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Abstract

Here we study the rare decay of Bc mesons within the effective field theoretical framework of

covariant confined quark model. The transition form factors corresponding to B+
c → D(∗)+ and

B+
c → D

(∗)+
s are computed in the entire q2 range. Using form factors we compute the branching

fractions and compare with the available theoretical approaches. We also compute other physical

observables such as forward backward asymmetry, longitudinal and transverse polarizations and

various clean angular observables.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Bc meson is one of the very interesting meson having both heavy quarks with different

flavor and the mass below BD̄ threshold. Sometimes it is also considered to be in the heavy

quarkonia sector, however unlike charmonia and bottomonia Bc meson can decay through

the weak interactions only. This can also be justified by the lifetime of Bc mesons and

consequently, it serves as one of the best candidate for the hunt of new physics beyond

standard model. Semileptonic decay of B meson corresponding to the transition b→ cℓνℓ is

explored in great depth by experimental facilities world wide and their results are deviating

from the standard model predictions [1–7]. LHCb also reported semileptonic decay of Bc

meson and ratio of branching fractions R(J/ψ) = B(Bc → J/ψτ+ντ )/B(Bc → J/ψµ+νµ) =

0.71 ± 0.17(stat) ± 0.18(syst)) [8]. Following this observation, HPQCD collaboration per-

formed the computation of observables corresponding to the lepton flavor universality vio-

lation from lattice QCD and determined the ratio R(J/ψ) = 0.2582(38) which is found to

be smaller LHCb measurement at 1.8σ [9].

However, rare semileptonic decays are yet to be fully explored by the experimental side.

In the past, several anomalies have been reported in B → K(∗)ℓℓ corresponding to the

b → sℓℓ channel. Several experimental facilities world wide including LHCb, Belle, BaBar

have provided information regarding this channels in great detail. Further, Bs → ϕℓℓ has

also been observed by the world wide experimental facilities. The key observations are the

ratio RK(∗) = B(B → K(∗)µ+µ−)/B(B → K(∗)e+e−) and some other observables including

forward backward asymmetry, polarization and different angular observables are deviating

by 2− 3 σ from the standard model predictions [10–21]. These observations essentially lead

to the search for the new physics beyond standard model which are discussed in the frame-

work of light cone sum rules [22, 23], effective theories [24–30] and several other theoretical

approaches. In recent developments, simultaneous measurements of RK and RK∗ in low and

central q2 range corresponding to q2 ∈ [0.1, 1.1] GeV2/c4 and q2 ∈ [1.1, 6] GeV2/c4 shows

very good agreement with standard model predictions at 0.2σ [31, 32].

In the similar way, b → dℓℓ can also be a potential mode for the search of new physics.

For the transition corresponding to the b → d, LHCb and Belle collaborations have pro-

vided some of the important data for the channels B → (ρ, ω, π, η)ℓ+ℓ− and B0
s → K̄∗0µ+µ−

[33–35]. Furthermore, LHCb collaboration has also provided the relative ratios for b →
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d/b → s transition in the channels B(B+ → π+µ+µ−)/B(B+ → K+µ+µ−) and B(B0
s →

K̄∗0µ+µ−)/B(B̄0 → K̄∗0µ+µ−) [36, 37]. Several anomalies regarding these studies are re-

ported in the book [38] and in review article [39] and references therein.

All these anomalies can also be tested in the rare semileptonic decay of Bc meson where

the decay channels B+
c → D(∗)+ℓ+ℓ− and B+

c → D
(∗)+
s ℓ+ℓ− can also prove to be important

candidates for the search towards any new physics beyond standard model. These modes

are yet to be identified precisely by the world wide experimental facilities as well as the

lattice simulations. The obvious reasons behind this is very less branching fractions making

it difficult to probe in presence of background. Also Bc mesons are produced less frequently

with compared to other bottom mesons and that is also the reason why the excited states

are not explored well yet. Very recently, LHCb collaboration also set the upper limit for the

channel B+
c → D+

s µ
+µ− along with the fragmentation fractions of B meson with c and u

quarks at 95% confidence interval [40]. Whereas on theoretical front, semileptonic as well

as rare semileptonic decays are explored using various approaches. Geng et al., studied rare

semileptonic decays are studied using light front quark model and constituent quark model

[41]. Azizi et al., also studied these channels using the three point QCD sum rules [42, 43].

Faessler et al., also studied the exclusive rare decays Bc → D(∗)ℓℓ using the relativistic quark

model [44]. Choi H. M. studied the transition form factors and different physical observables

using the light front quark model [45]. These rare decays are studied using the perturbative

QCD approach [46] as well as using the framework of single universal extra dimension [47].

Rare semileptonic decays of B and Bc mesons are also studied using the relativistic quark

model RQM [48]. The transition form factors computed in relativistic quark model [48] are

also employed for study of rare semileptonic decays with non universal Z ′ effect [49] as well

as using two Higgs doublet model [50]. Further, these form factors are also employed for the

search of new physics in different observables [51–53].

In present work, we study the rare semileptonic decay for the channels B+
c → D

(∗)+
(s) ℓ+ℓ−

for ℓ = e, µ, τ and ν which are essentially the transitions corresponding to b → d(s)ℓ+ℓ−.

The necessary transition form factors are computed in the entire range of momentum trans-

fer squared by employing the covariant confined quark model (CCQM) with built-in infrared

confinement and then utilised further for computation of branching fractions. We also com-

pute some more physical observables such as forward backward asymmetry, longitudinal and

transverse polarizations and different other angular observables. We also made brief com-
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parison of our finding with the available experimental data and theoretical predictions. We

further compare our results of different observables with the available theoretical approaches.

In the past, we have successfully employed CCQM for predicting various transitions for

charm as well as bottom hadrons which shows the ingenuity of the model [54–60].

This paper is organised in the following way: After the brief introduction to the subject

with the recent literature reports in sec. I, we introduce theoretical model i.e. covariant

confined quark model (CCQM) in sec. II. In this section, we provide the Wilson coefficients

and transition form factors and the relations of various observables such as branching frac-

tions, forward backward asymmetry, longitudinal and transverse polarizations, and angular

observables. Then in sec. IV, we list all the numerical results along with the comparison

with theoretical approaches. Finally we summarise the present work in sec. V.

II. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

Within the standard model (SM), the effective Hamiltonian for the b→ qℓ+ℓ− decay can

be written in terms of the following operators [63–65]

HSM
eff = −4GF√

2
V ∗
tqVtb

{
10∑
i=1

Ci(µ)Oi(µ) +
V ∗
ubVuq
V ∗
tbVtq

2∑
i=1

Ci(µ)[Oi(µ)−Ou
i (µ)]

}
, (1)

where q = d for b→ dℓ+ℓ− and q = s for b→ sℓ+ℓ−.

In the above equation, Ci are the Wilson coefficients and the set of local operators Oi

obtained within the SM for b → sℓ+ℓ− as well for b → dℓ+ℓ− transition using a standard

procedure [64, 65]. These operators include current-current operators (O1,2), QCD penguin

operators (O3−6), dipole operators (O7,8) and electroweak semileptonic penguin operators

TABLE I. Values of the input parameters [61] and Wilson coefficients [62].

mW sin2 θW α(MZ) m̄c m̄b m̄t

80.41 GeV 0.2313 1/128.94 1.27 GeV 4.68 GeV 173.3 GeV

C1 C2 C3 C4 C5 C6 Ceff
7 C9 C10

−0.2632 1.0111 −0.0055 −0.0806 0.0004 0.0009 −0.2923 4.0749 −4.3085
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(O9,10). Within SM, these operators Oi and Ou
i defined as

Ou
1 = (q̄a1γ

µPLua2)(ūa2γµPLba1), Ou
2 = (q̄γµPLu)(ūγµPLb),

O1 = (q̄a1γ
µPLca2)(c̄a2γµPLba1), O2 = (q̄γµPLc)(c̄γµPLb),

O3 = (q̄γµPLb)
∑

q′(q̄
′γµPLq

′), O4 = (q̄a1γ
µPLba2)

∑
q′(q̄

′
a2
γµPLq

′
a1
),

O5 = (q̄γµPLb)
∑

q′(q̄
′γµPRq

′), O6 = (q̄a1γ
µPLba2)

∑
q′(q̄

′
a2
γµPRq

′
a1
),

O7 =
e

16π2 m̄b (q̄σ
µνPRb)Fµν , O8 =

g
16π2 m̄b (q̄a1σ

µνPRTa1a2ba2)Gµν ,

O9 =
e2

16π2 (q̄γ
µPLb)(ℓ̄γµℓ), O10 =

e2

16π2 (q̄γ
µPLb)(ℓ̄γµγ5ℓ),

(2)

Here, Gµν is the gluon field strength, Fµν is the photon field strength, a1,2 denote the color

indices, Ta1,a2 are the SU(3) color generators, PL,R are the chirality projection operator and

µ is the renormalization scale. Matrix element for the channels Bc → D
(∗)
(s)ℓ

+ℓ− can be

written as [63, 64]

M(Bc → D
(∗)
(s)ℓ

+ℓ−) =
GFα√
2π
V ∗
tqVtb

{
Ceff

9 ⟨D(∗)
(s) |q̄γµPLb|Bc⟩(ℓ̄γµℓ) + C10⟨D(∗)

(s) |q̄γµPLb|Bc⟩(ℓ̄γµγ5ℓ)

−2m̄b

q2
Ceff

7 ⟨D(∗)
(s) |q̄iσ

µνqνPRb|Bc⟩(ℓ̄γµℓ)

}
, (3)

Here Ceff
9 (µ) contains the corrections to the four-quark operators O1−6 and Ou

1,2 in Eq.

(1) in the form of [66–74]

Ceff
9 (µ) = ξ1 + λ∗qξ2, (4)

with

ξ1 = C9 + C0h
eff(m̂c, ŝ)−

1

2
h(1, ŝ)(4C3 + 4C4 + 3C5 + C6)

− 1

2
h(0, ŝ)(C3 + 3C4) +

2

9
(3C3 + C4 + 3C5 + C6) (5)

ξ2 =
[
heff(m̂c, ŝ)− heff(m̂u, ŝ)

]
(3C1 + C2) (6)

where C0 ≡ 3C1 + C2 + 3C3 + C4 + 3C5 + C6 and λd = (V ∗
ubVud)/(V

∗
tbVtd) for the transition

corresponding to the b→ dℓ+ℓ− and λs = (V ∗
ubVus)/(V

∗
tbVts) for the transition corresponding

to the b→ sℓ+ℓ−. Further, the quark-loop contribution is given by

5



h(m̂q, ŝ) = −8

9
ln m̂q +

8

27
+

4

9
x− 2

9
(2 + x)|1− x|1/2


(
ln
∣∣∣√1−x+1√

1−x−1

∣∣∣− iπ
)
, for x ≡ 4m̂2

q

ŝ
< 1,

2 arctan 1√
x−1

, for x ≡ 4m̂2
q

ŝ
> 1,

and

h(0, ŝ) =
8

27
− 4

9
ln ŝ+

4

9
iπ,

and the functions,

heff(m̂c, ŝ) = h(m̂c, ŝ) +
3π

α2C0

∑
V=J/ψ,ψ(2S),...

mV B(V → ℓ+ℓ−)ΓV
m2
V − q2 − imV ΓV

, (7)

heff(m̂u, ŝ) = h(m̂u, ŝ) +
3π

α2C0

∑
V=ρ0,ω,ϕ

mV B(V → ℓ+ℓ−)ΓV
m2
V − q2 − imV ΓV

(8)

where m̂q = m̄q/m1, ŝ = q2/m2
1 and α is the coupling constant considered at Z-boson

mass. The nonresonant contribution is computed by ignoring the terms containing the

vector resonances in Eq. (7) and (8). The masses, total decay widths and dilepton branching

fractions of vector mesons are taken from the PDG book [75]. For the present computations,

we consider the next-to-next leading order Wilson coefficients from the Ref. [62] which

are essentially evaluated at renormalization scale µ = 2MW and they are computed by

renormalization group equation to the hadronic scale µb = 4.8 GeV. The values of input

parameters and Wilson coefficients are tabulated in Tab. I.

The transition form factors corresponding to the channels B+
c → D

(∗)+
(s) ℓ+ℓ− are computed

in the effective field theoretical framework of CCQM [58, 76–81]. The effective Lagrangian

for the interaction between meson and constituent quark can be written in the most common

form as

Lint = gMM(x)

∫
dx1

∫
dx2FM(x;x1, x2)q̄2(x2)ΓMq1(x1) + H.c. (9)

Here, ΓM is the Dirac matrix and can take the values according to the type of meson based

on the spin. FM is the vertex function which describe the effective finite size of the meson

given by

FM(x, x1, x2) = δ(x− w1x1 − w2x2)ΦM((x1 − x2)
2). (10)
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FIG. 1. Feynman diagram for meson mass operator

Here, ΦM is the correlation function for the constituents with masses mq1,2 and mass ratios

wi = mqi/(mq1 + mq2). Next, we consider the vertex function to be of the form of simple

Gaussian function with the effective finite size of the meson (ΛM). The vertex function takes

the form

Φ̃M(−k2) = ek
2/Λ2

M (11)

Here, quark masses (m1,2) and size parameters (ΛM) are the model parameters and are

listed in Tab. II. A key feature of choosing the vertex function to have the Gaussian form is

that it will make the analytical computation easier. gM in Eq. (9) is the coupling constant

which characterizes the strength between quarks with the meson. In order to justify the

fact that quarks are confined within the hadrons, we use compositeness condition [82, 83]

for determination of coupling constants. It is given by setting the renormalization constant

(ZM) to be equal to zero as,

ZM = 1− 3g2M
4π2

Π̃′
M(m2

M) = 0. (12)

Here, Π̃M is the meson mass operator given in Fig. 1 defined as

Π̃M(p2) = Ncg
2
M

∫
d4k

(2π)4i
Φ̃2
M(−k2)tr[ΓMS1(k + w1p)ΓMS2(k − w2p)]. (13)

Here, Nc = 3 is the number of colours and S1,2 are the free quark propagator which can

be written in the form of Fock-Schwinger representation as it provides the additional ad-

vantages for the computation of loop integration. All the necessary analytical computation

including trace evaluation, loop integration were performed using the FORM language. At

the end, a universal infrared parameter λ = 0.181 GeV is introduced in order to remove
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divergences in the quark loop diagrams. Next, we define the CCQM model parameters such

as quark masses (mq) and size parameters ΛM . In present work, we utilised from the up-

dated least square fit performed in the past CCQM Ref. [58, 84–86]. In these references,

the model parameters are determined by fitting the computed observables such as leptonic

decay widths, electromagnetic decay widths and meson masses with the experimental data

or lattice simulations and the differences are considered to be the absolute uncertainty in

the respective size parameter. It is worth noting here that the maximum uncertainty is

found to be less than 10% for the computed form factors at the maximum q2 range. Fur-

ther, these uncertainties in the form factors are then transported for the branching fraction

computations and other physical observables.

With the optimized model parameters and coupling constants, we next compute the

transition form factors in the whole q2 range. The transition form factors for the channels

B+
c → D

(∗)+
(s) can be written as

⟨D(s)(p2)|q̄Oµb | Bc(p1)⟩ = NcgBcgD(s)

∫
d4k

(2π)4i
ϕ̃Bc(−(k + w13p1)

2)ϕ̃D(s)
(−(k + w23p2)

2)

× tr[OµS1(k + p1)γ
5S3(k)γ

5S2(k + p2)]

= F+(q
2)P µ + F−(q

2)qµ ,

⟨D(s)(p2)|q̄σµν(1− γ5)b | Bc(p1)⟩ = NcgBcgD(s)

∫
d4k

(2π)4i
ϕ̃Bc(−(k + w13p1)

2)ϕ̃D(s)
(−(k + w23p2)

2)

×tr[σµν(1− γ5)S1(k + p1)γ
5S3(k)γ

5S2(k + p2)]

=
iFT (q

2)

m1 +m2

(P µqν − P νqµ + iεµνPq). (14)

⟨D∗
(s)(p2, ϵ)|q̄Oµb | Bc(p1)⟩ = NcgBcgD∗

(s)

∫
d4k

(2π)4i
ϕ̃Bc(−(k + w13p1)

2)ϕ̃D∗
(s)
(−(k + w23p2)

2)

× tr[OµS1(k + p1)γ
5S3(k) ̸ϵ†νS2(k + p2)]

=
ϵ†ν

m1 +m2

[−gµνP · qA0(q
2) + P µP νA+(q

2) + qµP νA−(q
2)

+ iεµναβPαqβV (q2)] ,

⟨D∗
(s)(p2, ϵ)|q̄σµνqν(1 + γ5)b | Bc(p1)⟩ = NcgBcgD∗

(s)

∫
d4k

(2π)4i
ϕ̃Bc(−(k + w13p1)

2)ϕ̃D∗
(s)
(−(k + w23p2)

2)

× tr[σµνqν(1 + γ5)S1(k + p1)γ
5S3(k) ̸ϵ†νS2(k + p2)]

= ϵ†ν [−(gµν − qµqν/q2)P · qa0(q2) + iεµναβPαqβg(q
2)

+ (P µP ν − qµP νP · q/q2)a+(q2)]. (15)

Here, in the above equations, P is the total momentum of the parent and daughter mesons
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and q is the momentum transfer between parent and daughter mesons. Polarization vector

of the daughter meson is defined in such a way that ϵ†ν · p2 = 0. p21 = m2
Bc
, p22 = m2

D
(∗)
(s)

. With

all the necessary inputs, the form factors are computed by solving the multidimensional

integral using Mathematica in the entire range of momentum transfer squared. We plot

the form factors in Eq. (14) and (15) in Fig. 2 and also represented in the double pole

approximation as

F (q2) =
F (0)

1− a
(
q2

m2
1

)
+ b

(
q2

m2
1

)2 (16)

The form factors at the maximum recoil F (0) and double pole parameters a and b are listed

in Tab. III.

TABLE II. Quark masses, meson size parameters and infra-red cut-off parameter (all in GeV)

ΛBc ΛD ΛD∗ ΛDs ΛD∗
s

2.728 1.600 1.529 1.748 1.556

mu/d ms mc mb λ

0.241 0.428 1.67 5.05 0.181

III. BRANCHING FRACTIONS AND OTHER PHYSICAL OBSERVABLES

Having determined form factors and Wilson coefficients, we compute the differential decay

rates for rare semileptonic decays using the relation [44]

dΓ(Bc → D
(∗)
(s)ℓ

+ℓ−)

dq2
=

G2
F

(2π)3

(
αV ∗

tbVtq
2π

)2 |p2|q2βℓ
12m2

1

Htot. (17)

In the above relation βℓ =
√

1− 4m2
ℓ/q

2 and |p2|= λ1/2(m2
1,m

2
2, q

2)/(2m1) is the momentum

of the daughter meson in the rest frame of Bc meson with λ(x, y, z) to be the Källen function.

Further m1 = mBc and m2 = mD∗
(s)
. Htot is the amplitude given here in terms of the helicity

amplitudes:

Htot =
1

2
(H11

U +H22
U +H11

L +H22
L )

+

(
2m2

ℓ

q2

)(
1

2
H11
U −H22

U +
1

2
H11
L −H22

L +
3

2
H22
S

)
. (18)
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TABLE III. Form factors and double pole parameters appeared in Eq. (16)

F F (0) a b F F (0) a b

FBc→D
+ 0.186± 0.009 2.352 1.431 FBc→D

− −0.160± 0.008 2.424 1.521

FBc→D
T 0.273± 0.013 2.289 1.326 FBc→D

0 0.186± 0.009 1.482 0.440

ABc→D∗

0 0.277± 0.006 1.456 0.181 ABc→D∗

+ 0.151± 0.003 2.161 1.095

ABc→D∗

− −0.236± 0.005 2.415 1.465 V Bc→D∗
0.231± 0.005 2.397 1.427

aBc→D∗

0 0.143± 0.003 1.541 0.304 aBc→D∗

+ 0.143± 0.003 2.153 1.097

gBc→D∗
0.143± 0.003 2.478 1.561

FBc→Ds
+ 0.255± 0.015 2.212 1.265 FBc→Ds

− −0.202± 0.013 2.271 1.331

FBc→Ds
T 0.362± 0.021 2.158 1.174 FBc→Ds

0 0.255± 0.015 1.376 0.326

A
Bc→D∗

s
0 0.366± 0.010 1.452 0.189 A

Bc→D∗
s

+ 0.190± 0.005 2.121 1.055

A
Bc→D∗

s
− −0.293± 0.009 2.353 1.395 V Bc→D∗

s 0.282± 0.008 2.332 1.354

a
Bc→D∗

s
0 0.180± 0.005 1.535 0.305 a

Bc→D∗
s

+ 0.180± 0.005 2.117 1.064

gBc→D∗
s 0.180± 0.005 2.404 1.472

The helicity amplitudes here are presented in terms of helicity form factors via the relations

for the channels Bc → D(s) as [44, 56]

Hii
U = 0, Hii

L = |H i
0|2, Hii

S = |H i
t0|2. (19)

with i = 1, 2 and these helicity form factors are related to the invariant form factors via

relation

H i
0 =

2m1|p2|√
q2

F i
+,

H i
t0 =

1√
q2
((m2

1 −m2
2)F i

+ + q2F i
−) (20)

and the invariant form factors F i
+− for i = 1, 2 are related to the form factors in Eq. (14) as

F1
+ = Ceff

9 F+ + Ceff
7 FT

2m̄b

m1 +m2

,

F1
− = Ceff

9 F− − Ceff
7 FT

2m̄b

m1 +m2

m2
1 −m2

2

q2
,

F2
+ = C10F+ , F2

− = C10F−. (21)
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FIG. 2. Form factors

Similarly, helicity amplitudes are presented in terms of helicity form factors via the relations

for the channels Bc → D∗
(s) as [44, 56]

Hii
U = |H i

+1+1|2+|H i
−1−1|2,

Hii
L = |H i

00|2, Hii
S = |H i

t0|2, (22)

and these helicity form factors are related to the invariant form factors via relations

H i
t0 =

1

m1 +m2

m1 |p2|
m2

√
q2

(
Pq (−Ai0 + Ai+) + q2Ai−

)
,

H i
±1±1 =

1

m1 +m2

(
−Pq Ai0 ± 2m1 |p2|V i

)
,

H i
00 =

1

m1 +m2

1

2m2

√
q2

×
(
−Pq (m2

1 −m2
2 − q2)Ai0 + 4m2

1 |p2|2Ai+
)
. (23)
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and the invariant form factors Ai and V i (i = 1, 2) are related to the form factors in Eq.

(15) as

V (1) = Ceff
9 V + Ceff

7 g
2m̄b(m1 +m2)

q2
,

A
(1)
0 = Ceff

9 A0 + Ceff
7 a0

2m̄b(m1 +m2)

q2
,

A
(1)
+ = Ceff

9 A+ + Ceff
7 a+

2m̄b(m1 +m2)

q2
,

A
(1)
− = Ceff

9 A− + Ceff
7 (a0 − a+)

2m̄b(m1 +m2)

q2
Pq

q2
,

V (2) = C10 V, A
(2)
0 = C10A0, A

(2)
± = C10A±. (24)

Using the above relations, we plot the differential branching fractions Eq. (17) in Fig. 6

while the computed branching fractions are listed in Tab. IV. We also compare our find-

ings with the results of other theoretical approaches. We also compute branching fractions

corresponding to the dimuon channels.

The differential decay width for the transition Bc → D
(∗)
(s)νν̄ can be written as [44, 56]

dΓ(B+
c → D

(∗)+
(s) νν̄)

dq2
=

G2
F

(2π)3

(αV ∗
tbVtq
2π

)2
[
Dν(xt)

sin2 θW

]2 |p2| q2

4m2
1

(HU +HL), (25)

where xt = m2
t/m

2
W and the function Dν(xt) can be written up to NLO correction as [87–90]

Dν(x) = D0(x) +
αs
4π
D1(x) (26)

with

D0(x) =
x

8

(
2 + x

x− 1
+

3x− 6

(x− 1)2
lnx

)
(27)

D1(x) = −29x− x2 − 4x3

3(1− x)2
− x+ 9x2 − x3 − x4

(1− x)3
lnx

+
8x+ 4x2 + x3 − x4

2(1− x)3
ln2 x− 4x− x3

(1− x)2

∫ x

1

dt
ln t

1− t

+ 8x
∂D0(x)

∂x
ln

(
µ2
b

m2
W

)
. (28)

As in the previous case, the helicity amplitudes are related to helicity form factors for the

channels B+
c → D+

(s)νν̄ as [44, 56]

HL = |H0|2, HU = 0 (29)

12



with

H0 =
2m1|p2|√

q2
F+. (30)

instead for the channels B+
c → D∗+

(s)νν̄ as [44, 56]

HU = |H+1+1|2+|H−1−1|2, HL = |H00|2, (31)

with

H±1±1 =
1

m1 +m2

(−Pq A0 ± 2m1 |p2|V ) ,

H00 =
1

m1 +m2

1

2m2

√
q2

(
−Pq (m2

1 −m2
2 − q2)A0 + 4m2

1 |p2|2A+

)
. (32)

The numerical results on the branching fractions are listed in Tab. IV along with the

comparison with the results of other theoretical approaches.

We further compute other physical observables such as forward backward asymmetry, lon-

gitudinal and transverse polarizations and other clean observables. These lepton flavoured

dependent angular observables are related with the helicity amplitudes and to the form fac-

tors. Experimental measurements of these observables have played critical role in searching

for the physics beyond the standard model for the transition b → sℓℓ corresponding to the

channel B → K∗ℓℓ by LHCb [15, 92] and Bell collaborations [93]. Angular analysis are also

observed for the channel Bs → ϕµ+µ− and Λ0
b → Λµ+µ− by LHCb collaboration [94, 95].

However, in the other channels, these observables are yet to be identified. Many of these

experimental measurements are deviating from the SM predictions and explained using new

physics scenario [96–102]. Similar is the case expected corresponding to the b → dℓℓ tran-

sitions. These observables could be helpful in studying the effects of CP violations. Very

recently in Ref. [91], these angular observables are computed using the covariant light front

quark model in which the transition form factors are obtained using modified Godfrey-Isgur

model for the channel Bc → D∗
sℓℓ. The same observables are also studied for the channels

B̄s → K∗ℓℓ and B̄ → ρℓℓ using light cone sum rule approach [103]. Recently, some of us have

studied these observables in the b→ dℓ+ℓ− [56] transition. These observables are described

in terms of four fold angular distribution and expressed explicitly in terms of helicity form

factors. The detailed description and computation techniques of these observables can be

found in the Ref. [104, 105]. Relation for these observables reads:
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FIG. 3. Form factor comparison for Bc → D (left) and Bc → Ds (right) in comparison with

relativistic constituent quark model [44], constituent quark model [41], light front quark model

[45], relativistic quark model [48] and perturbative QCD [46].

1. Forward backward asymmetry

AFB =
1

dΓ/dq2

 1∫
0

−
0∫

−1

 dcos θ d2Γ

dq2dcos θ
= −3

4
βℓ

H12
P

Htot

, (33)

2. Longitudinal and Transverse polarization fractions

FL =
1

2
β2
ℓ

H11
L +H22

L

Htot

, FT =
1

2
β2
ℓ

H11
U +H22

U

Htot

, . (34)

14



Present

RQM

pQCD

RCQM

0 5 10 15

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

q2GeV2

V(q2) for Bc
+

D
*+ transition

Present

RQM

pQCD

CLFQM

0 5 10 15

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

q2GeV2

V(q2) for Bc
+

Ds
*+ transition

Present

RQM

pQCD

RCQM

0 5 10 15

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

q2GeV2

A0(q
2) for Bc

+ D*+ transition

Present

RQM

pQCD

CLFQM

0 5 10 15

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

q2GeV2

A0(q
2) for Bc

+ Ds
*+ transition

Present

RQM

pQCD

RCQM

0 5 10 15

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

q2GeV2

A1(q
2) for Bc

+ D*+ transition

Present

RQM

pQCD

CLFQM

0 5 10 15
0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

q2GeV2

A1(q
2) for Bc

+ Ds
*+ transition

Present

RQM

pQCD

RCQM

0 5 10 15

0.5

1.0

1.5

q2GeV2

A2(q
2) for Bc

+ D*+ transition

Present

RQM

pQCD

CLFQM

0 5 10 15
0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

q2GeV2

A2(q
2) for Bc

+ Ds
*+ transition
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relativistic constituent quark model [44], relativistic quark model [48], perturbative QCD [46] and
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3. Clean Observables

⟨P1⟩bin = −2

∫
bin
dq2 β2

ℓ [H11
T +H22

T ]∫
bin
dq2 β2

ℓ [H11
U +H22

U ]
,

⟨P2⟩bin = −
∫
bin
dq2 βℓH12

P∫
bin
dq2 β2

ℓ [H11
U +H22

U ]
,

⟨P3⟩bin = −
∫
bin
dq2 β2

ℓ [H11
IT +H22

IT ]∫
bin
dq2 β2

ℓ [H11
U +H22

U ]
,

⟨P ′
4⟩bin = 2

∫
bin
dq2 β2

ℓ [H11
I +H22

I ]

Nbin

,

⟨P ′
5⟩bin = −2

∫
bin
dq2 βℓ [H12

A +H21
A ]

Nbin

,

⟨P ′
6⟩bin = −2

∫
bin
dq2 βℓ [H12

II +H21
II ]

Nbin

,

⟨P ′
8⟩bin = 2

∫
bin
dq2 β2

ℓ [H11
IA +H22

IA]

Nbin

, (35)

with the normalization factor Nbin defined as

Nbin =
√∫

bin
dq2 β2

ℓ [H11
U +H22

U ] ·
∫
bin

dq2 β2
ℓ [H11

L +H22
L ]. (36)

For computation of expectation value of these observables over bins, we need to multiply

by the phase space factor |p2|q2βℓ in the numerator and denominator separately. The angle

appearing in the relation of forward backward asymmetry is the polar angle between the

momentum of parent meson and the momentum transfer. Further, bins are corresponding

to the momentum transferred square ranges [1.1, 6.0], [6.0, 8.0], [11.0, 12.5] and [15.0, 17.0]

GeV2.

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Using covariant confined quark model, we compute the transition form factors using the

model parameters in Tab. II and we plot them in terms of q2 in Fig. 2. We also made a

comparison of our form factors with the results of various other theoretical prediction such

as relativistic constituent quark model (RQM) [44], constituent quark model (CQM) [41],

QCD sum rules (QCDSR) [43], light front quark model (LFQM) [45], relativistic quark model

(RQM) [48], perturbative QCD (pQCD) [46]. However in order to have the comparison we

need to transform our form factors Eq. (14) and (15) with those using BSW form factors
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[106]. The transformed form factors are denoted by the primed form factors.

F ′
0 = F+ +

q2

m2
1 −m2

2

F−, (37)

A0 =
m1 +m2

m1 −m2

A′
1 , A+ = A′

2 ,

A− =
2m2(m1 +m2)

q2
(A′

3 − A′
0) , V = V ′ ,

a0 = T ′
2 , g = T ′

1 , a+ = T ′
2 +

q2

m2
1 −m2

2

T ′
3 . (38)

These form factors also satisfy the constraints

A′
0(0) = A′

3(0)

2m2A
′
3(q

2) = (m1 +m2)A
′
1(q

2)− (m1 −m2)A
′
2(q

2) . (39)

For the subsequent section, we remove the prime from the form factors in order to avoid

confusion. The graphical comparison between the results can be found in Fig. 3 - 5. It is

observed that our results of the form factors for the transition Bc → D are very similar to

the pQCD, LFQM, CQM and RCQM predictions. Whereas in comparison with RQM, our

results are significantly higher in almost entire q2 range. For Bc → Ds transition also, our re-

sults are in good agreement with the LFQM and CQM predictions. Similarly for Bc → D∗
(s)

transitions, our form factors are compatible with the RQM and pQCD predictions for the

range q2 → q2max, whereas our results are substantially lower for small q2. The differences in

the predictions are mainly attributed to the different methodology employed for the com-

putation of the transition form factors. Using numerical form factors, we have computed

branching fractions of rare semileptonic decays using Eq. (17) and in Fig. 6, we plot dif-

ferential branching fractions. In Tab. IV, we provide the branching fractions by integrating

area under the differential branching fraction curve in Fig. 6. In the differential branching

fraction plots, the peaks near to q2 = m2
J/ψ and q2 = m2

ψ(2S) correspond to the charm reso-

nances and in the low q2 range in the case of Bc → D(∗) transition correspond to the light

vector resonances appearing in the effective Wilson coefficients. In Tab. IV, we provide our

results considering both resonance as well as non resonance contributions. It is important to

note here that in computations of branching fractions, we exclude the experimentally vetoed

q2 range corresponding to the charm resonances. If we include these range, our results are

enhanced by an order of magnitude or more. This is also observed in our recent studies [56]

18



μ

τ

0 5 10 15

0

1

2

3

4

q2GeV2

dℬ dq2 (10-10 for Bc

+ → D+ l+l-

μ

τ

0 5 10 15

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

q2GeV2

dℬ dq2 (10-9) for Bc
+ → D*� l�l-

μ

τ

0 5 10 15

0

2

4

6

8

10

12

14

q2GeV2

dℬ dq2 (10-9 for Bc
+ → Ds

+ l+l-

μ

τ

0 5 10 15

0

10

20

30

40

50

q2GeV2

dℬ dq2 (10-9) for Bc
+ → Ds

*� l�l-

FIG. 6. Differential branching fraction

as well as in Ref. [107]. We also compare our results with theoretical predictions including

different quark models, perturbative QCD and QCD sum rule approaches. Note that for

the transitions corresponding to channels b → sℓ+ℓ−, we do not include the contribution

coming from the light vector resonances because of the CKM suppression (of the order of

λ2 in Wolfenstein representation); thus we neglect the effects of the second term in effective

Hamiltonian Eq. (1). It is observed that our predictions for the non-resonant branching

fractions for some channels are in good agreement with the other theoretical predictions.

However, if we include the resonant contributions, our predictions are comparatively lower

than the other theoretical approaches. In all the literature mentioned here, the contribu-

tions from the light vector resonances are not included for the transition corresponding to

b → dℓ+ℓ−. Note that for the transition considered here, to the best of our knowledge and

understanding, experimental data as well as lattice simulations results are not available and

hence it is not logical to comment on the comparative credibility of the results from the

theoretical approaches including current study.
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TABLE IV. Branching fractions of B+
c → D

(∗)+
(s) ℓ+ℓ− for ℓ = e, µ and τ

Channel Non Resonance LFQM [41] CQM [41] pQCD [46] RQM [48]

Resonance

109B(B+
c → D+e+e−) 3.430± 0.359 2.640± 0.210 4.100 4.000 – –

109B(B+
c → D+µ+µ−) 3.422± 0.358 2.634± 0.210 4.100 4.000 3.790 3.700

109B(B+
c → D+τ+τ−) 0.729± 0.118 0.502± 0.085 1.300 1.200 1.030 1.500

108B(B+
c → D+ν+ν−) 1.375± 0.136 – 2.770 2.740 3.130 2.160

109B(B+
c → D∗+e+e−) 7.001± 0.506 4.960± 0.251 10.100 7.900 – –

109B(B+
c → D∗+µ+µ−) 5.916± 0.341 3.882± 0.160 10.100 7.900 12.100 8.100

109B(B+
c → D∗+τ+τ−) 0.717± 0.035 0.518± 0.025 1.800 1.400 1.600 1.900

108B(B+
c → D∗+ν+ν−) 2.566± 0.119 – 7.640 5.990 11.000 5.120

107B(B+
c → D∗+γ) 1.213± 0.052 – – – – –

107B(B+
c → D+

s e
+e−) 1.237± 0.156 0.792± 0.076 1.360 1.330 – –

107B(B+
c → D+

s µ
+µ−) 1.233±0.155 0.788± 0.076 1.360 1.330 1.560 1.160

107B(B+
c → D+

s τ
+τ−) 0.207± 0.038 0.136± 0.025 0.340 0.370 0.380 0.330

107B(B+
c → D+

s ν
+ν−) 4.954± 0.591 – 9.200 9.200 0.129 6.500

107B(B+
c → D∗+

s e+e−) 2.302± 0.239 1.550± 0.141 4.090 2.810 – –

107B(B+
c → D∗+

s µ+µ−) 1.907± 0.151 1.158± 0.065 4.090 2.810 4.400 2.120

107B(B+
c → D∗+

s τ+τ−) 0.173± 0.012 0.144± 0.009 0.510 0.410 0.520 0.350

107B(B+
c → D∗+

s ν+ν−) 8.314± 0.526 – 31.200 21.200 40.400 13.500

106B(B+
c → D∗+

s γ) 4.412± 0.254 – – – – –

In order to explore the effects of leptons further in the final state, we study various

observables such as forward backward asymmetry, longitudinal and transverse polarizations,

and angular observables using the relations Eq. (33) and (35). These observables are plotted

in the Fig. 7 - 9 and their expectation values in the whole q2 range are given in Tab.

V. In these plots, we include the effects of both nonresonant and resonant contributions,

where the peaks correspond to charmonia and light vector resonances. We also compute

the expectation value of these observables in the different q2 bins corresponding to the
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dropping the contributions from vector resonances. Very recently, Li Y. -L have studied the

branching fractions and other observables for the channel Bc → D∗
sℓ

+ℓ− in the framework of

covariant light front quark model (CLFQM) [91]. He computed the transition form factors

using the modified Isgur-Wise function. We compare our results of the observables with

CLFQM results in Tab. VI - VIII and it is observed that many of our results are not

in agreement with the CLFQM results. The differences are mainly arising from the fact

that the authors of [91] include the contribution of light vector resonances whereas we do

not include light vector resonance for the transition corresponding to the quark channel

b→ sℓ+ℓ−. Previously also the light vector resonances have been excluded for the transition

corresponding to the quark channel b → sℓ+ℓ− employing CCQM [86, 105]. To the best of

our knowledge and understanding, these observables are yet to be studied using any other

theoretical approaches and further these channels are also yet to be explored by the world

wide experimental facilities. These observables are dependent on the lepton flavours and

thus very important probe for the search of new physics beyond the standard model and

therefore we may expect some light from the very recent run from the LHCb collaborations

as well as from other B factories.

V. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

In this article, we systematically study the rare semileptonic decay of Bc meson within

the framework of covariant confined quark model. We have considered the channel B+
c →

D+(∗)ℓ+ℓ− and B+
c → D

+(∗)
s ℓ+ℓ− for all the lepton flavours. The necessary transition form

factors are computed in the whole range of momentum transferred square and compared with

the different theoretical approaches. Our results of the form factors are compatible with the

other quark models. Using the form factors and Wilson coefficients, we have computed the

rare semileptonic branching fractions and compared with other approaches. We also compute

different other observables such as forward backward asymmetry, longitudinal and transverse

polarizations, and angular observables. In present work, the computation of effective Wilson

coefficients includes the contribution of charm resonances as well as the contribution of

light vector resonances in the case of B+
c → D+(∗)ℓ+ℓ−. For B+

c → D
+(∗)
s ℓ+ℓ−, we only

include the contribution of vector charm resonances. It is observed that our predictions are

systematically lower than those reported in literature and the main reason for the differences
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FIG. 7. Forward backward asymmetry, longitudinal and transverse polarizations (solid lines -

excluding resonances, dashed lines - including vector resonances)

are attributed to the fact that we include the contribution of light vector resonances in the

definition of effective Wilson coefficients as well as the choice of the numerical values of the

Wilson coefficient.

To conclude, we have provided the complete description of rare semileptonic decays of Bc

mesons in the framework of CCQM along with the different physical observables which would

play an important role for the identification of these observables for future experimental
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FIG. 8. Clean observables P1,2,3 in whole q2 range (solid lines - excluding resonances, dashed lines

- including vector resonances)

facilities and also to look for the test of new physics beyond standard model, if any.
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TABLE V. q2- averages of polarization observables over the whole allowed kinematic region for

B+
c → D∗+ℓ+ℓ− and B+

c → D∗+
s ℓ+ℓ−

Obs. B+
c → D∗+ℓ+ℓ− B+

c → D∗+
s ℓ+ℓ−

e+e− µ+µ− τ+τ− e+e− µ+µ− τ+τ−

−⟨AFB⟩ 0.186 0.239 0.188 0.131 0.178 0.134

⟨FL⟩ 0.345 0.430 0.095 0.322 0.419 0.080

⟨FT ⟩ 0.634 0.536 0.200 0.655 0.544 0.163

−⟨P1⟩ 0.336 0.506 0.779 0.348 0.557 0.856

−⟨P2⟩ 0.195 0.297 0.627 0.134 0.218 0.548

104 × ⟨P3⟩ 2.176 2.298 4.801 9.085 14.211 4.754

⟨P ′
4⟩ 0.813 1.050 1.333 0.781 1.049 1.362

−⟨P ′
5⟩ 0.365 0.496 0.948 0.249 0.362 0.808

102 × ⟨P ′
8⟩ 2.257 2.436 −0.105 0.933 1.034 0.088

−⟨S3⟩ 0.107 0.136 0.078 0.114 0.152 0.070

⟨S4⟩ 0.190 0.252 0.092 0.179 0.250 0.078
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TABLE VI. Angular observables in bins for the channel B+
c → D∗+

Obs. bin e+e− µ+µ− τ+τ− Obs. bin e+e− µ+µ− τ+τ−

B [1.1, 6.0] 0.841± 0.075 0.836± 0.075 −⟨P2⟩ [1.1, 6.0] 0.184 0.187

×109 [6.0, 8.0] 0.518± 0.031 0.516± 0.031 [6.0, 8.0] 0.410 0.411

[11.0, 12.5] 0.679± 0.032 0.677± 0.302 [11.0, 12.5] 0.433 0.434

[15.0,17.0] 1.025± 0.045 1.022± 0.045 0.367± 0.017 [15.0,17.0] 0.346 0.347 0.745

−⟨AFB⟩ [1.1, 6.0] 0.087 0.087 ⟨P3⟩ [1.1, 6.0] −0.052 0.031

[6.0, 8.0] 0.316 0.315 ×104 [6.0, 8.0] 8.964 8.967

[11.0, 12.5] 0.420 0.420 [11.0, 12.5] 9.511 9.511

[15.0,17.0] 0.352 0.352 0.202 [15.0,17.0] 5.726 5.726 5.605

⟨FL⟩ [1.1, 6.0] 0.686 0.673 ⟨P ′
4⟩ [1.1, 6.0] 0.877 0.881

[6.0, 8.0] 0.486 0.483 [6.0, 8.0] 1.131 1.132

[11.0, 12.5] 0.354 0.353 [11.0, 12.5] 1.199 1.199

[15.0,17.0] 0.321 0.321 0.086 [15.0,17.0] 1.306 1.306 1.310

⟨FT ⟩ [1.1, 6.0] 0.314 0.310 −⟨P ′
5⟩ [1.1, 6.0] 0.571 0.576

[6.0, 8.0] 0.514 0.511 [6.0, 8.0] 0.769 0.772

[11.0, 12.5] 0.646 0.644 [11.0, 12.5] 0.730 0.731

[15.0,17.0] 0.679 0.677 0.181 [15.0,17.0] 0.532 0.533 1.143

−⟨P1⟩ [1.1, 6.0] 0.243 0.244 −⟨P ′
8⟩ [1.1, 6.0] −1.686 −1.584

[6.0, 8.0] 0.316 0.316 ×10−3 [6.0, 8.0] 5.380 5.381

[11.0, 12.5] 0.442 0.442 [11.0, 12.5] 4.071 4.071

[15.0,17.0] 0.706 0.706 0.717 [15.0,17.0] 1.366 1.366 1.309
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TABLE VII. Angular observables in bins for the channel B+
c → D∗+

s

Obs. bin e+e− [91] µ+µ− [91] τ+τ− [91]

109 × B [1.1, 6.0] 26.838± 2.780 6.240 26.670± 2.774 6.220

[6.0, 8.0] 14.864± 1.112 3.560 14.787± 1.109 3.550

[11.0, 12.5] 25.523± 1.601 2.830 25.459± 1.598 2.830

[15.0,17.0] 34.542± 2.061 2.560 34.477± 2.058 2.560 13.485± 0.855 0.980

−⟨AFB⟩ [1.1, 6.0] 0.002 0.061 0.003 0.061

[6.0, 8.0] 0.178 0.243 0.177 0.242

[11.0, 12.5] 0.385 0.340 0.384 0.339

[15.0,17.0] 0.270 0.254 0.270 0.254 0.138 0.143

⟨FL⟩ [1.1, 6.0] 0.651 0.815 0.640 0.817

[6.0, 8.0] 0.483 0.637 0.481 0.638

[11.0, 12.5] 0.366 0.446 0.365 0.446

[15.0,17.0] 0.331 0.352 0.330 0.352 0.079 0.410

⟨FT ⟩ [1.1, 6.0] 0.349 0.185 0.344 0.183

[6.0, 8.0] 0.517 0.363 0.515 0.362

[11.0, 12.5] 0.634 0.554 0.632 0.554

[15.0,17.0] 0.669 0.648 0.667 0.648 0.159 0.590
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TABLE VIII. Same as Tab. VII

Obs. bin e+e− [91] µ+µ− [91] τ+τ− [91]

−⟨P1⟩ [1.1, 6.0] 0.284 0.281 0.286 0.281

[6.0, 8.0] 0.401 0.408 0.401 0.408

[11.0, 12.5] 0.559 0.543 0.559 0.543

[15.0,17.0] 0.834 0.822 0.834 0.822 0.846 0.826

−⟨P2⟩ [1.1, 6.0] 0.003 0.125 0.005 0.125

[6.0, 8.0] 0.229 0.446 0.230 0.446

[11.0, 12.5] 0.405 0.409 0.406 0.409

[15.0,17.0] 0.269 0.262 0.269 0.262 0.578 0.269

104 × ⟨P3⟩ [1.1, 6.0] 35.914 1.840 35.835 1.840

[6.0, 8.0] 25.611 0.070 25.613 0.070

[11.0, 12.5] 12.148 24.210 12.148 24.210

[15.0,17.0] 5.165 34.420 5.165 34.420 4.993 20.080

⟨P ′
4⟩ [1.1, 6.0] 0.883 0.908 0.887 0.898

[6.0, 8.0] 1.161 1.177 1.161 1.169

[11.0, 12.5] 1.247 1.240 1.247 1.236

[15.0,17.0] 1.354 1.350 1.354 1.347 1.358 0.561

−⟨P ′
5⟩ [1.1, 6.0] 0.314 0.540 0.319 0.534

[6.0, 8.0] 0.505 0.766 0.507 0.761

[11.0, 12.5] 0.653 0.664 0.654 0.662

[15.0,17.0] 0.398 0.390 0.399 0.390 0.854 0.163

−103 × ⟨P ′
8⟩ [1.1, 6.0] 22.141 1.196 22.033 1.164

[6.0, 8.0] 11.840 0.029 11.841 0.029

[11.0, 12.5] 3.873 7.054 3.873 7.030

[15.0,17.0] 0.977 6.147 0.977 6.137 0.928 1.467
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