, in order to avoid the many other resonances that we do not address
in the present work, shown in Fig. 1. Fig. 4 displays the result of our fit, which achieves
a good qualitative description of the data. Quantitatively, the fit does not perform well
at the ϕ resonance, underestimating the branching ratio therein; the fit indicates that a

11For this test only, we have reintroduced back to the fit Bω and ∆2, so the improvement comes mainly
from the dΓ/dp2 distribution.

12This procedure is adopted from Ref. [26], which however is a different experiment (and process). In the
case of LHCb, K0

S contributions are not explicitly vetoed. However, vertexing eliminates to a certain degree
the aforementioned K0

S contamination, but there is no quantitative estimate of the resulting efficiency [82].
13Note that this is a source of violation of the Zweig rule, see e.g. Ref. [83].
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broader width of the ϕ should be considered, i.e., the predicted values closer to mϕ tend
to be overestimated, while peripheral values away from mϕ by Γ0

ϕ = 4.25 MeV [25] tend

to be underestimated. Accordingly, we observe that a much better fit of the dΓ/dq2 data
is achieved when increasing the width of the ϕ by about 60%, namely, the χ2

min drops
significantly. This effect should be due to limited momentum resolution at LHCb (bin
migration is found to be negligible in Ref. [5]), whose effect has not been “unfolded”, thus
broadening the ϕ peak; efficiency variations, instead, are taken into account [82]. We fix
the ϕ width to Γ0

ϕ in our theoretical predictions, and to circumvent the later resolution
issue we collect the four bins around the ϕ peak into a single bin.

From the global fit we find the following value for the overall normalization factor
(intervals of about 3σ C.L. are provided in this section):

0.8 ≲ A1(0)Bρ0 ≲ 1.2 , (85)

for the extraction of which we employ also information about the total branching fraction
provided in Eq. (1). A value of A1(0) close to 0.6 as in Ref. [84] implies Bρ0 of around
1.8. For ratios of normalization factors (or “fudge factors”) we have:

0.8 ≲ Bϕ/Bρ0 ≲ 0.9 , (86)

0.9 ≲ B
(S)
ω /B

(S)
ρ0

≲ 1.1 , (87)

0.05 ≲ B
(S)
ϕ /B

(S)
ρ0

≲ 0.27 . (88)

The ϕ, ω → µ+µ− resonant branching ratios constrain precisely the parameters Bϕ/Bρ0

and B
(S)
ω /B

(S)
ρ0

. The inclusion of dΓ/dp2 data has an important impact in limiting the

size of B
(S)
ϕ /B

(S)
ρ0

, which reflects differently compared to the other two contributions σω

and σρ0, see the right panel of Fig. 3, due to the different available p2 intervals as seen
from Fig. 1. It is evident that an important deviation from naive factorization shows up

in the extraction of B
(S)
ϕ /B

(S)
ρ0

, which lies substantially away from 1.14 It is interesting to
point out that the contribution from σϕ also turns out to be suppressed in the amplitude
analysis of D0 → K+K−π+π− by LHCb [31]. We also extract:

0.001 ≲ aω ≲ 0.005 , (89)

1.1π ≲ ϕω ≲ 1.7π , (90)

39 GeV ≲ aS(0)
A1(0)

≲ 62 GeV , (91)

which compare relatively well with aω ≃ 0.006, ϕω ≃ 0.9π and aS(0)/A1(0) ≃ 24 GeV for
the analogous semi-leptonic decayD+ → π+π−e+νe [26], see App. B for further discussion.

The fit is also used to extract the following range for the relative angle ∆1 = δ{ρ0/ω,ρ0}−
δ{ρ0/ω,ϕ}, see the left panel of Fig. 4:

0.5π ≲ ∆1 ≲ 0.9π , (92)

while ∆3 = δ{σ,ρ0}− δ{σ,ϕ} remains unconstrained, since the contribution from the σ plays
a less important role in the region between the ρ0 and ϕ resonances with respect to the
P -wave contribution. As it is clear from the left panel of Fig. 4, this strong phase has
a huge impact in the latter inter-resonant region and the very-high energy region above

14A sizable deviation from factorization is seen in the context of B → Kµ+µ− decays, see e.g. Ref. [73].
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Figure 4: The differential decay rate dΓ/dm and LHCb data over the di-lepton invariant
mass m(µ+µ−) ≡

√
q2 [2–4]. (Left) The dashed (dotted) red curve displaying “non-

optimal phases” corresponds to the optimal ∆1 added with π/2 (−3π/4). (Right) The
dashed red curve displaying “non-optimal phases” corresponds to the optimal ∆4 added
with 5π/4.

the ϕ resonance, implying modulations of the predicted branching ratios by orders of
magnitude in both cases. It is interesting to point out the possible correlation between
the inter-resonant and the very-high energy regions due to the ϕ line-shape, e.g., a large
suppression of the SM prediction in the very-high energy region (making then this region
more sensitive to NP contributions) can be correlated to a relatively large branching ratio
in the inter-resonant region; a similar effect is seen in Ref. [14]. In the right panel of Fig. 4,
we illustrate the dependence of our prediction on the remaining strong-phase differences.
As it has been discussed around Eq. (31), the contribution of the ω → ℓ+ℓ− paired with
the pion pair in a P -wave is suppressed;15 on the other hand, the ω → ℓ+ℓ− can manifest
when combined with the pion pair in the S-wave. We then find for ∆4 = δ{σ,ρ0} − δ{σ,ω}:

0.2π ≲ ∆4 ≲ 0.5π , (93)

see the right panel of Fig. 4. It is rather difficult to provide interpretations to the extracted
ranges of values for ∆1 and ∆4, or make comparisons to other processes; note that the ρ0

and the ω or the ϕ are in different isospin irreducible representations, so that the dynamics
involved in the rescattering processes with the second resonance (the ρ0/ω in the case of
∆1, and the σ in the case of ∆4) is expected to be substantially different.

We now discuss our predictions and the available data for the angular observables.
Following LHCb [2–4], we define the ranges:

r(ρ:sup) ≡ [0.782, 0.952] GeV2 , (94)

r(ϕ:inf) ≡ [0.952, 1.022] GeV2 ,

r(ϕ:sup) ≡ [1.022, 1.12] GeV2 .

Since we focus on the high-energy window of Fig. 1, we will discuss predictions for
these three bins, while LHCb also provides results for the bins [0.2122, 0.5252] GeV2 and
[0.5652, 0.782] GeV2; the bin [0.5652, 0.782] GeV2, however, is also used for determining
the total branching ratio distribution as a function of p2 (the branching ratio outside

15We note that allowing for large effects much beyond naive factorization, namely, Bω ≫ Bρ0 , allows for
a good fit of the dΓ/dq2 data even in the absence of the S-wave.
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q2-bin Γr (SM) Γr
σ

Γr (%)
∫
⟨I2⟩r+ × 100

∫
⟨I2⟩r+,σ∫
⟨I2⟩r+

(%)
∫
⟨I3⟩r+ × 100

∫
⟨I4⟩r− × 100

r(ρ:sup) [0.64, 0.87] [23, 43] [−16,−8.5] [59, 78] [−7.2,−4.7] [8.3, 13]

r(ϕ:inf) [1.6, 1.9] [0.3, 8] [−11,−6.2] [3, 45] [−30,−26] [36, 41]

r(ϕ:sup) [1.2, 1.3] [0.8, 10] [−8.7,−4.3] [8, 53] [−22,−19] [26, 29]

Table 2: SM predictions for the non-vanishing observables which only receive P -wave
contributions (

∫
⟨I3⟩r+ ,

∫
⟨I4⟩r−), and where the effect of the S-wave is additive (i.e., Γr =

Γr
ρ0/ω + Γr

σ and
∫
⟨I2⟩r+ =

∫
⟨I2⟩r+,ρ0/ω +

∫
⟨I2⟩r+,σ); a subscript σ indicates that only the

S-wave is kept. The relation Γr = 2
(∫

⟨I1⟩r+ −
∫
⟨I2⟩r+/3

)
holds true. For comparison with

LHCb [2–4], ⟨S2⟩r =
∫
⟨I2⟩r+/Γr, ⟨S3⟩r =

∫
⟨I3⟩r+/Γr, and ⟨S4⟩r =

∫
⟨I4⟩r−/Γr. Relevant

definitions can be found in Sec. 3, see in particular Eqs. (81) and (82). The decay rate and

the Ii’s both need to be multiplied by a common constant factor, |C2λdeGF /
√
2|2 e2

mD
×

10−4 = 2.4× 10−19, with GF , mD and Γr in GeV.

these four q2-bins is highly suppressed). In Tab. 2 we present predicted values for those
observables that do not vanish in the SM, in particular in the presence of the S-wave, in
cases where it does not interfere with the P -wave. As seen in this table, the σ provides
significant contributions, as large as 10 − 40% in the binned branching ratios. This frac-
tion is even larger in the case of

∫
⟨I2⟩r+,σ, which contributes to the binned branching ratio

Γr = 2
(∫

⟨I1⟩r+ −
∫
⟨I2⟩r+/3

)
, reaching up to about 50− 80% of

∫
⟨I2⟩r+. The dominance of

the S-wave in this observable can be attributed to a suppression of the P -wave contribu-
tion, due to a cancellation among the transversity form factors as seen from Eq. (72) (also
manifesting in the case of

∫
⟨I3⟩r+), which on the other hand are added constructively in

the case of ⟨I1⟩r+, cf. Eq. (71). In performing a comparison of our predictions to LHCb
data of the observables ⟨S2⟩r, ⟨S3⟩r, and ⟨S4⟩r in the three bins r(ρ:sup), r(ϕ:inf), and r(ϕ:sup)

we obtain a p-value of O(10)%.
As we have seen, our predictions for the angular observables ⟨S7⟩r, ⟨S8⟩r, and ⟨S9⟩r

(approximately) vanish, even in presence of NP; we find however a poor comparison with
the hypothesis that they are all zero in the five bins of Eq. (94), χ2/Nd.o.f. ≃ 2.4 (where
Nd.o.f. ≃ 15), or a p-value of 0.2%, due to ⟨S9⟩r. This may indicate a missing description of
the relative strong phases among the transversity form factors FP , F∥, and F⊥. (Including
in this latter test the ⟨S5⟩r and ⟨S6⟩r observables, which also vanish in the SM, we get
χ2/Nd.o.f. ≃ 2.0 (where Nd.o.f. ≃ 25), or a p-value of 0.2%, which is small also as a
consequence of including ⟨S9⟩r.) The violation of CP is surely exciting in the context
of charm physics, where a sizable level of CP violation has been recently measured by
LHCb [85, 86] in hadronic two-body charm-meson decays, see Ref. [87] for a theoretical
discussion. On the other hand, the CP asymmetries in rare charm-meson decays are
consistent with zero, since in this case we find that p-value = 84%. Note that statistical
correlations among bins and across observables are provided by the LHCb analysis; they
are small, but have been included. Systematic uncertainties are smaller than statistical
uncertainties, and are fully correlated (we use the techniques discussed in Ref. [88] to
combine both categories of uncertainties in presence of correlations).

In Tab. 3 we provide the values for non-vanishing angular observables that probe
the interference of the S- and P -waves. These observables depend on the relative phase
∆SP = δ{σ,ρ0} − δ{ρ0/ω,ρ0} between the S- and P -waves. None of the experimentally
provided observables from Refs. [2–4] is sensitive to this phase, hence it is left as a free
parameter. A future experimental analysis would probe this phase difference, possibly in
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q2-bin
∫
⟨I2⟩r− × 100

r(ρ:sup) [−6.6,−0.8] cSP + [−2.3,−1.1] sSP

r(ϕ:inf) [−7.7, 6.1] cSP + [−5.3, 8.2] sSP

r(ϕ:sup) [−7.1, 3.0] cSP + [−5.0, 5.4] sSP

q2-bin
∫
⟨I4⟩r+ × 100

r(ρ:sup) [0.8, 5.9] cSP + [0.4, 1.6] sSP

r(ϕ:inf) [−6.7, 8.3] cSP + [−8.6, 5.4] sSP

r(ϕ:sup) [−3.1, 7.6] cSP + [−5.9, 5.5] sSP

q2-bin
∫
⟨I8⟩r+ × 100

r(ρ:sup) [−3.0,−0.2] cSP + [−0.4, 0.4] sSP

r(ϕ:inf) [−4.6, 4.5] cSP + [−3.4, 4.0] sSP

r(ϕ:sup) [−2.6, 3.3] cSP + [−1.7, 3.3] sSP

Table 3: SM predictions for the non-vanishing angular observables that probe the interfer-
ence between the S- and P -waves. The parameters appearing stand for cSP ≡ cos(∆SP )
and sSP ≡ sin(∆SP ). The relation

∫
⟨I1⟩r− = −

∫
⟨I2⟩r− holds true. Relevant definitions can

be found in Sec. 3, see in particular Eqs. (81) and (82). The same overall multiplicative
factor shown in the caption of Tab. 2 applies.

combination with the differential distribution over the di-hadron angle, as discussed later
in this section. As seen in the table, some sizable values are found, typically smaller but of
similar order compared to the ones provided in Tab. 2 that are insensitive to the S-wave.

Finally, as announced in the introduction, the S-wave can produce distinguished sig-
natures in the differential branching ratio as a function of the angular variables describing
the topology of the rare decay. To illustrate this point, consider:

dΓ

d cos θπ
= ⟨I1⟩r+,ρ0/ω + ⟨I2⟩r+,ρ0/ω (1− 4 cos2 θπ)−

4

3
⟨I2⟩r+,σ − 8

3
⟨I2⟩r− cos θπ , (95)

after integration over the q2-bin r, where the contributions from the S- and P -waves alone
are indicated in subscript (here, the σ and ρ0/ω resonances, respectively), and the last
term in the right-hand side probes their interference. As seen in Fig. 5, the presence of
the S-wave can produce an asymmetry of the distribution with respect to cos θπ = 0. This
provides motivation for binned measurements of the branching ratio as a function of the
angular variables.

4.2 Semi-leptonic operators from generic NP

We want to know the impact of having dimension-6 operators that can mediate the tran-
sition c → uℓ+ℓ− at the quark level due to interactions mediated by heavy NP. We focus
on vector and axial-vector structures. Present bounds @ 95% C.L. are [19]:

|C̃NP
9 |, |C̃ ′

9| < 1.2 , |C̃(′)
10 | < 0.43 , (96)
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Figure 5: The differential decay rate, after integration of di-lepton energies over the range
r(ρ:sup)∪r(ϕ:inf)∪r(ϕ:sup) = [0.782, 1.12] GeV2, as a function of cos(θπ). In dashed magenta
the observable is shown in the absence of the S-wave contribution (rescaled such that∫ 1
−1 d cos(θπ)dΓ/d cos(θπ)/Γ = 1). The solid blue and dotted orange lines correspond to
extreme cases reached for certain values of the phase difference ∆SP between the S- and
P -waves that maximize their interference. As it is clear from the figure, the interference
of the S- and P -waves can generate a distinguished asymmetry.

where |C̃| = |VubV ∗
cbC|, and the former bound results from the D+ → π+µ+µ− branching

ratio [89], while the second from the D0 → µ+µ− branching ratio [90]. Slightly better
bounds are found from collider searches for contact interactions manifesting in pp→ µ+µ−

[91]. In view of these constraints, it is justified to assume that NP does not affect the
previous discussion about the differential branching ratio as a function of the invariant
masses of pion and lepton pairs. However, NP could still affect the differential branching
ratio in the low and very-high di-lepton invariant mass regions [14]. It can also affect
distinct angular observables as we now discuss.

As seen from the expressions provided in Sec. 3, there are distinct observables that
depend on these Wilson coefficients. In Tab. 4 we provide predictions for those observables
sensitive to the SM-NP interference in presence of a non-vanishing C10 Wilson coefficient
(its SM value is very suppressed, as discussed around Eq. (2)). The cases ⟨I5⟩− and ⟨I6⟩+
are sensitive to the SM-NP interference through the P -wave, while ⟨I7⟩− approximately
vanishes. These observables, which isolate the NP interference with the SM P -wave, are
given as functions of the phase difference

∆ρNP ≡ δ{ρ0/ω,ρ0} − δQ10 , (97)

where δQ10 allows for a possible strong phase when considering insertions of the Q10

operator (beyond the one from the pion pair line-shape). Predictions are shown in Tab. 3.
On the other hand, the cases ⟨I5⟩+ and ⟨I7⟩+ are sensitive to the SM-NP interference

in the presence of the S-wave. These observables depend on the above phase ∆ρNP to-
gether with ∆SP . The latter phase difference can be probed based on the observables
whose predictions are given in Tab. 3, and the observable shown in Fig. 5. Given the
dependence on both phase differences, we do not give explicitly the expressions for the
related angular observables. By varying these phases, we stress that we find values of the
angular observables comparable to the ones found for the analogous P -wave null tests in
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q2-bin
∫
⟨I5⟩r− × 100

r(ρ:sup) [0.49, 0.83] cρNP + [−1.5,−1.3] sρNP

r(ϕ:inf) [−0.36, 0.50] cρNP + [−0.83,−0.60] sρNP

r(ϕ:sup) [0.31, 0.66] cρNP + [−0.09, 0.49] sρNP

q2-bin
∫
⟨I6⟩r+ × 100

r(ρ:sup) [0.7, 1.2] cρNP + [−2.1,−1.7] sρNP

r(ϕ:inf) [−0.57, 0.78] cρNP + [−1.3,−1.0] sρNP

r(ϕ:sup) [0.5, 1.1] cρNP + [−0.14, 0.78] sρNP

Table 4: Observables that vanish in the SM, arising from the interference of the P -wave
and NP, here calculated for C ′

9 = C ′
10 = CNP

9 = 0 and non-zero C10. The parameters ap-
pearing stand for cρNP = cos(∆ρNP) and sρNP = sin(∆ρNP). The other P -wave dependent
observable ⟨I7⟩− approximately vanishes. The NP does not interfere with the SM in the
decay rate, and can thus be neglected. Relevant definitions can be found in Sec. 3, see in
particular Eqs. (81) and (82). The same overall multiplicative factor shown in the caption
of Tab. 2 applies; additionally, there is an extra C̃10 that multiplies the observables.

Tab. 3.
Given the bounds shown above in Eq. (96), detecting NP requires sub-percentage pre-

cision in the measurement of the angular observables. Having reached such precision, some
bins of the angular observables sensitive to the S-wave provide additional complementary
information to favor or disfavor an observation of a possible NP manifestation based on
the P -wave cases. In the future, a global fit could extract all relevant phases, together
with possible NP contributions. It is possible that a clever strategy could circumvent the
need to extract at least some of the strong phases affecting the angular observables.

5 Conclusions

Recent experimental data by LHCb open up the opportunity for precision physics with rare
charm-meson decays, a task that can be assisted by complementary information coming
from experiments such as BESIII, and by Belle II in different rare decay modes. For this
sake, better theoretical predictions are needed, in particular the description of resonances,
without which it will not be possible to disentangle non-SM contributions from the large
SM background; better theoretical predictions of the SM are also needed in order to
describe possible interference terms with non-SM contributions. We employ a factorization
model for the inclusion of intermediate hadronic states contributing to D0 → π+π−ℓ+ℓ−

in the SM, and discuss in details different contributing topologies. Within this framework,
the novelty of this work concerns the inclusion of the lightest scalar isoscalar state, which
is a very broad resonance manifesting in long-distance pion pair interactions and impacts
a large portion of the allowed phase space, see Fig. 1. We highlight that D0 → π+π−ℓ+ℓ−

data already show the clear emergence of such S-wave effects, see Fig. 3. Moreover, current
data also allows the study of the strong phases among intermediate resonances, see Fig. 4.

The decay D0 → π+π−ℓ+ℓ− offers the possibility to define a rich set of angular ob-
servables. We then discuss angular observables that are sensitive to both the S- and
P -waves. Predictions are given in Tabs. 2 and 3. We have been able to understand the
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overall pattern of the measured angular observables ⟨Si⟩r, i = 2, . . . , 8, in distinct q2-bins
r. To further improve our understanding of SM contributions, we suggest experimentalists
measure additional observables to further test and better characterise the contributions of
the S-wave, such as following the strategy illustrated in Fig. 5.

Such additional observables have also an interest other than improving non-perturbative
aspects of the SM description. Indeed, the search for NP consists of one of the main mo-
tivations for looking into this category of rare decay processes. If any deviation is seen
while performing a null test of the SM, a comprehensive analysis will be needed to verify
and characterize it. We emphasize the potential for complementary tests of NP via its
interference with the SM in the presence of the S-wave, which provide distinct null tests
of the SM, as seen from Tab. 4.

In order to improve the description of the differential branching ratio, in particular
the one as a function of the pion pair invariant mass, future theoretical directions include
incorporating other S- and P -wave resonances and the D-wave following a similar theo-
retical framework, isospin-two contributions, and the addition of cascade decays. More
studies will be needed to understand the set of angular observables measured by LHCb
in more details, since with our simple factorization model some tension appears in the
description of the angular observable ⟨S9⟩r. It would also be interesting to extend our
analysis to include D0 → K+K−µ+µ− and radiative decay modes.
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A Hadronic inputs

A.1 Decay constants

We have from Ref. [72]:

⟨ϕ|s̄γµs|0⟩ = ϵ∗µmϕfϕ , ĉqω⟨ω|q̄γµq|0⟩ = ϵ∗µmωf
(q)
ω , ĉq

ρ0
⟨ρ0|q̄γµq|0⟩ = ϵ∗µmρ0f

(q)
ρ0
, (98)

with ĉuρ0 = −ĉdρ0 = ĉuω = ĉdω =
√
2. We consider a single decay constant for both matrix

elements of u- and d-quark bilinears, i.e., f
(q)
ω → fω and f

(q)
ρ0

→ fρ0 , which is good enough
for our purposes. The decay constants are then:

fρ0 = 216(3) MeV , fω = 197(8) MeV , fϕ = 233(4) MeV . (99)

(Mixing effects ω − ρ0 and ω − ϕ have been included, but are small.)
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A.2 Form factors

For the D → V form factors, for both V = ρ0, ω, we use the nearest pole approximation
introduced in Ref. [71], which has the general form

F (q2) = F (0)/

(
1− q2

m2
pole

)
. (100)

The pole masses implemented are 2.42 GeV (JP = 1+) for F = A1 and A2, and 2.01 GeV
(JP = 1−) for F = V . We define:

rV =
V (0)

A1(0)
, r2 =

A2(0)

A1(0)
, (101)

for which Ref. [26] gives rV = 1.695 ± 0.083 ± 0.051 and r2 = 0.845 ± 0.056 ± 0.039
(with a correlation of ρrV ,r2 = −0.206), where the first (second) uncertainty is statistical
(respectively, systematic).

A.3 Line shapes

We reproduce the line shape of f0(500) [23]:

AS(s) =

[
M2 − s− g21(s)

s− sA
M2 − sA

z(s)− iM Γtot(s)

]−1

, (102)

Γtot(s) =
4∑

i=1

Γi(s) , (103)

M Γ1(s) = g21(s)
s− sA
M2 − sA

ρ1(s) , (104)

ρ1(s) =
√
1− 4m2

π/s , (105)

g21(s) =M (b1 + b2 s) exp[−(s−M2)/A] , (106)

z(s) = j1(s)− j1(M
2) , (107)

j1(s) =
1

π

[
2 + ρ1(s) log

(
1− ρ1(s)

1 + ρ1(s)

)]
, (108)

M Γ2(s) = 0.6 g21(s) (s/M
2) (109)

× exp
[
−α(s− 4m2

K)Θ(s− 4m2
K)− α′(4m2

K − s)Θ(4m2
K − s)

]
ρ2(s) ,

ρ2(s) =
√
1− 4m2

K/sΘ(s− 4m2
K) + i

√
4m2

K/s− 1Θ(4m2
K − s) , (110)

M Γ3(s) = 0.2 g21(s) (s/M
2) (111)

× exp
[
−α(s− 4m2

η)Θ(s− 4m2
η)− α′(4m2

η − s)Θ(4m2
η − s)

]
ρ3(s) ,
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ρ3(s) =
√

1− 4m2
η/sΘ(s− 4m2

η) + i
√

4m2
η/s− 1Θ(4m2

η − s) , (112)

M Γ4(s) =M g4π ρ4π(s)/ρ4π(M
2)Θ(s− 16m2

π) , (113)

ρ4π(s) = 1.0/
[
1 + exp(7.082− 2.845 s/GeV2)

]
, (114)

sA ≃ 0.41m2
π , α = 1.3GeV−2 , α′ = 2.1GeV−2 , (115)

and (solution (iii) of Ref. [23]): M = 0.953 GeV, b1 = 1.302 GeV, b2 = 0.340/GeV,
A = 2.426 GeV2, g4π = 0.011 GeV.

For the line shape of the ρ(770)0 in π+π− decays, we adopt the Gounaris-Sakurai
parameterization [74]:

Pρ0(s) = m2
ρ0 − s+ f(s)− imρ0 Γρ0(s) , (116)

f(s) = Γ0
ρ0

m2
ρ0

k3
ρ0

{
k(s)2

[
h(s)− h(m2

ρ0)
]
+ k2ρ0 (m

2
ρ0 − s)h′(m2

ρ0)
}
, (117)

Γρ0(s) = Γ0
ρ0

(
k(s)

kρ0

)3 mρ0√
s
, (118)

h(s) =
2

π

k(s)√
s
log

(√
s+ 2 k(s)

2mπ

)
, (119)

k(s) =

(
1

4
s−m2

π

)1/2

, kρ0 =

(
1

4
m2

ρ0 −m2
π

)1/2

. (120)

We also have [26,92,93]:

RBWω(s) =
s

m2
ω − s− imω Γ0

ω

, (121)

and

FBW (p2) = B(p∗)/B(p∗0) , (122)

B(p∗) =
1√

1 + r2BW (p∗)2
. (123)

The value of rBW is taken to be 3.0/GeV (i.e., the inverse of a non-perturbative scale) [26].
The function p∗(p2) =

√
λ(p2,m2

π,m
2
π)/(2

√
p2), and p∗0 = p∗(m2

ρ0). The ϕ and the ω line-
shapes, when the latter decays to the lepton pair, are just Breit-Wigner line-shapes:

Pϕ(s) = m2
ϕ − s− imϕ Γ

0
ϕ , Pω(s) = m2

ω − s− imω Γ0
ω , (124)

The masses and widths are [25]:

mρ0 = 775.3 MeV , Γ0
ρ0 = 147.4 MeV , (125)

mω = 782.7 MeV , Γ0
ω = 8.7 MeV , (126)

mϕ = 1019.46 MeV , Γ0
ϕ = 4.25 MeV . (127)
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B Further comments on semi-leptonic decays

To reproduce the values in Table I of [26] relative to D+ decays, we find: aS(0) = 8.6 ±
0.4 GeV, aω = 0.006 ± 0.001, and A1(0) = 0.36. The strong phases extracted in their
analysis are ϕS = 3.4044±0.0738, which is somewhat the analogous of ∆SP defined in the
main text, and ϕω = 2.93±0.17 [93]; this latter angle is consistent with π from the isospin
decomposition of the (d̄d)V current, that generates the states ρ0 and ω. Instead, we employ
in this work the values extracted from a fit to the data of Refs. [2–4], see Fig. 3. In doing so,
we obtain the values quoted in Eq. (89), which in the case of aS(0)/A1(0) is about 2 times
larger than the value shown above. The comparison, however, is not straightforward, since
the σ contributes in three dynamical ways when combined with the ρ0, ω, ϕ that lead to
the lepton pair. Note that the resonance that decays into pion pairs originates from both
u- (in the W-type topology) and d-quark pairs (in the J-type topology), which differs from
the situation depicted above for ϕω. Likely, the extraction of the phase ϕω from data is
contaminated by the presence of further resonances discussed in the main text that we do
not include in our analysis, and the presence of further intermediate hadrons (i.e., vector
mesons that lead to the lepton pair) in the full charm-meson decay process.

(For comparison with Ref. [27], there is an overall normalization factor, adapted for
the line shape in use here:

αGS =

√
3π Bρ0

p∗0 Γ
0
ρ0

Γ0
ρ0

mρ0
, Bρ0 = 1 .) (128)
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