arXiv:1303.3896v2 [hep-ph] 29 Oct 2013

Constraining New Physics with D meson decays

J. Barranco,^∗ D. Delepine,^† V. Gonzalez Macias,^‡ and L. Lopez-Lozano^§ Departamento de Física, División de Ciencias e Ingeniería, Campus León, Universidad de Guanajuato, León 37150, México

Abstract

Latest Lattice results on D form factors evaluation from first principles show that the standard model (SM) branching ratios prediction for the leptonic D_s → ℓν_ℓ decays and the semileptonic SM branching ratios of the D^0 and D^+ meson decays are in good agreement with the world average experimental measurements. It is possible to disprove New Physics hypothesis or find bounds over several models beyond the SM. Using the observed leptonic and semileptonic branching ratios for the D meson decays, we performed a combined analysis to constrain non standard interactions which mediate the cs̄ → lν̄ transition. This is done either by a model independent way through the corresponding Wilson coefficients or in a model dependent way by finding the respective bounds over the relevant parameters for some models beyond the standard model. In particular, we obtain bounds for the Two Higgs Doublet Model Type-II and Type III, the Left-Right model, the Minimal Supersymmetric Standard Model with explicit R-Parity violation and Leptoquarks. Finally, we estimate the transverse polarization of the lepton in the D^0 decay and we found it can be as high as P_T = 0.23.

∗Electronic address: jbarranc@fisica.ugto.mx †Electronic address: delepine@fisica.ugto.mx ‡Electronic address: vanniagm@fisica.ugto.mx §Electronic address: lao-tse@fisica.ugto.mx

I. INTRODUCTION

In spite of the Standard Model (SM) success, now favored by the probable recent discovery of the Higgs boson [1, 2], the search of a more fundamental theory at an energy scale much bigger than the electroweak scale is still open. Interestingly, low energy scale experiments may shed some light in the search for such fundamental theory due to their possibility of getting high statistics and hence indirect observables of New Physics (NP). We will use D meson decays as an illustration. Contrary to B meson physics, charmed hadronic states are in the unique mass range of O(2 GeV), which allows for strong non perturbative hadronic physics [3]. Moreover, the calculations for the relevant form factors, which parameterize all QCD effects within the hadronic state, have been improved significantly reaching a remarkable precision [4–6]. The SM predictions for the D meson leptonic and semileptonic decays relies on the lattice QCD estimates of the form factors, and appear to be in agreement with the world average experimental measurements [6], allowing us to disprove New Physics hypothesis or find restrictive bounds over several models beyond the SM.

At low energies, most of the extensions to the Standard Model reduce to an effective four Fermi interaction, usually called Non Standard Interaction NSI, that can be parameterized by a generic coefficient (Fig. 1). For the ΔC = ΔS leptonic and semileptonic D meson decays, the new particle state should couple to the leptons and the second generation of quarks, leaving such effective interaction. Any kind of intermediate state, such as scalars, vectors or even tensors, are allowed. Examples are the Two Higgs Doublet Model Type-II (THDM-II) and Type III (THDM-III) [7], the Left-Right model (LR)) [8–12], the Minimal Supersymmetric Standard Model with explicit R-Parity violation (MSSM-R) [13, 14], and the Leptoquark model [15, 16], also illustrated in Fig. 1.

Non Standard interactions from a model independent approach had been considered and constrained with D_s leptonic decays [19, 20], and independently, using semileptonic decays [20, 21]. In this work we make a model independent analysis and a model dependent analysis in order to constrain NSIs combining the leptonic and semileptonic decays of the D meson. We use the latest Lattice results on the form factors[6] which have reached a significant precision. We show the usefulness of the model independent constraints as well as specific cases when a model dependent analysis is needed. The q^2 distributions for the D^+ → K̄^0e^+ν_e and D^0 → K^−e^+ν decays, which are expected to be sensitive to new physics, are also

FIG. 1: Generic charged current non standard interaction between two quarks and the leptonic sector. Some Feynman diagrams for models beyond SM involving the cs̄ → lν̄ transition involved in D meson decays are shown.

considered. Using the respective bounds for the Wilson coefficients, we compute as well the transverse polarization of the charged lepton in the semileptonic decay of the D meson. This T violating observable has not been measured but may provide significant constraints over the complex character of the new physics parameters, as in the case of the B meson semileptonic decay [17] and other meson decays [18]. The paper is organized as follows: In Section II we describe the general effective Lagrangian for the semileptonic transition c → s when non standard interactions are included and show the theoretical branching ratios and the transverse polarization of the D meson semileptonic decay. In Section III we show the experimental constraints over the Wilson coefficients, and the theoretical predictions for the transverse polarization of the D meson semileptonic decay. In Section IV we constrain the relevant parameters of the THDM-II and THDM-III, LR, and the MSSM-R, and the leptoquark model. In Section V we give our conclusions and comments over the relevance of these bounds.

II. NON STANDARD INTERACTIONS AND RELEVANT OBSERVABLES

A. Effective Lagrangian below the electroweak scale

The search of new physics effects in the leptonic and semileptonic processes of mesons has two sources of uncertainty that can not be separated; the non perturbative long-distance forces that bind quarks forming hadronic states and the determination of the free parameters of the SM, i.e. fermions masses and CKM matrix elements. The non-perturbative QCD effects are parameterized introducing form factors. On the other hand effective couplings that correspond to short distance interactions could receive non-standard contributions. Hence flavour-changing meson transitions in the SM have at least two scales involved, the electroweak scale that is responsible of the flavour changing and the scale of strong interactions [22]. When NSI are considered, we assume that the new physics energy scale is higher than the electroweak scale, thus the operator product expansion formalism (OPE) [23] is suitable since it allows the separation between long-distance (low energy) and short-distance (high energy) interactions. In the OPE the degrees of freedom corresponding to higher energies scales are integrated out [24], resulting an effective Lagrangian where all high energy physics effects are parameterized by Wilson’s coefficients, namely the effective couplings multiplying the operators of the Lagrangian. In this spirit, the non-standard effective Lagrangian for a semileptonic transition as the one illustrated in Fig. 1 is: − L_{NP} G_F = ∑ c,s,ℓ,ν I=S,V,T P_{1,2}=L,R C^{I,P1P2} q_1q_2ℓν (q̄1Γ

I P_1q_2) · (ν̄_LΓ_I P_2ℓ) , (1)

where the indexes q_1 and q_2 represent down-type and up-type quarks respectively, ℓ is the charged lepton flavor and ν its corresponding neutrino. P_{1,2} represent the chiral projectors L = (1 − γ^5)/2 and R = (1 + γ^5)/2. Here, the current operators Γ’s are determined by the Dirac field bilinears, namely: Γ_S = 1, Γ_V = γ_μ and Γ_T = (i/2)[γ^μ, γ^ν ]. The dimensionless coefficients C^{I,P1P2}_{q1q2ℓν} have a clean interpretation: they are a measurement of how big can the NSI be as compared to the SM current, since they are weighted by the Fermi constant G_F . This parametrization technique enables us to test NSI when the experiments reach certain precision, and in particular to look for NP effects at low energies.

B. NSIs in the D meson leptonic and semileptonic decays

The decay rate of D_s → ℓν_ℓ including the SM Lagrangian plus the NSI Lagrangian of eq. (1), is thus given by Γ_{Ds→ℓν} = |G_F f_{Ds} ( M^2_{Ds} − m^2_l ) |^2 8πM^3_{Ds} |V_{cs}m_l+ m_l(C^{V,LL}_{scℓν} − C^{V,RL}_{scℓν} ) 2 √ 2 + M^2_{Ds} (C^{S,RR}_{scℓν} − C^{S,LR}_{scℓν} ) 2 √ 2(m_c + m_s) | | | | 2 . (2)

On the other hand, in the rest frame (RF) of the decaying meson, the partial decay rate for the D^0 → K^±l^∓ν decay channel with non standard interactions is given by

dΓ_{D→Kℓνℓ} dE_K = G^2_F m_D √ E^2_K − m^2_K (2π)^3 { (E^2_K − m^2_K )

2q^2 + m^2_ℓ 3q^2 | |G_V f_+(q^2) | |^2 + ( −|G_T f_2(q^2)|^2 q^2 + 2m^2_l 3 + m_lG_V f_+(q^2)G^∗_T f_2(q^2) ) ( E^2_k − m^2_K m^2_D )

+ |(m^2_D − m^2_K )qf_0(q^2)|^2 4m^2_D | | |m^ℓ q^2

G_V + G_S m_c − m_s | | |^2 } ( 1 − m^2_ℓ q^2

)_2

, (3)

where in the later expression we have defined G_V = V^∗_{cs} + (C^{V,LL}_{scℓν} + C^{V,RL}_{scℓν} )/2 √ 2, G_S = (C^{S,RR}_{scℓν} + C^{S,LR}_{scℓν} )/2 √ 2 and G_T = (C^{T,RR}_{scℓν} + C^{T,LR}_{scℓν} )/2 √ 2. Other constants involved in Eqs.

(2, 3) are: G_F the Fermi constant, V^∗_{cs} the CKM matrix element, m_ℓ, m_c, m_s, m_K , m_{Ds} , m_D the masses of the leptons, charm and strange quarks, the Kaon and D meson respectively as reported by PDG [27]. The transferred energy is q^2 = m^2_D +m^2_K −2m_DE_K and E_K is the final energy of the Kaon meson. Its allowed energy is m_K < E_K < (m^2_D + m^2_K − m^2_ℓ )/2m_D. The decay constant f_{Ds} in the leptonic decay rate is defined by ⟨0|s̄γ_μγ_5c|D_s(p)⟩ = if_{Ds} p_μ. In the semileptonic decays, the scalar and vectorial form factors f_0(q^2) and f_+(q^2) are defined via ⟨K|s̄γ^μc|D⟩ = f_+(q^2)(p_D + p_K − Δ)^μ + f_0(q^2)Δ^μ, with Δ^μ = (m^2_D − m^2_K )q^μ/q^2, and ⟨K|s̄c|D⟩ = (m^2_D − m^2_K )/(m_c − m_s)f_0(q^2).

C. Transverse polarization including NSIs

The transverse polarization of the charged lepton in the decay D → Klν is a sensitive T-violating or CP violating observable when CPT is conserved. This observable was first computed in the semileptonic decay K^+ → π^0μ^+ν as a useful tool for studying non standard CP violation [25, 26] . In fact, within the SM, this transverse polarization is identically zero. Therefore, a non zero value is a clear signal of new physics. Given the similarities with the K^+ decay, we can compute the transverse polarization for the semileptonic decay of the D meson D(p)^0 → K^∓(k)ν(p_1)l(p_2)^±. The transverse polarization is given by

P^S_T = |A^S_T |^2 − |A^{−S}_T |^2 |A^S_T |^2 + |A^{−S}_T |^2 (4) where S represents the spin of the lepton. In general, one measures the spin perpendicular to the decay plane defined by the final particles [18]. Thus in order to have a non zero effect the transverse polarization should be proportional to ϵ^{αβγδ} p_αp_{1β} p_{2γ} S_δ, where p_1 and p_2 are the 4-vectors of neutrino and charged lepton respectively. Given that S_μ = (0, s)^T , with s perpendicular to the decay plane, the polarized amplitude can be written as

|A^S_T |^2 = 1 2 |A_{D→Kℓνℓ} |^2 +8G^2_F ϵ^{αβγδ} K_αS_βp_{1γ} p_{2δ} [ f_+(q^2)f_0(q^2)

M^2_D − M^2_K m_c − m_s Im(G_V G^∗_S )

+ f_2(q^2) ( (f_0(q^2) − f_+(q^2))(M^2_D − M^2_K )(1 − 2 p_2 · q q^2 ) + f_+(q^2) q · Q − 2p_2 · Q M_D ) Im(G_V G^∗_T )

+ f_2(q^2)f_0(q^2) m_ℓ M_D M^2_D − M^2_K m_c − m_s Im(G_T G^∗_S ) ] , (5)

here Q = p + k and q = p − k. With this, we can construct the transverse polarization averaged over the charged lepton energy. To calculate the averaged transverse polarization we have integrated over the charged lepton energy. Thus this observable can be written in the decay frame of the D meson as

⟨P^S_T ⟩ = G^2_F M^4_D

4π^3 ( dΓ dE_K )_{−1} { f_0(q^2)f_+(q^2)

M^2_D − M^2_K M_D(m_c − m_s) g_0(q^2)Im(G_V G^∗_S )

+ f_2(q^2)f_0(q^2) m_ℓ M^2_D

M^2_D − M^2_K m_c − m_s g_0(q^2)Im(G_T G^∗_S )

+ f_2(q^2) [ f_0(q^2) m^2_ℓ M^2_D

(M^2_D − M^2_K ) q^2 g_0(q^2) + f_+(q^2) ( g_1(q^2) − m^2_ℓ + q^2 M^2_D

(M^2_D − M^2_K − q^2) q^2 g_0(q^2) )] Im(G_T G^∗_V ) } (6)

TABLE I: Theoretical and experimental branching ratios i Decay Theoretical BR B^{th}_i Experimental BR B^{exp}_i 1 D^0 → K^−e^+ν_e (3.28 ± 0.11)%. (3.55 ± 0.04)% 2 D^0 → K^−μ^+ν_μ (3.22 ± 0.11)% (3.30 ± 0.13)% 3 D^+ → K̄^0e^+ν_e (8.40 ± 0.32)%. (8.83 ± 0.22)% 4 D^+ → K̄^0μ^+ν_μ (8.24 ± 0.31)% (9.2 ± 0.6)% 5 D^+_s → τ^+ν_τ (5.10 ± 0.22)% (5.43 ± 0.31)% 6 D^+_s → μ^+ν_μ (5.20 ± 0.20) × 10^{−3} (5.90 ± 0.33) × 10^{−3}

where we have defined the dimensionless kinematical functions

g_0(q^2) ≡ 1 M^3_D

∫_Emax_ℓ

E^{min}_ℓ

dE_ℓ|p_1 × p_2| , g_1(q^2) ≡ 1 M^4_D

∫_Emax_ℓ

E^{min}_ℓ

dE_ℓE_ℓ · |p_1 × p_2| , (7)

with E^{max (min)} ℓ = 1 2 (m_D − E_K ) ( m^2_ℓ q^2 + 1 ) ± 1 2 √ E^2_K − m^2_K ( 1 − m^2_ℓ q^2 ) . (8) We can see that the leading contributions in New Physics are the scalar and tensor interactions, i.e. at first order in C’s.

III. MODEL INDEPENDENT ANALYSIS AND EXPERIMENTAL CON- STRAINTS

A. D meson decays measurements vs theoretical branching ratios

There are a number of measurable observables related to the D meson that might be modified by NSI. D_s leptonic decays have been measured by a number of experiments, namely CLEO [30] and Belle [31] among other experiments. Semileptonic decays, on the other hand, have been observed with an integrated luminosity of 818pb^{−1} [34–36]. In particular, the q^2 distribution for the semileptonic decays D^+ → K̄^0e^+ν_e , D^0 → K^−e^+ν_e has been measured by CLEO [32],[33]. From those measurements it is possible to extract the lifetimes for the mesons. They result to be τ_D0 = (410.1 ± 1.5) × 10^{−15} s, τ_D+ = (1040 ± 7) × 10^{−15} s, and τ_{Ds} = (500 ± 7) × 10^{−15} s. In summary, total branching ratios for semileptonic decays of the

D^0 and D^+ and the world measured total branching ratios for the leptonic decays of the D_s are shown in Table I.

The theoretical decay rates, on the other hand, Γ^{th}_{Ds→ℓν} , Γ^{th}_{D0→K+ℓ−νℓ} and Γ^{th}_{D+→K̄0ℓ+νℓ} given by eqs. (2,3) are computed by fixing all the Wilson’s coefficients to zero. We ignore all radiative corrections since they are expected to be below the 1% [28].

Other relevant physical inputs needed for the SM computation of the theoretical BRs are:

1. The CKM element V_{cs}. As we are looking for New Physics, we have to be very careful on the value of the CKM element we will use in our numerical analysis. In order to avoid that leptonic and semi leptonic of D mesons have been used to fix the V_{cs} value, we use the central value of the CKM element which comes from W → cs decay, neutrino-nucleon scattering and unitary constraints coming from b − s transitions relating |V_{cd}| and |V_{cs}| through unitarity. This last constraint gives the strongest constraint. So our central value for V_{cs} is 0.97344 ± 0.00016 [29]. Using this unitary constraint means that automatically our results will not apply to any model with more than three fermion families.

2. Hadronic form factors. These are non-perturbative parameters calculated in specific theoretical models. In particular Lattice QCD is a well-established method able to compute the hadronic form factors from first principles, that has reached an excellent precision [6]. Therefore, for our analysis, we fix the hadronic form factors and leptonic decay constant to the value estimated with lattice QCD simulations. The leptonic decay constant f_{Ds} has been computed with a precision of the order of 2% by the HPQCD collaboration [4]. In order to compute the leptonic branching ratio we have used the reported value of f_{Ds} = 248 ± 2.5 MeV [4]. On the other hand, less is known about f_0(q^2), f_+(q^2). Dramatic progress has been made over the last decade on lattice calculations of for those form factors [4–6]. We use the latest results by the HPQCD collaboration [6] as input for the calculation of the theoretical decay rate.

The results for the theoretical BRs are listed in table I. with their corresponding uncertainties. The total theoretical uncertainties are calculated straightforward: propagating each uncertainty for every physical constant as reported in PDG[27], and the theoretical uncertainties coming from the lattice QCD calculations of the form factors. The main contribution in the theoretical error comes from the leptonic decay constant f_{Ds} and the

FIG. 2: Partial decays measured by CLEO [33] and the theoretical partial decay computed with the Standard model using the latest form factors from [6]. Grey region represents one sigma theoretical error. Good agreement is observed

semileptonic form factors f_+(q^2) and f_0(q^2). The reported error in f_{Ds} induces a ∼ 4% error in the theoretical leptonic branching ratio. Similarly, the reported error in the lattice determination of f_0(q^2) and f_+(q^2) leads to a ∼ 4% error in the theoretical semileptonic branching ratio. Exact values are listed in table I. As already mentioned, world average measurements of the total BRs as reported by PDG [27] are shown in Table I for comparison. In the same way, the theoretical partial decays for the D^0 → K^+e^−ν_e and D^+ → K̄^0e^+ν_e and the CLEO data points are shown in Figure 2. Note the good agreement between experiment and theory.

The BRs reported in table I are a pure theoretical prediction of the SM in the following sense: B^{th} is computed using the SM Lagrangian only, since we have set all Wilson coefficients to zero, and the form factors are computed from first principles using Lattice results[6].

B. Constraining real NSI

Let us assume that the new physics effects, are parameterized, as described in section II, by the Wilson coefficients. In this first part of our analysis we suppose the non standard physical phases are aligned with those of the SM in such a way that in general we can consider the Wilson coefficients real. We compute the range of the Wilson coefficients to exactly match the theory and the experiment. In order to do so, we perform a simple χ^2 analysis, with χ^2 = ∑ i(B^{th}_i − B^{exp}_i )^2/δB^2_i . Here, δB_i is calcu-

4 pars. 95% C.L. χ^2_{min}/d.o.f 1 par. 95% C.L. χ^2_{min}/d.o.f C^{V,LL}_{scℓν} [−.094, 0.42] 0.62 [0.072, 0.14] 0.89 C^{V,RL}_{scℓν} [−0.34, 0.17] 0.62 [0.057, 0.13] 1.29 C^{S,RR}_{scℓν} [−0.33, 0.21] 0.62 [−0.22, −0.21] ∪ [0.00, 0.13] 2.19 C^{S,LR}_{scℓν} [−0.23, 0.33] 0.62 [−0.012, 0.00] ∪ [0.20, 0.22] 2.17

TABLE II: Model independent constraints at 95% C.L. for universal non standard interactions using leptonic and semileptonic D meson decays. We have fixed the leptonic decay constant and semileptonic form factors to those estimated by lattice QCD. In the first column, four parameters are allowed to vary at a time and in the third column, only one parameter is varied.

Flavor dependent scalar non standard interactions

95% C.L. ℜ^{+ χ2min}d.o.f 95% C.L. ℜ^{χ2min}d.o.f C^{S,RR}_{sceνe} + C^{S,LR}_{sceνe} [0.32, 0.47] 1.05 [−0.47, −0.33] ∪ [0.32, 0.47] 1.05 C^{S,RR}_{scμνμ} [0.0, 0.27] 1.17 [−0.77, 0.25] 1.30 C^{S,LR}_{scμνμ} [0.0, 0.38] 1.17 [−0.63, 0.38] 1.30 C^{S,RR}_{scτ ντ} − C^{S,LR}_{scτ ντ} [−0.075, 0.175] 1.0

Flavor dependent vector non standard interactions 95% C.L. ℜ^+ χ^2_{min}/d.o.f 95% C.L. ℜ χ^2_{min}/d.o.f C^{V,LL}_{sceνe} + C^{V,RL}_{sceνe} [0.07, 0.14] 0.99 [0.07, 0.14] 0.99 C^{V,LL}_{scμνμ} [0.0, 0.22] 1.67 [−0.025, 0.255] 0.93 C^{V,RL}_{scμνμ} [0.0, 0.1] 1.67 [−0.19, 0.095] 0.93 C^{V,LL}_{scτ ντ} − C^{V,RL}_{scτ ντ} [−0.12, 0.28] 1.0

TABLE III: Model independent constraints at 95% C.L. for scalar and vector flavor dependent non standard interactions from the leptonic and semileptonic D meson decays. We have fixed the leptonic decay constant and semileptonic form factors to those estimated by lattice QCD. In the second column, the Wilson coefficients are restricted to be positive. In the fourth column, the Wilson coefficients are only restricted to be real numbers.

lated adding in quadratures the experimental and theoretical uncertainties shown in Table I.

We shall consider first a combined analysis of the leptonic and semileptonic BRs and the experimental data from CLEO assuming only scalar (S) and vector (V) NSI. An analysis including all the New Physics operators at a time, scalar, vector and tensor, shows that the tensor contribution is negligible as compared to the former operators. However we can constrain the tensor interactions assuming that only the tensor operator is dominant, as we show in the next subsection. Hence, the relevant parameters with the above considerations are: C^{V,LL}_{scℓν} , C^{V,RL}_{scℓν} , C^{S,RR}_{scℓν} and C^{S,LR}_{scℓν} . Although this is a restrictive hypothesis, this analysis is useful for models where no CP violating phases or models in which the phyiscal phases are aligned with the CKM phase, e.g THDM-II or some specific MSSM-R as we will show later. The results for the relevant Wilson coefficients, assuming these are flavor universal or flavor dependent, are shown in tables II and III respectively.

• Flavor independent NSI Table II corresponds to universal NSI, that is, flavor independent interactions. When we do not take into account the tensor interaction, we are left with four coefficients: C^{V,LL}_{scℓν} , C^{V,RL}_{scℓν} , C^{S,RR}_{scℓν} and C^{S,LR}_{scℓν} . Notice that equations (2,3) have a different dependence on the Wilson coefficients, hence, when combining the leptonic decay rates and the semileptonic decay rates it is possible to extract a bound for each parameter even if we analyze the four parameters at a time. We have computed the allowed values for those universal coefficients at 95% C.L. by varying the four parameters at-a-time, i.e. those are the most general cases, this is because both scalar and vector universal NSI may affect the Brs. On the other hand, we have also estimated the allowed regions by varying only one parameter at a time (right column Table II), this is when only one lepton flavor independent NSI contributes to the physical process.

• Flavor dependent NSI Some models may induce only vector, as well as only scalar NSI at a time. As we will show in the next section, the left-right model or the two Higgs doublet model are examples of each type of NSI, respectively. In those cases, we can obtain the bounds for the corresponding Wilson coefficients. Those coefficients may depend on the flavor of the lepton involved. Since we have only six B^{th}_i s, we can perform the χ^2 analysis only if we assume scalar NSI or vector NSI at a time. In each

FIG. 3: Universal scalar NSI, parametrized by the complex coefficients C^{S,rr}_{scℓν} , C^{S,LR}_{scℓν} , allowed from D meson decays. Colored regions correspond to 68% , 90% and 95% C.L respectively

case, for the electron NSI, we use the channels i = 1, 3 and the CLEO data points from the kinematic distribution, for the muon i = 2, 4, 6 and for the tau, only a fit can be performed with i = 5; channel i as shown in Table I. Results for both cases, scalar and vector flavor dependent NSI are listed table III. As we have mentioned, those constraints can be applied to the THDMs. In those cases, Wilson coefficients are positive. Hence, we have constrained Wilson coefficients either assuming they are real positive numbers or just real numbers. We will show the effectiveness of those constraints for specific models.

C. Complex Wilson coefficients

We shall consider now complex flavor universal Wilson coefficients. Many models of New Physics introduce CP violating phases which are in general not aligned with the SM CP violating phase, therefore we also analyze such scenario. Here, we assume that only one non-standard operator is dominant besides the Standard Model operator, either scalar, vector or tensor NSIs. This means we will take into account only one complex Wilson coefficient at a time, i.e. two independent parameters for each operator. We consider again a combined analysis of the leptonic and semileptonic BRs and the experimental data from CLEO.

The model independent constraints at 68%, 90% and 95% confidence level are shown in Figures 5,3,4. Contrary to the scalar or vector NSI, tensor NSI can not be separated from

FIG. 4: Contrary to scalar or vector NSI, tensor NSI can not be separated from the unknown form factor f_T (0). Hence, we can only obtain the respective bounds for Re[f_T G_T ] and Im[f_T G_T ]. Colored regions correspond to 68% , 90% and 95% C.L respectively

the unknown form factor f_T (0). Hence, we can only obtain the bounds for Re[f_T G_T ] and Im[f_T G_T ], shown in Figure 4. In summary, the allowed regions at 95% C.L. are the following:

• vector NSI: χ^2/d.o.f. = 0.96 − 0.5 < Re[C^{V,LL}_{scℓν} ] < 0.21, 95% C.L. , −1.63 < Im[C^{V,LL}_{scℓν} ] < 1.63, 95% C.L. , −0.9 < Re[C^{V,RL}_{scℓν} ] < 0.7, 95% C.L. , −2.1 < Im[C^{V,RL}_{scℓν} ] < 2.1, 95% C.L. . (9)

FIG. 5: Universal vector NSI, parametrized by the complex coefficients C^{V,LL}_{scℓν} , C^{V,RL}_{scℓν} , allowed from D meson decays. Colored regions correspond to 68% , 90% and 95% C.L respectively

• Scalar NSI: χ^2/d.o.f. = 1.20 − 0.24 < Re[C^{S,RR}_{scℓν} ] < 0.23, 95% C.L. , −0.28 < Im[C^{S,RR}_{scℓν} ] < 0.28, 95% C.L. , −0.23 < Re[C^{S,LR}_{scℓν} ] < 0.26, 95% C.L. , −0.29 < Im[C^{S,LR}_{scℓν} ] < 0.29, 95% C.L. . (10)

We use the best fit points to compute the partial decays of the D meson, D^+ → K̄^0e^+ν_e and D^0 → K^−e^+ν_e, and we show them in Figure 2, compared with the experimental data and the Standard Model prediction. For those points we see there is better agreement with the experimental data.

D. Transverse polarization estimation

As an application of our results we give a prediction for a T-odd observable, the transverse polarization of the charged lepton for the decay D^+ → K̄^0ℓ^+ν_ℓ. This observable has not been measured. We chose this semileptonic decay thinking the experimental measurement could be done as in the case of the K^+ meson, [18]. The K^+ decays as K^+ → π^0ℓ^+ν_ℓ and the BR of the π^0 → γγ is BR(π^0 → γγ) = 98.823 ± 0.034% [27], this allows for a clean distinction of the angular distribution of the charged lepton, hence the transverse polarization. In our case, the K̄^0 decays with a BR of BR(K̄^0 → π^0π^0) = 30.69 ± 0.05% [27], allowing possibly for a distinction of the angular distribution of the charged lepton. In the SM it is identically

FIG. 6: Estimated transverse polarization P_T for the D^+ → K̄^0ℓ^+ν_ℓ. the left figure shows the P_T when only scalar non-standard interactions are considered. The right figure is the P_T when only tensor non-standard interactions are considered. The largest value of P_T allowed from the previous constraints over the complex universal Wilson coefficients is P_T = 0.23

zero which implies that a non zero value is a clear signal of new physics. As we performed the analysis for the complex universal Wilson coefficients taking into account only one dominant non-standard operator the transverse polarization (6) can only be computed for each case. Furthermore, notice that if in the the transverse polarization (6) we only take into account the vector contribution it will vanish. For these reason we show the only non-vanishing transverse polarizations including New Physics integrated over all the kinematical allowed region. The results are shown in Figure (6).

We can see in Figure (6) that there is little dependence on the real contributions of both scalar and tensor non-standard interactions. The largest value of the transverse polarization allowed from the previous constraints over the complex universal Wilson coefficients is P_T = 0.23, which is not negligible.

IV. MODEL DEPENDENT ANALYSIS:

Let us consider now different models of New Physics. We perform a χ^2 analysis in a model dependent way by finding the respective bounds over the relevant parameters for those models. In particular, we obtain bounds for the Two Higgs Doublet Model Type-II and Type III, the Left-Right model, the Minimal Supersymmetric Standard Model with explicit R-Parity violation and Leptoquarks. We show that under some simplifying assumptions, the model independent constraints can be mapped to some particular models, exemplifying the usefulness of this kind of analysis.

A. Two Higgs doublet model (THDM):

It is one of the simplest and economical extensions of the SM, see[37, 38] for a review. THDM introduces an additional scalar doublet that induces scalar charged currents (H^±), two neutral scalar fields and a pseudoscalar neutral field (h^0, H^0 and A^0). For D meson decays, the only two parameters involved are the new scalar mass (m_H+ ) and the ratio of the vacuum expectation values tan β of the two Higgs doublets. At low energies, the Lagrangian for THDM, in the Higgs basis for the charge scalars and the mass basis for fermions, is given by [39] − L_H± = √ 2/vH^+[V_{uidj} ū_i(m_{ui} XP_L + m_{dj} Y P_R)d_j + + m_ℓZν̄_Lℓ_R] + H.c. (11)

with X, Y, Z functions of m_H+ and tan β different for different versions of THDM, and the Wilson coefficients will be given by C^{S,RR}_{scℓν} 2 √ 2 = V^∗_{cs} m_ℓm_c M^2_H ZX , C^{S,LR}_{scℓν} 2 √ 2 = V^∗_{cs} m_ℓm_s M^2_H ZY . (12) In particular, THDM-II has Natural Flavour Conservation, namely the suppression of Flavor Changing Neutral Currents (FCNC) at tree level, through a Z_2 symmetry [40]. Interesting bounds have been obtained with meson decay experiments [41] and recently LEP has reported a lower bound on the mass of the charged Higgs of 80 GeV [43]. For THDM-II, X = cot β, Y = Z = tan β. We perform a χ^2 analysis using the 26 observables from the leptonic and semileptonic BRs and the kinematical distribution from CLEO. The result is shown in Figure 7. We can see from this figure that D meson decays favor lower masses for the charged Higgs at 90% C.L., however at 95%, there is good agreement with LEP bounds.

Now we will illustrate the effectiveness of our model independent bounds, once we apply them to Wilson coefficients of THDM, eqs (12). There is a flavor dependence coming from the mass of the leptons involved. Since this is an scalar interaction, we can use the bounds on flavor dependent scalar NSI. From C^{S,RR}_{scτ ντ} − C^{S,LR}_{scτ ντ} we get the region −1.8 × 10^{−3} GeV^{−1} < (m_c − m_s tan^2 β)/M^2_H < 0.023 GeV^{−1} at 68% C.L., which gives the

FIG. 7: Allowed regions for tan β and the mass of the charged Higgs to be consistent with the D meson decays at 68% C.L., 90% C.L. and 95% C.L. obtained performing a complete χ^2 analysis of the BRs. Dashed lines are the limits at 90% C.L. using the bounds on Wilson coefficients (Table III) showing good agreement. As a reference, the LEP limit on the mass of a charged Higgs is also plotted [43].

outer region of an ellipse and the inner region of an hyperbole in the plane (m_H , tan β) illustrated in Fig. 7. Those regions are in excellent agreement with the region obtained by a complete χ^2 analysis performed with all D meson decays. The allowed values for tan β and m^+_H are plotted in Fig. 7 in a shadow gray area. This agreement illustrates the effectiveness of using generic Wilson coefficient to constrain the relevant parameters of models beyond the SM. A more complete analysis for the THDM-II model using different observables from flavor physics has been done in [42]. Our aim in this work is not to compete with those constraints, rather than illustrate the effectiveness of this type of generic analysis and to show that semileptonic decays may shed complementary information.

For completeness, let us briefly mention the THDM-III case which can be analyzed immediately by noting that the Wilson coefficients in this case correspond to the following definitions:

X = cot β − csc β √ 2 √ 2G_F m^{−1}_c ( Ỹ^u_{1,22} + V^{us} V_{cs} Ỹ^u_{1,21} + V^{ts} V_{cs} Ỹ^u_{1,23} ) , (13)

Y = tan β − sec β √ 2 √ 2G_F m^{−1}_s ( Ỹ^d_{2,22} + V^{cd} V_{cs} Ỹ^d_{2,12} + V^{cb} V_{cs} Ỹ^d_{2,32} ) , (14)

Z = tan β − sec β √ 2 √ 2G_F m^{−1}_ℓ Ỹ^ℓ_{2,νℓℓ} (15) (16)

where Ỹ^f_{a,ij} are the Yukawa elements as were defined in [44, 45]. The corresponding bounds obtained via eqs. 12 for THDM-III are interesting since they show relations between Ỹ^f_{a,ij}, β and the mass of the charged Higgs.

B. Left-right model:

As an example of a model with vector NSI as the main contribution to new physics, we will consider SM’s extensions based on extending the SM gauge group including a gauge SU(2)_R. The original model, based on the gauge group SU(3)_C ×SU(2)_L×SU(2)_R ×U(1)_{B−L}, restores the parity symmetry at high energies [8–12]. This SM extension has been extensively studied in previous works (see for instance refs.[46–50]). Recent bounds on the mass of W_R[27, 51– 59] have strongly constrained these models. TWIST collaboration [70, 71] found a model independent limit on ξ to be smaller than 0.03 (taking g_L = g_R at muon scale) through precision measurements of the muon decay parameters. However the presence of righthanded currents may weaken some tensions between inclusive and exclusive determinations of some CKM elements [60–62], so it is appropriate to explore less restrictive versions of the LR model. Recently and ample phenomenological analysis has been done for the LR model using B physics [63], nevertheless we shall see that current D physics can shed complementary bounds on the free parameters of the model for a specific scenario. Here we consider the scenario where Left-Right is not manifest, that is g_L ≠ g_R at unification scale, with the presence of mixing between left and right bosons through a mixing angle ξ. This LR mixing is restricted by deviation to non-unitarity of the CKM quark mixing matrix. In case of manifest LR model, it is well known that ξ has to be smaller than 0.005[64] and M_W ′ bigger than 2.5 TeV[65]. But in the no manifest case, the constraint on M_W ′ are much less restrictive as M_W ′ could be as light as 0.3 TeV[66] and ξ can be as large as 0.02[48, 67–69]. The Lagrangian for this case, including only the vertex of interest, is given by − L_{LR} = g_L √ 2 ū_iγ^μ [( c_ξV_{uidj} P_L + g_R g_L s_ξV̄^R_{uidj} P_R ) W^+_μ + ( −s_ξV_{uidj} P_L + g_R g_L c_ξV̄^R_{uidj} P_R ) W^{′+}_μ ] d_j + g_L √ 2 ν̄_Lγ^μ ( c_ξW^+_μ − s_ξW^{′+}_μ ) ℓ_L + H.c., (17)

where c_ξ = cos ξ and s_ξ = sin ξ and W^+, W^{′+} are the mass states of gauge bosons. Likewise V̄ R_{uidj} = exp−iω V R_{uidj} , where ω is a CP violating phase. After integrating degrees of freedom

in a usual way, this leads to the Wilson coefficients C^{V,LL}_{scℓν} = sin^2 ξ ( M^2_W M^2_W ′ − 1 ) V_{cs} (18) C^{V,RL}_{scℓν} = g_L 2g_R sin(2ξ) ( 1 − M^2_W M_W ′ ) V̄^R_{cs} (19)

Such scenarios were studied for instance in [72]. In our case, the relevant parameters are: ξ, M_W ′ , g_L/g_RRe[V^R_{cs} ] and g_L/g_RIm[V^R_{cs} ]. By performing the combined analysis for all our 26 observables, by varying these four parameters at a time we found the allowed regions for ξ and M_W ′ which are shown in Fig. 8. There is only one viable restriction for the following parameters: −71.0 < g_L/g_RRe[V^R_{cs} ] < 83, while the analysis is insensitive to the imaginary part.

C. MSSM-R:

R-Parity is a discrete symmetry defined as (−1)^{3B+L+2S} , where B, L and S are the baryon number, lepton number and particle spin respectively. R-Parity violating (RPV) interactions involve either lepton number violation or baryon number violation, but not both in order to preserve proton stability. These interactions lead to flavor violating interactions in the leptonic and hadronic sector, and read explicitly as, L_S = λ_{ijk} [ ν̃i_Lek_Re^j_L + ẽj_Lek_Rν^i_L + ẽ∗k_R(νi_L)ce^j_L − (i ↔ j) ]

+ λ^′_{ijk} [ ν̃^i_Ld^k_Rd^j_L + d̃^j_Ld^k_Rν^i_L + d̃^{∗k}_R(ν^i_L)^cd^j_L − ẽ^i_Ld^k_Ru^j_L − ũ^j_Ld^k_Re^i_L − d̃^{∗k}_R(e^i_L)^cu^i_L ] + h.c. (20)

FIG. 8: Bounds at 68% ,90% and 95% C.L. on ξ and the mass of the W^′ boson obtained by using D meson decays data.

A vast majority of observables have been used to set the corresponding bounds to these effective couplings (for a complete review see [14] and references therein); in particular, for D meson decays [73–82, 89]. We relate the corresponding Wilson coefficients constrained in the global analysis to the RPV couplings which constructively interfere with the Standard Model, i.e. through the exchange of a −1/3 electrically charged squark in a t-channel, which fixes the neutrino flavor, described by, L_S = V^∗_{cs} ∑ k |λ^′_{i2k}|^2 m^2_{d̃k∗R} (ν̄_L^is^c_Rl̄^c_Rc_L)

Fierz−−→ V ∗ cs ∑ k |λ^′_{i2k}|^2 2m^2_{d̃k∗R} (ν̄_L^iγ^μl^i_Ls̄_Lγ_μc_L), (21)

where a Fierz transformation is done to rearrange the former operator in terms of the product of a leptonic and a hadronic current. The only non-vanishing Wilson coefficient is C^{V,LL}_{scℓν} = √ 2V_{cs}/G_F ∑ k |λ^′_{i2k}|^2/m^2_{d̃k∗R} (22)

Using the conservative bounds for the model independent constraints (table III) we get the following constraints at 95% confidence level and expressed in GeV^{−2}: 0.05 < ∑ k |λ^′_{12k}|^2/(m^2_{d̃k∗R} /300GeV) < 0.11, ∑ k |λ^′_{22k}|^2/(m^2_{d̃k∗R} /300GeV) < 0.17, ∑ k |λ^′_{32k}|^2/(m^2_{d̃k∗R} /300GeV) < 0.22 (23)

Our bounds agree with those found in [79] for muon and tau flavor. Nevertheless it is interesting to note that for the electron flavor we find more restrictive bounds. This is taking into account the latest and more accurate values of the form factors from lattice QCD as previously mentioned.

D. The effective leptoquark lagrangian

Leptoquark particles are scalars or vectors bosons that carry both baryon number and lepton number [15],[16]. These new particle states are expected to exist in various extensions of the SM. Leptoquark states usually emerge in grand unified theories (GUTs) [84–86] (as vector) or technicolor models (as scalars) [87, 88], or SUSY models with R-parity violation (as we saw in the previous section), but are described naturally in low energy theories as an effective for fermion interaction of a more fundamental theory. Effective interactions induced by leptoquark exchange can be manifest in meson decays, in particular, for the second generation of quarks in D meson decays. A vast majority of observables have been used to set the corresponding bounds to these effective couplings; in particular, for D meson decays [19, 89, 90]. Leptoquarks are usually classified by their appropiate quantum numbers under the gauge symmetries of the Standard Model, such as colour, hypercharge, and isospin charge [16]. These particles may couple to both quark chiralities, the left handed or right handed, in particular the scalar leptoquark S. When we rearrange the effective interactions in order to have external quark and lepton currents we do some Fierz transformations that lead to tensor, scalar and vector interactions, that we shall take into account in a model dependent analysis. We will consider the exchange of the scalar leptoquarks: S_0 with charge −1/3 and (3, 1, −2/3) gauge numbers; and the S_{1/2} with charge 2/3 and (3, 2, 7/3) gauge numbers. Hence, the effective Lagrangian for the c → s transition (Fig.1) is given by L^{LQ}_{Eff} = V^∗_{cs} κ^{R∗i2} κ^{Li2} m^2_{S2/31/2} (ν^i_Lc_Rl^c_{iL}s^c_R)

+ κ^{′R∗}_{i2} κ^{′L}_{i2} m^2_{S−1/30} (ν^i_Ls^c_Rl^c_{iL}c_R) + |κ^{′L}_{i2} |^2 m^2_{S−1/30} (ν^i_Ls^c_Rl^c_{iR}c_L) (24)

After a Fierz transformation we have, in terms of the Wilson operators, L^{LQ}_{Eff} = 1 2 V^∗_{cs} κ^{R∗i2} κ^{Li2} m^2_{S2/31/2} − κ^{′R∗}_{i2} κ^{′L}_{i2} m^2_{S−1/30} ( ν_L^il_{iR}s_Lc_R−

− 1 4 ν_L^iσ_{μν} l_{iR}s_Lσ^{μν} c_R ) − |κ^{′L}_{i2} | m^2_{S−1/30} ( ν^iγ^μP_Ll_isγ_μP_Lc ) (25)

Hence the only non-vanishing Wilson coefficients are C^{V LL}_{scℓν} , C^{V LR}_{scℓν} , C^{SRR}_{scℓν} = −4C^{T RR}_{scℓν} , given by, C^{T RR}_{scℓν} = √ 2V_{cs} G_F κ^{R∗i2} κ^{Li2} m^2_{S2/31/2} − κ^{′R∗}_{i2} κ^{′L}_{i2} m^2_{S−1/30} (26)

C^{V LL}_{scℓν} = − √ 2V_{cs} G_F |κ^{′Li2} | m^2_{S−1/30} (27)

Where the last Wilson coefficient also derives from the SUSY R Lagrangian. In the following we show the respective bounds as a result from our χ analysis considering the 26 observables: the leptonic and semileptonic decays of the D meson and the CLEO data points of the q^2 distribution. Notice here that we have one complex and one real independent Wilson coefficients (as the tensor operator is proportional to the scalar operator), hence the model dependent analysis is done varying 3 parameters at a time. At 95% C.L. and expressed in GeV^{−2} these are given by:

− 0.17 < Re ( κ^{R∗}_{i2} κ^L_{i2} − κ^{′R∗}_{i2} κ^{′L}_{i2} ) /(m^2_{S0} /300GeV) < 0.01,

−0.09 < Im ( κ^{R∗}_{i2} κ^L_{i2} − κ^{′R∗}_{i2} κ^{′L}_{i2} ) /(m^2_{S0} /300GeV) < 0.10,

0.04 < |κ^{′L}_{i2} |/(m^2_{S0} /300GeV) < 0.11 (28)

As an example we can consider the leptoquark states that couple to the second generation of left handed quarks (chiral generation leptoquarks) and the first generation of left handed leptons. This means we take into account only the coefficient in Eq. (27), which also derives from the SUSY R effective lagrangian and corresponds to Eq. (22). Therefore the Wilson coefficient is real and flavor dependent on the first generation of leptons, hence, we use the model independent constraints obtained in Section (III) for flavor dependent parameters, given in Table (III) which correspons to the first constraint in Eq. (23). The allowed region at 95% C.L. from the semileptonic decays of the D mesons is given by:

0.05 ( m^2_{S0} 300GeV ) < |κ^′_{12}|^2 < 0.11 ( m^2_{S0} 300GeV ) (29)

Previous bounds [27] for the second generation of left handed quarks couplking to the first generation of left handed leptons, are reported to be κ^{′2} < 5.0 × (M_{LQ}/300GeV) for S_0. As stated in the previous subsection (for the MSSM-R), for the electron flavor and the second generation of quarks, this former constraint is more restrictive than previous bounds.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have constrained non standard interactions using D meson decay processes. We have combined the D_s → ℓν_ℓ and the semileptonic D^0 → Kℓν_ℓ and D^+ → Kℓν_ℓ decays, together with the q^2 distribution of the semileptonic decays for the electron channel measured by CLEO. The theoretical BRs were computed with the latest lattice results on f_+(q^2) and f_0(q^2) form factors [6]. We have found the corresponding bounds for the Wilson coefficients that parameterize the contribution of new physics as non standard interactions. We considered two scenarios in which the New Physics models have either aligned or not aligned physical phases with those of the SM, i.e. real or complex Wilson coefficients. Those constraints can be applied to some model of new physics generating scalar, vector, or tensor operators, such as the THDM-II, Type III, the Left-Right model, MSSM-R and leptoquarks, which we analyzed here. We show the usefulness of the model independent constraints as well as specific cases when a model dependent analysis is needed. In our model dependent analysis we found that for the THDM-II a low mass for the charged Higgs is favored, at 90% C.L. 6.3GeV < m_H+ < 63.1GeV. We showed there are no strong restrictions for the LR model with these combined decay channels but comparable with previous bounds [48, 66–69]. In particular for the MSSM-R, our bounds agree with those found in [79] for muon and tau flavor. Nevertheless it is interesting to note that for the electron flavor we find more restrictive bounds. For the leptoquark model, taking into account the couplings to the second generation of left handed quarks and first generation of left handed leptons the constraints coming from D meson decays result encouraging if compared with previous bounds [27]. This is taking into account the latest and more accurate values of the form factors from lattice QCD as previously mentioned.

We estimated the transverse polarization and found that these model independent constraints obtained from the D meson decays allow a large P_T , which is expected to be zero in the SM. Hence the experimental measure of P_T could be useful to constraint Wilson coefficients involving quarks of the second generation.

Acknowledgements

This work has been supported by CONACyT SNI-Mexico. The authors are also grateful to Conacyt (México) (CB-156618), DAIP project (Guanajuato University) and PIFI (SEP, México) for financial support.

[1] G. Aad et al. [ATLAS Collaboration], Phys. Lett. B 716, 1 (2012) [2] S. Chatrchyan et al. [CMS Collaboration], Phys. Lett. B 716, 30 (2012) [3] Ryd, Anders and Petrov, Alexey A. Rev. Mod. Phys. 84. 65, Hadronic D and D_s meson decays.

[4] C. T. H. Davies, C. McNeile, E. Follana, G. P. Lepage, H. Na and J. Shigemitsu, Phys. Rev.

D 82, 114504 (2010) [arXiv:1008.4018 [hep-lat]].

[5] C. Aubin et al. [Fermilab Lattice and MILC and HPQCD Collaborations], Phys. Rev. Lett.

94, 011601 (2005) [hep-ph/0408306].

[6] J. Koponen, C. T. H. Davies, G. C. Donald, E. Follana, G. P. Lepage, H. Na and J. Shigemitsu, arXiv:1305.1462 [hep-lat].

[7] J. F. Donoghue and L. F. Li, Phys. Rev. D 19, 945 (1979). L. J. Hall and M. B. Wise, Nucl.

Phys. B 187, 397 (1981).

[8] J. C. Pati and A. Salam, Phys. Rev. Lett. 31, 661 (1973).

[9] R. N. Mohapatra and J. C. Pati, Phys. Rev. D 11, 566 (1975). [10] R. N. Mohapatra and J. C. Pati, Phys. Rev. D 11, 2558 (1975). [11] G. Senjanovic and R. N. Mohapatra, Phys. Rev. D 12, 1502 (1975). [12] G. Senjanovic, Nucl. Phys. B 153, 334 (1979).

[13] H. K. Dreiner, In “Kane, G.L. (ed.): Perspectives on supersymmetry” 462-479, (hep-ph/9707435); G. Bhattacharyya, Nucl. Phys. Proc. Suppl. 52A (1997) 83; O. C. Kong, hep-ph/0205205.

[14] R. Barbier, C. Berat, M. Besancon, M. Chemtob, A. Deandrea, E. Dudas, P. Fayet and S. Lavignac et al., Phys. Rept. 420, 1 (2005) [hep-ph/0406039].

[15] J. C. Pati and A. Salam, Phys. Rev. D 10, 275 (1974) [Erratum-ibid. D 11, 703 (1975)]. [16] W. Buchmuller, R. Ruckl and D. Wyler, Phys. Lett. B 191, 442 (1987) [Erratum-ibid. B 448, 320 (1999)].

[17] M. Tanaka and R. Watanabe, Phys. Rev. D 87, no. 3, 034028 (2013) [arXiv:1212.1878 [hepph]].

[18] M. Abe, M. Aliev, V. Anisimovsky, M. Aoki, Y. Asano, T. Baker, M. Blecher and P. Depommier et al., Phys. Rev. D 73, 072005 (2006).

[19] B. A. Dobrescu and A. S. Kronfeld, Phys. Rev. Lett. 100, 241802 (2008) [20] M. Carpentier and S. Davidson, Eur. Phys. J. C 70, 1071 (2010) [arXiv:1008.0280 [hep-ph]]. [21] A. S. Kronfeld, PoS LATTICE 2008, 282 (2008) [arXiv:0812.2030 [hep-lat]]. [22] M. Antonelli, D. M. Asner, D. A. Bauer, T. G. Becher, M. Beneke, A. J. Bevan, M. Blanke and C. Bloise et al., Phys. Rept. 494, 197 (2010) [arXiv:0907.5386 [hep-ph]].

[23] K. G. Wilson, Phys. Rev. 179, 1499 (1969).

[24] M. K. Gaillard and B. W. Lee, Phys. Rev. Lett. 33, 108 (1974). E. Witten, Nucl. Phys. B 122, 109 (1977). F. J. Gilman and M. B. Wise, Phys. Rev. D 20, 2392 (1979).

[25] M. Leurer, Phys. Rev. Lett. 62, 1967 (1989). [26] R. Garisto and G. L. Kane, Phys. Rev. D 44, 2038 (1991).

[27] J. Beringer et al. [Particle Data Group Collaboration], Phys. Rev. D 86, 010001 (2012). [28] G. Burdman, J. T. Goldman and D. Wyler, Phys. Rev. D 51, 111 (1995) [hep-ph/9405425]. [29] J. Charles et al. [CKMfitter Group Collaboration], Eur. Phys. J. C 41, 1 (2005) [hep-ph/0406184].

[30] D. Besson et al. [CLEO Collaboration], Phys. Rev. D 76, 072008 (2007) [arXiv:0706.2813

[hep-ex]].

[31] L. Widhalm et al. [Belle Collaboration], Phys. Rev. Lett. 100, 241801 (2008) [arXiv:0709.1340 [hep-ex]].

[32] D. Besson et al. [CLEO Collaboration], Phys. Rev. D 80, 032005 (2009) [arXiv:0906.2983 [hep-ex]].

[33] J. Y. Ge et al. [CLEO Collaboration], Phys. Rev. D 79, 052010 (2009) [arXiv:0810.3878 [hepex]].

[34] J. M. Link et al. [FOCUS Collaboration], [35] B. Aubert et al. [BABAR Collaboration], [36] S. Dobbs et al. [CLEO Collaboration],

P. Naik et al. [CLEO Collaboration], Phys. Rev. D 80, 112004 (2009) [arXiv:0910.3602 [hep-ex]]. K. M. Ecklund et al. [CLEO Collaboration], Phys. Rev. Lett. 100, 161801 (2008) [arXiv:0712.1175 [hep-ex]].

[37] T. D. Lee, Phys. Rev. D 8, 1226 (1973).

[38] G. C. Branco, P. M. Ferreira, L. Lavoura, M. N. Rebelo, M. Sher and J. P. Silva, Phys. Rept.

516, 1 (2012) [arXiv:1106.0034 [hep-ph]].

[39] V. D. Barger, J. L. Hewett and R. J. N. Phillips, Phys. Rev. D 41, 3421 (1990). [40] S. L. Glashow and S. Weinberg, Phys. Rev. D 15, 1958 (1977). E. A. Paschos, Phys. Rev. D 15, 1966 (1977).

[41] A. G. Akeroyd and F. Mahmoudi, JHEP 0904, 121 (2009) [arXiv:0902.2393 [hep-ph]]. [42] O. Deschamps, S. Descotes-Genon, S. Monteil, V. Niess, S. T’Jampens and V. Tisserand, Phys. Rev. D 82, 073012 (2010) [arXiv:0907.5135 [hep-ph]].

[43] G. Abbiendi et al. [ALEPH and DELPHI and L3 and OPAL and The LEP working group for Higgs boson searches Collaborations], [arXiv:1301.6065 [hep-ex]].

[44] J. L. Diaz-Cruz, R. Noriega-Papaqui and A. Rosado, Phys. Rev. D 71, 015014 (2005) [hep-ph/0410391].

[45] J. L. Diaz-Cruz, J. Hernandez–Sanchez, S. Moretti, R. Noriega-Papaqui and A. Rosado, Phys.

Rev. D 79, 095025 (2009) [arXiv:0902.4490 [hep-ph]].

[46] G. Beall, M. Bander and A. Soni, Phys. Rev. Lett. 48, 848 (1982).

[47] D. Cocolicchio, G. Costa, G. L. Fogli, J. H. Kim and A. Masiero, Phys. Rev. D 40, 1477 (1989).

[48] P. Langacker and S. U. Sankar, Phys. Rev. D 40, 1569 (1989). [49] P. L. Cho and M. Misiak, Phys. Rev. D 49, 5894 (1994) [hep-ph/9310332]. [50] K. S. Babu, K. Fujikawa and A. Yamada, Phys. Lett. B 333, 196 (1994) [hep-ph/9312315]. [51] J. P. Alexander et al. [CLEO Collaboration], Phys. Rev. D 56, 5320 (1997) [hep-ex/9705009]. [52] D. Acosta et al. [CDF Collaboration], Phys. Rev. Lett. 90, 081802 (2003) [hep-ex/0209030]. [53] V. M. Abazov et al. [D0 Collaboration], Phys. Lett. B 641, 423 (2006) [hep-ex/0607102]. [54] V. M. Abazov et al. [D0 Collaboration], Phys. Rev. Lett. 100, 211803 (2008) [arXiv:0803.3256 [hep-ex]].

[55] V. M. Abazov et al. [D0 Collaboration], Phys. Lett. B 699, 145 (2011) [arXiv:1101.0806 [hepex]].

[56] S. Chatrchyan et al. [CMS Collaboration], JHEP 1208, 023 (2012) [arXiv:1204.4764 [hep-ex]]. [57] S. Chatrchyan et al. [CMS Collaboration], arXiv:1208.0956 [hep-ex].

[58] G. Aad et al. [ATLAS Collaboration], Phys. Lett. B 705, 28 (2011) [arXiv:1108.1316 [hep-ex]]. [59] G. Aad et al. [ATLAS Collaboration], Phys. Rev. Lett. 109, 081801 (2012) [arXiv:1205.1016 [hep-ex]].

[60] A. Crivellin, Phys. Rev. D 81, 031301 (2010) [arXiv:0907.2461 [hep-ph]]. [61] C. -H. Chen and S. -h. Nam, Phys. Lett. B 666, 462 (2008) [arXiv:0807.0896 [hep-ph]]. [62] R. Feger, T. Mannel, V. Klose, H. Lacker and T. Luck, Phys. Rev. D 82, 073002 (2010) [arXiv:1003.4022 [hep-ph]].

[63] M. Blanke, A. J. Buras, K. Gemmler and T. Heidsieck, JHEP 1203, 024 (2012) [arXiv:1111.5014 [hep-ph]].

[64] L. Wolfenstein, Phys. Rev. D 29, 2130 (1984).

[65] A. Maiezza, M. Nemevsek, F. Nesti and G. Senjanovic, Phys. Rev. D 82, 055022 (2010) [arXiv:1005.5160 [hep-ph]].

[66] F. I. Olness and M. E. Ebel, Phys. Rev. D 30, 1034 (1984).

[67] J. -h. Jang, K. Y. Lee, S. C. Park and H. S. Song, Phys. Rev. D 66, 055006 (2002) [hep-ph/0010107].

[68] A. Badin, F. Gabbiani and A. A. Petrov, Phys. Lett. B 653, 230 (2007) [arXiv:0707.0294 [hep-ph]].

[69] K. Y. Lee and S. -h. Nam, Phys. Rev. D 85, 035001 (2012) [arXiv:1111.4666 [hep-ph]]. [70] R. P. MacDonald et al. [TWIST Collaboration], Phys. Rev. D 78, 032010 (2008)

[arXiv:0807.1125 [hep-ex]].

[71] A. Hillairet et al. [TWIST Collaboration], Phys. Rev. D 85, 092013 (2012) [arXiv:1112.3606 [hep-ex]].

[72] D. Delepine, G. Faisel and C. A. Ramirez, arXiv:1212.6281 [hep-ph]. [73] Y. Aida, E. Asakawa, G. -C. Cho and H. Matsuo, Phys. Rev. D 82, 115008 (2010) [arXiv:1009.3557 [hep-ph]].

[74] G. -C. Cho and H. Matsuo, Phys. Lett. B 703, 318 (2011) [arXiv:1107.3004 [hep-ph]]. [75] A. G. Akeroyd and S. Recksiegel, Phys. Lett. B 554, 38 (2003) [hep-ph/0210376]. [76] H. K. Dreiner, G. Polesello and M. Thormeier, Phys. Rev. D 65, 115006 (2002) [arXiv:hep-ph/0112228].

[77] H. K. Dreiner, M. Kramer and B. O’Leary, Phys. Rev. D 75, 114016 (2007) [arXiv:hep-ph/0612278].

[78] A. Kundu and S. Nandi, Phys. Rev. D 78, 015009 (2008) [arXiv:0803.1898 [hep-ph]]. [79] Y. Kao and T. Takeuchi, arXiv:0910.4980 [hep-ph].

[80] G. Bhattacharyya, K. B. Chatterjee and S. Nandi, Nucl. Phys. B 831, 344 (2010) [arXiv:0911.3811 [hep-ph]].

[81] A. G. Akeroyd and F. Mahmoudi, JHEP 1010, 038 (2010) [arXiv:1007.2757 [hep-ph]]. [82] F. Tahir and A. Mir, arXiv:1108.1492 [hep-ph].

[83] S. Davidson, D. C. Bailey and B. A. Campbell, Z. Phys. C 61, 613 (1994) [hep-ph/9309310]. [84] P. Langacker, Phys. Rept. 72, 185 (1981). [85] P. H. Frampton, Mod. Phys. Lett. A 7, 559 (1992). [86] J. L. Hewett and T. G. Rizzo, Phys. Rept. 183, 193 (1989). [87] E. Farhi and L. Susskind, Phys. Rept. 74, 277 (1981). [88] K. D. Lane and M. V. Ramana, Phys. Rev. D 44, 2678 (1991).

[89] S. Davidson, D. C. Bailey and B. A. Campbell, Z. Phys. C 61, 613 (1994) [hep-ph/9309310]. [90] I. Dorsner, S. Fajfer, J. F. Kamenik and N. Kosnik, Phys. Lett. B 682, 67 (2009) [arXiv:0906.5585 [hep-ph]].